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Executive Summary 

• Blackstaff Ecology was commissioned by Ards & North Down Borough Council to carry out an assessment 

of the potential for roosting bats at a site of proposed development located at The Ropewalk Car Park, 

Portaferry, Co. Down.  

• The site consists of an area of tarmac car parking, with a narrow corridor of amenity grassland bordering 

amenities to the west. A number of trees are to be removed to accommodate extension to the existing car 

parking area.  

• A Bat Roost Potential (BRP) survey of each of the trees to be felled within the site boundary of the site was 

carried out by Dr. Erfan Fadaei on 7th May 2021. 

• All trees except for one were assessed as having negligible or low BRP, and a single mature Lime trees was 

assessed as having moderate BRP. This tree also held an active rook’s nest.  

• Further bat activity surveys were required to identify whether the mature tree assessed as having 

moderate BRP was being used as a roost.  

• Three crepuscular surveys were completed; however, no bats were seen emerging or re-entering the 

potential roosting feature. Significant bat activity was recorded in the area, and at least 7 bats were seen 

foraging around the surrounding woodland. In total, 863 bat passes were recorded over the three visits, of 

which the majority were of soprano and common pipistrelles.  

• The proposed project is not anticipated to negatively impact roosting bats or local bat populations in 

general, and no mitigation measures specific to bats are considered necessary for this development. 
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Introduction 

1. Blackstaff Ecology was commissioned by Ards & North Down Borough Council to carry out an assessment 

of the potential for roosting bats at a site of proposed development located at The Ropewalk Car Park, 

Portaferry, Co. Down (Irish grid reference: 395305, 351085).  

2. The site consists of mainly tarmacked car parking, with a narrow corridor of amenity grassland bordering 

the public amenities to the west of the site. A larger area of amenity grassland is present in the north of 

the site adjacent to the overspill car parking area.  

3. The proposed development is for the removal of a number of trees in order to improve and extend the 

existing car parking facilities.  

4. A Bat Roost Potential (BRP) survey was conducted on 07/05/2021 to identify possible features on site that 

may be used by roosting bats, and follow up activity surveys were conducted in May and June 2021 to 

identify whether bats were roosting in the tree identified as having moderate BRP. 

Statement of Authority 

5. The surveys were conducted by Dr. Erfan Fadaei, who also prepared this report, which was subsequently 

reviewed and approved by Cormac Loughran. 

6. Erfan has a BSc (Hons) in Zoology from the University of Manchester and a PhD in deer ecology and 

management from Queen’s University Belfast. Erfan has several years’ experience conducting a range of 

surveys of flora and fauna, including numerous surveys of bat activity and bat roost potential at single wind 

turbines, housing developments, and abandoned buildings, amongst others. He is a qualifying member of 

CIEEM. 

7. Cormac is a Chartered Environmentalist (CEnv), and a full member of the Chartered Institute of Ecology 

and Environmental Management (MCIEEM). He holds an MSc (Distinction) in Environmental Management 

from the University of Ulster, and has extensive experience in bat surveys; having undertaken and 

coordinated full bat surveys and associated impact assessments for numerous major infrastructure 

developments, and small-scale projects. Cormac has also previously held a Natural England Disturbance 

Licence (20121610) for Bats (all species, (all counties of England)). He has attended numerous courses and 

conferences, specifically relating to bats, for the purposes of CPD (Continuing Professional Development). 

These have included the Natural England approved 'Bat Licence Training Course' run by Wildwood Ecology 

(Cardiff). Cormac has also attended the BCT (Bat Conservation Trust) approved course 'Bats and Trees', and 

has attended three BCI (Bat Conservation Ireland) biannual conferences (2010 Kilkenny, 2012 Sligo & Cork 

2014). He also attended the Nathusius' Pipistrelle Workshop in Enniskillen (2009). 

Legislation and Planning Policy 

8. Bats receive protection under Schedule 2 of the Conservation (Natural Habitats) Regulations (NI) 1995, as 

amended, and Annex IV of the European Habitats Directive. The UK is also a member of the Agreement on 

the Conservation of Populations of European Bats (EUROBATS) which aims to protect all European bat 

species. 

9. The protection bats receive means it is an offence if: 

• They are deliberately captured, injured or killed 

• These animals are disturbed in such a way as to significantly affect their ability to survive, breed, or 

rear/nurture their young, or in a way that affects the local distribution or abundance of that species 

• A breeding site or resting place of these species is damaged or destroyed, even if this is unintentional 

and/or when the animal is not present 

• Access to a structure or place used by these species for protection or shelter is intentionally or 

recklessly obstructed 
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• This legislation applies to all life stages of these species. 

10. Also note that a licence may be required from the Northern Ireland Environment Agency for development 

work which is likely to affect a bat roost. 

11.  In addition to the above legislation, local planning authorities are also required to take into consideration 

natural heritage (including protected species and habitats) when a proposed planning application is being 

considered; the criteria used for this purpose are detailed in the guidance document ‘Planning Policy 

Statement 2 (PPS2) – Natural Heritage’. The local planning authority should also consult with the Northern 

Ireland Environment Agency regarding protected species and/or habitats which may be present within the 

application area. 

Methodology 

BRP Survey 

12. The survey was conducted following the BCT Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists Good Practice 

Guidelines (2016) for assessing the potential suitability of a structure for roosting bats. Table 1 below 

describes the roosting habitats of various levels of suitability, ranging from Negligible to High.  

Table 1 - Guidelines for assessing the suitability of a structure for roosting bats [taken from Table 4.1 of 

the BCT’s ‘Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines’ (2016)]. 

 

13. A systematic search was made of the trees on site to identify potential bat access points and to locate any 

evidence of bats, including live or dead specimens and bat droppings.  

Activity Survey 

14. Survey methodology followed guidance presented in the 2016 Bat Conservation Trust (BCT) Guidelines 

(Collins, 2016). Trees with low BRP do not require further surveying, whereas trees with moderate BRP are 

recommended to have two crepuscular surveys (a dusk emergence survey and a dawn re-entry survey) 

which should be carried out between May to September, with at least one of these carried out between 

May-August. 

15. The site was visited on three occasions to assess the level of bat activity on site and determine if bats were 

using the feature identified as having potential for use by bats for roosting purposes.  

16. An Echometer Touch 2 Pro hand-held bat detector was used to record bat activity at the site. Details of the 

visits are provided in Table 2 below. 

Suitability Description 

Negligible Negligible habitat features on site which are likely to be used by roosting bats. 

Low 

A structure or tree with one or more potential roost sites that could be used by individual 

bats opportunistically. However, these potential roost sites do not provide enough space, 

shelter, protection, appropriate conditions and / or suitable surrounding habitat to be 

used on a regular basis or by larger numbers of bats (i.e. unlikely to be suitable for 

maternity or hibernation roosts). 

Moderate 

A structure or tree with one or more potential roost sites that could be used by bats due 

to their size, shelter, protection, appropriate conditions and / or surrounding habitat, but 

unlikely to support a roost of high conservation status. 

High 

A structure or tree with one or more potential roost sites that are obviously suitable for 

use by larger numbers of bats on a more regular basis and potentially for longer periods 

of time due to their size, shelter, protection, conditions and surrounding habitat. 
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Table 2 - Bat survey details 

Survey type Date of survey Time of survey Air Temp (˚C) Wind (mph) Rain Surveyor 

Emergence 15/05/2021 21:06 – 23:21 10 8-9 No EF 

Emergence 25/05/2021 21:22 – 23:37 10 7-10 No EF 

Re-entry 08/06/2021 03:02 – 05:17 8-9 5-7 No EF 

17. The survey was conducted during a period of favourable weather (light or no wind, air temperature >10˚ 
Celsius (except for the re-entry), and no precipitation). The dusk surveys commenced at least 15 minutes 

before sunset and continued until 2 hours post sunset, while the re-entry survey commenced 2 hours prior 

to sunrise and ended at least 15 minutes after sunrise.  

18. The surveys involved sitting at a location selected to provide an unobscured view of the potential roost 

feature (PRF) identified in the mature tree. The surveyor remained stationary at this position, maintaining 

visual contact and concentration with the PRF in question throughout the survey. 

19. Bat detectors recorded the activity of any bat species encountered, as well as the spatial location and time 

of activity. All bat passes were recorded through the Wildlife Acoustics Echo Meter Touch 2 Pro app onto 

the tablet memory, where it was stored for later analysis using Wildlife Acoustics Kaleidoscope Pro 

software, and AnalookW. All bat activity recorded using detectors was obtained in addition to watching for 

bat emergence at each PRF and was acquired to give an idea of the species assemblage within the wider 

site. 

Bat Call Analysis 

20. Wildlife Acoustics Kaleidoscope Pro was used to analyse data collected during the surveys although noise 

files (audio files which the detector assessed as containing no bat calls) were also manually checked using 

AnalookW in order to double check that the bat detector had not missed any bat calls in error and classified 

them alongside any background noise. Bat activity was measured using the number of files containing a 

bat call or bat call sequence irrespective of length, for each survey. 

21. Both Kaleidoscope Pro and Analook W software displayed the recorded calls as sonograms (graphs of call 

frequency along the Y axis against time (duration) of the call along the X axis). All sonograms were then 

analysed to determine bat species. Echolocation calls are reliably distinguishable from other sounds (e.g. 

wind, mechanical sounds, birds or insects), but the ability to distinguish species of bat varies with taxon, 

spatial location, type of equipment & quality of recording, and can be difficult. Some bats are relatively 

easy to separate from viewing sonograms and very little additional analysis of the sonograms may be 

required. Some species, such as those within the genus Myotis, can be extremely difficult, if not impossible 

to separate into species. This is due to similarities in calls of the different species and they can be difficult 

to identify to species level in cases where the bat pass was brief, distant, faint, or if the bat was not seen. 

22. Bat echolocation calls consist of repetitive patterns commonly referred to as pulses or calls. Here, a 

singularly produced sound is defined as a pulse and the consecutive repetition (sequence) of pulses is 

defined as a call. Calls which were difficult to identify from viewing the sonogram alone were analysed in 

more detail by determining the mathematical parameters of the pulses that could be defined. Any noise 

distorting the clear definition of a pulse was excluded from analysis. The mathematical parameters 

measured included: 

23. Time between each pulse known as Inter Pulse Interval (IPI); 

• Duration of call (Dur); 

• Maximum frequency of call (Fmax); 
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• Minimum frequency of call (Fmin); and 

• Peak frequency of the call (Fpeak). 

24. There are inherent limitations when surveying bats using ultrasonic detectors. Ultrasound, unlike audible 

sound, is attenuated rapidly in air. Many echolocation calls are in the 40kHz to 60kHz region, where air 

attenuation is over 1dB per metre. Sound absorption increases exponentially with frequency and a bat 

echolocating at 30kHz is unlikely to have a range exceeding 30m, with the range decreasing to 10m at 

100kHz. Some bats call louder than others, notably Leisler’s bat, which calls at the lowest frequency of any 
Irish at <25KHz where excess attenuation is around 0.5 dB per metre. It is frequently audible at around 80m 

(Altringham, 2003). 

25. In practice this means that bat detectors do not detect most bats calling from 30kHz and upwards at 

distances over 30m1. Some species, such as brown long-eared bat, make very directional and quiet calls 

and can only easily be detected when the detector is facing the source of call (i.e. the bat) and at close 

range and in some instances may not echolocate when foraging, instead relying on their vision and 

conventional hearing to glean prey from vegetation. 

26. Therefore, there may be some bias in the recording of bat species, caused by variations in the detectability 

of different species. The potential for some species of bats to be overlooked has was reduced as much as 

possible by the use of headphones to cut down on background noise experienced by the surveyors, which 

also aids subsequent analysis of recordings. The manual surveys also used a combination of both electronic 

detectors and observations of bat behaviour where possible; in the latter instance, the behaviour and size 

of a bat can be used in combination with the calls to indicate species. 

27. Table 3 indicates the maximum distances of ultrasonic detection for bat species occurring in Northern 

Ireland. The data has been taken from Eurobats2 and was collated based on a literature review and on the 

experience of Eurobat Intercessional Working Group members. It should be noted that this data is from 

surveys carried out on the continent and using a Pettersson Elektronik D980 bat detector. 

Table 3 - Distances of ultrasonic detection for bats occurring in Northern Ireland 

Species 

Forages close 

to habitat 

structure 

High Flight 

(>40 m high) 

Low Flight (i.e. 

almost ground 

level) 

Maximum distance 

of ultrasonic 

detection (m) 

Common pipistrelle Yes Yes Yes 30 

Soprano pipistrelle Yes Yes Yes 30 

Nathusius’ pipistrelle Yes Yes Yes 30-40 

Brown long-eared bat Yes Yes Yes 30 

Daubenton’s bat Yes Yes Yes 30 

Natterers’ bat Yes  Yes 20 

Whiskered bat Yes  Yes 15 

Leisler’s bat  Yes  60-80 

 

28. The ability to estimate abundance of bats by carrying out detector surveys is limited as it requires 

differentiation between multiple passes of a single bat and multiple bats making single passes; this is not 

usually possible through echolocation monitoring. However, the results can be used to indicate the relative 

activity of bats in different habitats based on number of bat passes over time. 

 

 
1 John D. Altrincham (2003) British Bats  
2 Information taken from Rodrigues, L., L. Bach, M.J. Dubourg-Savage, J. Goodwin & C. Harbusch (2008): Guidelines for consideration of 

bats in wind farm projects. EUROBATS Publication Series No. 3 (English version). UNEP/EUROBATS Secretariat, Bonn, Germany, 51 pp. 

(Table 2, pp 48-49) 
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Results 

BRP survey 

29. The location of each tree to be felled within the application site is provided in Figure 1 and marked in red. 

Table 4 details the tree number as seen in Figure 3 and provides the species and BRP. Photographs of each 

tree are to be found in Appendix 1. 

Table 4 – BRP of trees to be felled – from South to North (as in Figure 1) 

Tree number Species BRP 

0 Norway maple (Acer platanoides) Negligible 

1 Ash (Fraxinus excelsior) Negligible 

2 Sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus) Negligible 

10 Ash (Fraxinus excelsior) Negligible 

11 Norway maple (Acer platanoides) Negligible 

12 Ash (Fraxinus excelsior) Negligible 

4 Common lime (Tilia × europaea) Low 

5 Sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus)  Negligible 

6 Sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus)  Negligible 

7 Common lime (Tilia × europaea) Negligible 

8 Sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus) Low 

9 Ash (Fraxinus excelsior) Low 

3 Sycamore (Acer pseudoplatanus) - only stump remaining Negligible 

13 Common lime (Tilia × europaea) Moderate 

 

Activity survey 

30. No bats were observed emerging from the PRF under observation during any of the surveys, but at least 7 

bats were observed foraging around the trees on the site and in the surrounding area. A total of 863 bat 

passes were recorded at the site over 3 visits, most of which were soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus 

(PIPPYG), with a smaller number of common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus (PIPPIP). Small numbers of 

Leisler’s bat Nyctalus leisleri (NYCLEI), Daubenton’s bat Myotis daubentonii (MYODAU), Natterer’s bat 
Myotis nattereri (MYONAT), and brown long-eared bat Plecotus auritus (PLEAUR), see Table 5. 

Table 5 – Details of bat passes recorded on site during the three surveys.  

Survey 

date 
Surveyor 

Number of Bat Passes 

NYCLEI PIPPIP PIPPYG MYODAU MYONAT PLEAUR Total 

15/05/21 EF 9 41 133 0 0 1 184 

25/05/21 EF 2 97 226 1 1 0 327 

08/06/21 EF 3 94 255 0 0 0 352 

Total  14 232 614 1 1 1 863 
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Assessment 

Survey constraints 

31. A minimum of two crepuscular surveys – an emergence and re-entry – are recommended by the BCT 

guidelines for trees with moderate roost suitability. As the second survey was also an emergence survey, a 

subsequent re-entry survey was conducted in order to follow the guidance of carrying out both a dawn and 

dusk survey.  

32. The temperature during the final survey was slightly lower than the 10C considered to be favourable, 

however bats were still observed foraging during the survey and thus the lower temperature is not deemed 

to have affected bat behaviour. 

Mitigation 

33. As no bats were observed emerging from or entering the PRF under observation, the proposed project is 

not anticipated to negatively impact upon roosting bats, and therefore no mitigation measures specific to 

bats are considered necessary for this development. 

34. As an active rook’s nest was observed in Tree 13, this cannot be felled until after the bird breeding season 

(1st March – 31st August), or unless the nest is no longer active. A Breeding Bird Survey, undertaken by a 

suitably qualified ecologist, is required within 48 hours preceding any proposed tree works and should 

nesting birds be found, tree works must be postponed until all young have fledged the nest.  

Conclusions 

35. The proposed project is not anticipated to have a significant impact upon local bat populations, and no 

specific mitigation measures for bats are required.  
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Figure 1 – Locations of trees to be felled 





Appendix 1 - Photographs 

Photo 1  Tree 0 

 

Photo 2  Tree 1 

 



Photo 3  Tree 2 

 

Photo 4  Tree 10 

 



Photo 5  Tree 11 

 

Photo 6  Tree 12 

 



Photo 7  Tree 4 

 

Photo 8  Trees 5 – 9 (marked)  

T7 T5

  T5 

T8 
T6 

T9 



Photo 9  Tree 3 - Stump 

 

Photo 10 Tree 13 

 



Photo 11 Tree 13 – Potential Roost Feature 

 

Photo 12 Tree 13 – Active rook’s nest 

 

 


