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Non technical summary

This report has been prepared by Sharpe Ecology, on behalf of Angela Piercy, Church Warden.
The report has been prepared to inform proposals for external repairs of the tower of St
Katherine’s Church, Wormington, Gloucestershire, WR12 7NL.

A detailed building inspection and site walkover was undertaken by Sharpe Ecology in March
2024, followed bat roost presence/absence (dusk emergence) surveys in May and June 2024.

The church was a grade |l listed building with a timber tower with pitched stone-tiled roof on the
west end of the church. It is this tower which will be subject to external repairs. The church was
located towards the north side of the small village of Wormington, with a churchyard (with
mature trees) to the south, east and north of the church, and a hedgerow, strip of grassland
and farm buildings to the west.

Although there was no evidence of bats inside the tower, the tower did contain a small number
of external potential roost features in the form of gaps under and within some of the stone tiles,
assessed as being of moderate potential value to bats. The timber cladding on the tower was
largely intact with no potential external roost features present.

The bat activity surveys confirmed the presence of occasional day roosts for common pipistrelle
(maximum count two bats) and soprano pipistrelle (maximum count one bat) all roosting under
the tiles on the church tower.

Mitigation measures for bats include:

e a pre-commencement check for bats and the supervision of roof tile removal by a
licensed ecologist (with no timing constraints);

¢ the provision of two bat boxes (Eco Kent Bat Box, Schwegler 2F with Double Front
Panel Bat Box, Eliza Bat Box or Large Multi Chamber WoodStone Bat Box) prior to the
commencement of works (to relocate any bats captured by hand and as compensation
for the temporary loss of the common pipistrelle and soprano pipistrelle day roosts),

o the reinstatement of suitable gaps under replaced roof tiles (in the same location as
existing roosts where possible) to provide replacement roosting opportunities for
soprano and common pipistrelle bats within the church tower.

The bat boxes should be located on a suitable mature tree located within the church yard to
the south of the church, with clear flight access for bats into the boxes and at a height of 4-6m,
in a sunny location. The long-term retention of the bat boxes (post church tower renovations)
would provide additional roosting options for bats on site.

The proposed external repairs to the St Katharine’s Church tower would result in the temporary
loss of the soprano pipistrelle and common pipistrelle roosts as well as potential for
harm/disturbance to bats if present during works, a European Protected Species (EPS)
Mitigation Licence will need to be obtained from Natural England before any works to the roosts
can be undertaken. The site does qualify for a Bat Mitigation Class Licence (BMCL).
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Introduction

Purpose of report

This report has been prepared by Sharpe Ecology, on behalf of Angela Piercy, Church
Warden. The report has been prepared to inform proposals for external repairs of the
tower of St Katherine’s Church, Wormington, Gloucestershire, WR12 7NL.

A detailed internal and external inspection of the church tower for bats and a walkover
survey of the site was carried out in March 2024 by a licensed ecologist, followed bat
roost presence/absence (dusk emergence) surveys in May and June 2024.

The survey work and report have been completed in line with best practice guidelines
including the UK Bat Mitigation Guidelines (Reason, P.F. & Wray, S. 2023), Bat
Mitigation Guidelines (Mitchell-Jones, A. J. 2004) and The Bat Conservation Trusts’ Bat
Surveys Good Practice Guidelines (Collins, J. 2023). The survey and report have been
completed by professional ecologists, who are all full members of the Chartered
Institute for Ecology and Environmental Management.

This report presents the results of the surveys and sets out suitable mitigation measures
to avoid any potential impacts on bats, and other protected or notable species and
habitats, and to provide opportunities for net biodiversity enhancement.

Legislation and planning policy

Local planning policy

The Tewkesbury Local Plan (adopted 8" June 2022) policy NAT1 (Biodiversity,
Geodiversity and Important Natural Features) states that:

‘Development proposals that will conserve, restore and enhance, biodiversity will be
permitted.

Proposals will, where applicable, be required to deliver a biodiversity net gain across
local and landscape scales, including designing wildlife into development proposals,
the connection of sites and large-scale habitat restoration, enhancement and habitat
re-creation. Locally defined ecological networks identified in the Local Nature Recovery
Strategy will be the primary focus for landscape scale net gain delivery.

Proposals that are likely to have a significant effect on a European or internationally
designated habitats site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects) will
not be permitted unless a Habitats Regulations Assessment has concluded that the
proposal will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site.

Development likely to result in the loss, deterioration or harm to features, habitats or
species of importance to biodiversity, environmental quality or geological conservation,
either directly or indirectly, will not be permitted unless:

a) the need for, and benefits of the development clearly outweigh its likely impact on
the local environment, or the nature conservation value or scientific interest of the site;

b) it can be demonstrated that the development could not reasonably be located on an
alternative site with less harmful impacts; and

c) measures can be provided (and secured through planning conditions or legal
agreements), that would avoid, mitigate against or, as a last resort, compensate for the
adverse effects likely to result from development.
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The level of protection and mitigation should be proportionate to the status of the
feature, habitat or species and its importance individually and as part of a wider
network. Development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitat,
including (but not restricted to) ancient woodland and ancient and veteran trees, will not
be permitted unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation
strategy exists.’

National planning policy

In accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework 2023, the planning system
should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by minimising
impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, and
promote the protection and recovery of priority species populations and ecological
networks.

When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should aim to
conserve and enhance biodiversity by applying the following principles:

o |[f significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided, adequately
mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should
be refused;

e Encouraging opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around
developments;

e By encouraging good design, planning policies and decisions should limit the
impact of light pollution from artificial light on local amenity, intrinsically dark
landscapes and nature conservation.

Legislation

Certain habitats and species are subject to protection as laid out in the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2017. The following are of particular relevance to this assessment:

¢ |n England all species of bat and their breeding or resting places (roosts) are fully
protected under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 and
Section 9 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). This legislation
makes it an offence to deliberately, intentionally or recklessly:

= Kill, injure or capture a bat;

= Obstruct access to any structure or place used for shelter or protection by
bat;

= Disturb a bat while it is occupying a structure or place which is uses for that
purpose;

= Disturb bats in such a way it would affect the ability of any significant group
of bat to survive, breed, rear or nurture or affect a local distribution or
abundance;

= Damage or destroy a breeding or resting place of a bat.

In addition, the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 places
a duty on public bodies to consider enhancement of biodiversity within all their actions,
and this Act also includes measures to protect species and habitat considered to be of
Principal Importance, using species / habitats listed on the UK Biodiversity Action Plan
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(superseded by the UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework covering the period 2011-
2020).

Methods
Desk study

A desk study, to gather information on protected and notable species and habitats
within 2km of the site, comprised a review of the following:

e The Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC)
database, available at
http://www.natureonthemap.naturalengland.org.uk/MagicMap.aspx

¢ The following features were searched for:
= Nature reserves and country parks
= Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI’s)

= Internationally protected sites (e.g Ramsar, Special Protection Areas [SPA],
Special Areas of Conservation [SAC])

= Priority Habitats and Species
= European protected species licences
e Aerial photographs and Ordnance survey maps

e The Gloucestershire Biodiversity Action Plan
(https://www.gloucestershirenature.org.uk/biodiversity-action-plan-bap)

Daytime building inspection for bats and walkover survey

A detailed daytime building inspection (internal and external inspection of the church
tower) for bats was carried out on 15 March 2024. The inspection covered all accessible
internal areas and all external walls and roof tiles, using 8x42 binoculars, a high/low
powered torch, an endoscope and ladder, and a walkover survey of the surrounding
area.

The building was surveyed for signs of bats, including bat droppings, urine staining, oil
marks from fur, feeding remains and bats, as well as features that could provide
potential access points or roosting opportunities for bats, such as lifted, broken or
missing tiles, gaps in mortar between brickwork and ridge tiles, broken or rotten fascias,
gaps behind barge boarding, hanging tiles etc.

Bat activity surveys

Bat roost emergence surveys were carried out on 7 May, 30 May and 18 June 2024
and were conducted from 15 minutes before sunset to 1.5 hours after sunset.
Pettersson D240x (heterodyne and time expansion), EchoMeter Touch (full spectrum)
and Anabat Express (zero crossing) bat detectors were used and calls were analysed
using Analook software and with the aid of British Bat Calls: A Guide to Species
Identification (Russ 2012) where necessary. Night vision aids (NVA) used included
infrared-cameras (Nightfox Whisper and Ordro AE20 5K video cameras), with video
footage being reviewed in the office the day after the survey, and a handheld thermal
imaging camera (Pulsar Helion XP50 Pro).

pg. 6
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Surveyors

The surveys were carried out by Dr Fiona Sharpe MCIEEM and Fergus Henderson
MCIEEM.

Fiona holds a current Natural England Bat Survey Licence (WML-A34-Level 2 Class
Licence; registration number 2018-37892-CLS-CLS) and has over 17 years ecological
survey and assessment experience, including over nine years of specialist bat survey,
mitigation and licensing experience.

Fergus holds a current Natural England Bat Survey Licence (WML-A34-Level 4 Class
Licence; registration number 2015-15595-CLS-CLS) and has over 20 years survey and
assessment experience for bats, and is also a Bat Mitigation Class Licence Registered
Consultant.

Limitations and assumptions

The baseline conditions presented in this report represent those at the time of survey
and reporting. Variations in these conditions will take place as a result of seasonal
factors, and over time.

Results

Desk study

The MAGIC website showed no statutory designated sites to be located within 2km of
the site, and the site did not fall within the SSSI Impact Risk Zone for any SSSI.
Therefore, given to the nature and scale of the proposals for the site, the proposals are
deemed unlikely to pose a significant risk to the notified features of any SSSI or any
other statutory designated site, and as such no further impact assessment in relation to
statutory designated sites is required.

There were no priority habitats within, or adjacent to, the site boundary. Priority habitat
within 1km of the site included deciduous woodland (closest located 460m south).

Three European protected species licences (bats) had been granted within 2km of the
site: EPSM2009-1379 for common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus, brown long-eared
bat Plecotus auritus, Daubenton’s bat Myotis daubentonii, Natterer's bat Myotis
nattereri and noctule Nyctalus noctula resting place located 1.2km to the east; 2018-
33299-EPS-MIT-1 for brown long-eared bat, common pipistrelle and lesser horseshoe
bat Rhinolophus hipposideros resting place located 1.6km to the northeast; and
EPSM2012-4755 for common pipistrelle resting place location 1.7km northeast.

Noctule, soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus and brown long-eared bat are listed
as Priority Species in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) and are also listed as
species of principal importance in accordance with the NERC Act 2006. The
Gloucestershire Biodiversity Action Plan also covers barbastelle Barbastella
barbastellus, Bechstein’s bat Myotis bechsteinii, greater horseshoe bat Rhinolophus
ferrumequinum, lesser horseshoe bat and pipistrelle sp.

Daytime building inspection

St Katharine’s Church was a grade |l listed building with a timber tower with a pitched
stone-tiled roof on the west end of the church. It is this tower which will be subject to
external repairs and therefore subject to survey.
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The church was located towards the north side of the small village of Wormington, with
a churchyard (with mature trees) to the south, east and north of the church, and a
hedgerow, strip of grassland and farm buildings to the west.

The timber cladding on all sides of the church tower was intact and well-sealed with the
exception of rotten sections on the west and south elevations, resulting in large, very
damp holes. There were no gaps between the stonework and the timber cladding and
the louvred belfry openings were blocked off with wire mesh behind the louvred boards.

On the pitched tower roof, the lead flashing along the roof corners was intact, well-
sealed and in excellent condition. The stone tiles were all largely intact with only very
narrow gaps (too narrow for access by bats) between and underneath the tiles on the
north and east elevations. There were three damaged tiles on the on the west elevation,
but the spaces at the base of the damaged tiles were still blocked by pieces of broken
tile. On the south elevation there was one missing tile, resulting in a large gap, and a
small number of very slightly lifted/shifted tiles on all elevations.

The stone roof tiles on the main church roof (within the vicinity of the tower) were all
intact, with no obvious potential roost features. The stone work on the west elevation
was also in excellent condition with no obvious potential roost features noted.

No external evidence of bats on or within the vicinity of the tower were noted.

Image 1. South elevation

pg. 8



St Katharine’s Church, WR12 7NL — Bat Survey

Image 2. West elevation

Image 3. North elevation

Image 4. East elevation

pg. 9
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4.2.7. The enclosed space inside the tower was accessed via a timber hatch. The timber
cladding boards were unlined (single skin cladding only), with no crevices within or
behind the cladding. The tower roof was lined with timber boards behind the stone tiles,
and wire mesh was located immediately behind the louvered belfry openings. Old,
dense cobwebs and wind-blown plant debris covered the timbers, the cladding boards
and wire mesh. Mouse droppings were present but no evidence of bats (droppings,
clear sections of boards etc) was noted.

Image 6. Inside tower

pg. 10
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Image 7. Wire mesh over louvred openings, inside tower

Image 8. Hole in timber cladding

4.3. Habitat

4.3.1. A churchyard with mature trees surrounded the church on the north, east and south
sides, and there was a strip of grassland with boundary hedgerows to the west, with
farm buildings west of that. Open countryside was located north of the churchyard,
comprising a mosaic of medium and large sized fields (mainly pasture with some
arable), with an established hedgerow network, scattered field boundary trees and
occasional small pockets of woodland. The immediate habitats and wider landscape
provided suitable foraging habitat for a wide range of bat species.

pg. 11
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Image 9. Churchyard

Image 10. Habitat to west of church

Bat emergence surveys

The first dusk emergence survey was carried out on 7 May 2024 and was carried out
by one surveyor with two NVAs (paired with automated static detector). Surveyor 1 was
predominantly located on the southwest corner of the church tower (with NVA), and the
second NVA was located on the northeast corner of the church tower. The weather at
the time of the survey was dry, light breeze, 0% cloud cover, 15.6°C — 12.1°C and
75.8% - 91.3% relative humidity.

The second dusk emergence survey was carried out on 30 May 2024 and was carried
out by one surveyor with two NVAs (paired with automated static detector). Surveyor 1
was predominantly located on the southwest corner of the church tower (with NVA),
and the second NVA was located on the northeast corner of the church tower. The
weather at the time of the survey was mainly dry with light rain 21.55 to 22.25, moderate
to light breeze, 95% cloud cover, 14.6°C — 14.2°C and 70.0% - 75.0% relative humidity.

The third dusk emergence survey was carried out on 18 June 2024 and was carried out
by two surveyors (both with NVAs). Surveyor 1 was located on the southwest corner of
the church tower and surveyor was located on the northeast corner of the church tower.

pg. 12
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The weather at the time of the survey was dry, moderate to light breeze, 90% cloud
cover, 15.2°C — 13.6°C and 67.6% - 82.1% relative humidity.

Dusk survey 1: Two common pipistrelles and one soprano pipistrelle were seen
emerging from gaps under tower roof tiles on the east, south and west elevations. No
other bats were seen emerging from the church tower or nearby church roof structures.
Bat activity throughout the course of the survey was low and consisted of low-level
foraging activity by 1-2 common pipistrelle and 1-2 foraging passes by brown long-
eared bat, Natterer's bat, Myotis sp. (suspected whiskered/Brandt's Myotis
mystacinus/Brandltii), Leisler's bat Nyctalus leisleri and lesser horseshoe bat. Full
details of the survey are given in Appendix A.

Dusk survey 2: No bats were seen emerging from the church tower or nearby church
roof structures. Bat activity throughout the course of the survey was low and consisted
of low-level foraging activity by common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle Natterer’s bat,
Myotis sp. (suspected whiskered/Brandt’s) and noctule. Full details of the survey are
given in Appendix A.

Dusk survey 3: One common pipistrelle and one soprano pipistrelle were seen
emerging from gaps under tower roof tiles on the east and south elevations. No other
bats were seen emerging from the church tower or nearby church roof structures. Bat
activity throughout the course of the survey was low and consisted of low-level foraging
activity by individual common pipistrelle and soprano pipistrelle and two passes by
brown long-eared bat and Myotis sp. Full details of the survey are given in Appendix
A

Ecological evaluation, mitigation and enhancement

Ecological evaluation

The repair works to the tower would include the replacement of the timber cladding,
replacement of the louvred belfry openings, the stripping back of the lead to inspect the
extent of rot and the replacement of three broken tiles on the west elevation and four
broken/damaged tiles on the south elevation.

The holes created by the rotten timber cladding boards did not form potential roost
features for bats and the presence of old, dense cobwebs throughout the inside of the
tower along with the lack of any evidence of bats indicated that bats were absent from
inside the tower. The only potential roost features noted were the gaps under/between
the stone tiles on the church tower roof. Bat activity surveys confirmed the presence of
two common pipistrelle day roosts (maximum count of one bat per roost) and one
soprano pipistrelle day roost (maximum count of one bat) using gaps under tiles on the
south, east and west elevations.

Based on the criteria set out in the Bat Mitigation Guidelines (Mitchell-Jones 2004) and
the regional abundance of common pipistrelle (considered to be common and
widespread in Gloucestershire), the two day roosts for individual common pipistrelle are
deemed to be of low conservation significance.

Based on the criteria set out in the Bat Mitigation Guidelines (Mitchell-Jones 2004) and
the regional abundance of soprano pipistrelle (considered to be common and
widespread in Gloucestershire), the day roost for individual soprano pipistrelle is
deemed to be of low conservation significance.

The external repair works would result in the loss (temporary) of the day roosts and
potential for harm/disturbance to bats if present during works.
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Mitigation

In order to mitigate the impacts on bats, which includes the risk of harm/injury and
disturbance to individual bats, and the loss (temporary) of two common pipistrelle day
roosts and one soprano pipistrelle day roost, the following measures should be adhered
to:

e A toolbox talk will be delivered to all site workers by the licensed ecologist, prior
to the commencement of any works impacting the building.

e Immediately prior to the start of tower repairs (once scaffolding has been set up),
a detailed visual inspection (using torches and endoscopes where necessary) will
be carried out by a licensed ecologist. Any bats encountered will be caught by
hand and removed to one of two bat boxes (e.g Eco Kent Bat Box, Schwegler 2F
with Double Front Panel Bat Box, Eliza Bat Box or Large Multi Chamber
WoodStone Bat Box) which will be located on a suitable mature tree within the
church yard to the south of the church. These two bat boxes will be put up prior to
the commencement of repair works and will be located between 4-6m high, on the
southwest, south or southeast side of the tree, with a clear flight path for bat
entering and exiting the boxes. The works will then proceed immediately in strict
adherence to the Bat Mitigation Class Licence conditions and the precautionary
working methods described here.

e  The removal of roof tiles, plus any other potential roost features identified by the
on-site ecologist, must be carried out by hand and under strict supervision of the
licensed ecologist. Although there are no timing constraints to works, key
destructive works that could impact bats should be timed to avoid cold or adverse
weather conditions, following best practice guidance.

e  The roost features within the church tower will be reinstated by using warped tiles
or slightly lifted tiles, creating gaps measuring 18-20mm high. These gaps will
allow bats access to underneath the tiles and should be done under the direction
of the on-site ecologist.

Enhancement

The site should be enhanced for bats through the long-term retention of the two bat
boxes on the tree to the south of the church. Suitable bat boxes can be obtained from
www.nhbs.com, www.wildcare.co.uk or www.wildlilfeservices.uk

Mechanism for ensuring delivery and conclusions

The external repairs to the St Katharine’s Church tower would result in the temporary
loss of the soprano pipistrelle and common pipistrelle roosts as well as potential for
harm/disturbance to bats if present during works, a European Protected Species (EPS)
Mitigation Licence will need to be obtained from Natural England before any works to
the roosts can be undertaken. The site does qualify for a Bat Mitigation Class Licence
(BMCL).

This report and the data within it are valid for up to 12-18 months. After this period it

may be necessary to undertake further survey work to ensure up-to-date information is
available.

pg. 14
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Appendix A Details of bat emergence surveys

Dusk emergence survey 1

Surveyors Fiona Sharpe + NVA (1) Surveyor 1 — Southwest
NVA (2) Position 2 — Northeast
Survey Type | Dusk emergence Detectors Pettersson D240x; EM
Used Touch 2, Anabat Express

Weather Dry, light breeze, 0% cloud cover

Temperature | 15.6°C — 12.1°C Humidity 75.8% - 91.3%

Sunset 20.44 Sunrise

Start 20.29 Finish 22.14

Time Surveyor | Species Activity

21.01 1 45kHz Pipistrelle | Single bat flew east to west on south side

21.03 1&2 45kHz Pipistrelle | Single bat emerged from a tile about 2
way down the roof, close to the lead
flashing on the southeast corner of
east elevation

21.08 1 Myotis sp. Possible Natterer’s bat pass on south
side - audio only

21.09 1 45kHz Pipistrelle | Faint foraging calls to south — audio only

21.10 55kHz Pipistrelle | Single bat emerged from under tile
next to southwest corner lead flashing
on south elevation (about ‘> way up
roof) & flew south

21.10 1 45kHz Pipistrelle | Fast pass east to west on south side

21.13 1 45kHz Pipistrelle | Foraging passes to south — audio only

21.14 1&2 45kHz Pipistrelle | Single bat emerged from under tile or
gap between tiled and flashing on west
elevation (close to northwest corner)
near base of roof

21.16-22.14 |1 &2 45kHz Pipistrelle | Intermittent foraging by 1-2 bats, mainly
to south and west

21.24 2 Leisler's Pass — audio only

21.24 1 Brown long-eared | Pass on west side — audio only

21.48 1 Lesser horseshoe | Pass on west side — audio only

21.51 1&2 Myotis sp. Possible whiskered/Brandt’s pass — audio
only

21.53 2 Leisler's Pass — audio only

21.54 1 Myotis sp. Possible whiskered/Brandt’s pass on
west side — audio only

21.58 1 Natterer's Loud pass to southwest — audio only

pg. 16
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05/07/2024 21:05:41

Common pipistrelle emergence at 21.03 (camera time 2 minutes out), with roost location
highlighted

05/07/2024 21:10:11

[ :
Soprano pipistrelle emergence at 21.10, with roost location highlighted

pg. 17
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05/07/2024 21:14:12

(8
Common pipistrelle emergence at 21.14, with roost location highlighted

SRR/ 07/2024 22:18:09

N

NVA southwest, end of survey

pg. 18
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NVA northeast, end of survey

pg. 19
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Dusk emergence survey 2

Surveyors Fiona Sharpe + NVA (1) Surveyor 1 — Southwest
NVA (2) Position 2 — Northeast
Survey Type | Dusk emergence Detectors Pettersson D240x; EM
Used Touch 2, Anabat Express
Weather Mainly dry with light rain 21.55 to 22.25, moderate to light breeze, 95%
cloud cover

Temperature | 14.6°C — 14.2°C Humidity 70.0% - 75.0%

Sunset 21.16 Sunrise

Start 21.01 Finish 22.46

Time Surveyor | Species Activity

21.24 1 45kHz Pipistrelle | Faint pass — audio only

21.25 2 55kHz Pipistrelle | Pass east to west on north side

21.26 1 45kHz Pipistrelle | Faint pass — audio only

21.28 1 45kHz Pipistrelle | Foraging passes to south — audio only

21.29 1&2 Noctule Overhead pass southwest to northeast

21.32 1 45kHz Pipistrelle | Foraging passes on west side, single bat

21.38 1 Natterer's Fast low pass southeast to northwest on
south side

21.43 1 Myotis sp. Possible whiskered/Brandt’s foraging
pass south to north on west side

21.45 1 Myotis sp. Possible whiskered/Brandt’s foraging
pass north to south on west side

21.58-22.33 | 1 45kHz Pipistrelle | Very intermittent foraging passes on
south and west side

22.15 1 55kHz Pipistrelle | Brief pass — audio only

22.32 1 Myotis sp. Possible whiskered/Brandt’s pass on
west side — audio only

NVA southwest, end of survey

2024 22:47:43
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NVA northeast, end of survey
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Dusk emergence survey 3

Surveyors Fergus Henderson (1) Surveyor 1 — Southwest
Fiona Sharpe (2) Position 2 — Northeast
Survey Type | Dusk emergence Detectors Pettersson D240x; EM
Used Touch 2, Anabat Walkabout

Weather Dry, moderate to light breeze, 90% cloud cover

Temperature | 15.2°C — 13.6°C Humidity 67.6% - 82.1%

Sunset 21.31 Sunrise

Start 21.16 Finish 23.01

Time Surveyor | Species Activity

21.39 1 45kHz Pipistrelle | Faint pass on west side — audio only

21.44 1 55kHz Pipistrelle | Single bat emerged from under tile
next to southwest corner lead flashing
on south elevation (about 2 way up
roof) & flew south

21.52 1&2 45kHz Pipistrelle | Single bat emerged from under tile low
down on east elevation and flew
southeast

21.55 2 45kHz Pipistrelle | Pass — audio only

21.59 1 Myotis sp. Loud pass on southwest side — audio only

22.00-22.01 | 1&2 45kHz Pipistrelle | Several foraging passes on west and
north side

2217 2 55kHz Pipistrelle | Very faint pass — audio only

22.23 1&2 45kHz Pipistrelle | Brief pass on west side — audio only

22.28 2 Brown long-eared | Loud pass & social call on north side —
audio only

22.36 1 Myotis sp. Pass west to east on south side

22.47 2 Brown long-eared | Pass — audio only

22.54 2 45kHz Pipistrelle | Faint pass — audio only

.2024/06/18 21:44:57

Soprano pipistrelle emergence at 21.44, with roost location highlighted
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Common pipistrelle emergence at 21.52, with roost location highlighted

2024/06/18 23:01:48

NVA southwest, end of survey
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06/18/2024

NVA northeast, end of survey
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