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Introduction 

Identifying the status of bats is difficult. Bat roosts are not always easy to locate, bats are 

active at unsociable times and at times when light levels make observing them harder. The 

final compounding factor is that bats are not easy to definitively identify to species level even 

with specialist bat detecting equipment. The following document seeks to identify the relative 

status of South Yorkshire’s bat populations on the basis of the information that is known at 

the time. As our knowledge increases and our interpretation improves, revision of the 

category that each species has been assigned is anticipated and welcomed.  

 

Methodology 

The principal source of information that this assessment is drawn from is the database of 

records held by South Yorkshire Bat Group (as of February 2017). Particular attention has 

been given to the records of hibernation and maternity roosts and to any studies that allow 

comparison of the bats recorded through a standardised methodology (such as the 

preliminary results of the habitat suitability modelling surveys that the bat group undertook in 

2014 and 2015).  

Using the information available the bats of South Yorkshire have then been classified in 

terms of their relative abundance within the county. The categories used in this classification 

have been drawn from similar attempts to identify the relative status such as Natural 

England TIN051 (Mitchell-Jones and Carlin, 2014). These are given in Table 1. 

Table 1: Relative status categories assigned to South Yorkshire bat populations. 

Most abundant Common 
 

 Fairly common 

  Locally distributed 

  Uncommon  

  Scarce 

  Rare 

  Very rare 

Least abundant Not known to be present 

 

 

Limitations, assumptions and changes to the database 

In order to make sense of the vast amount of varied information held by South Yorkshire Bat 

Group, some of the data needed to be simplified. Therefore, the following pertinent changes 

were made to the records listed in the database, prior to any analysis being undertaken: 

• All negative records were removed; 

• All records with zero counts (for the number of bats) were removed; 

• All records with a species but without a count value were assumed to be one bat; 
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• For all counts identified as ranges in the database, the upper value was taken; 

• Where possible all records were refined to a species or genus based on known 

ranges. For example, a Plecotus record would be defined as a brown long-eared bat 

Plecotus auritus, a big bat record would be defined as a Nyctalus); 

• All multiple species records were split to give one separate record for each species. 

It is noted that some of the records held by the database appear to be located beyond the 

county boundaries. Given that the vast majority of the records appear from within the 

boundaries and that most of the remaining records are from within close proximity, the out of 

county records are considered unlikely to substantially skew the assessment of the relative 

population status of the bats present.    

Some of the records held by the database are multiple counts of the same roost on different 

dates/years. It is likely that the motivation to resurvey a roost is greater if the roost is sizable, 

or a less common species. This is thought likely to have biased the raw results presented in 

the Database Results section. Instances where this would be likely to impact the status 

category assigned to a species have been identified, acknowledged and taken into account 

as fully as currently possible in the interpretation.  

 

Database Results 

Following the changes identified above, the number of records, number of bats, average 

number of bats per record and maximum number of bats in any one record present in the 

February 2017 South Yorkshire Bat Group database is given in Table 2.  

Table 2: Summarising the breakdown of records held in the South Yorkshire Bat 

Group Database. 

Species / species group 

Number 

of 

records 

Sum of the 

number of 

bats 

recorded 

Mean 

count per 

record 

(2dp) 

Maximum 

count for 

any one 

record 

Bat (species unknown) 1312 5700 4.34 317 

Unknown Pipistrellus 

species 1227 23401 19.07 550 

common pipistrelle 

Pipistrellus pipistrellus  2034 9123 4.49 337 

soprano pipistrelle  

P. pygmaeus 353 11576 32.79 730 

Nathusius' pipistrelle  

P. nathusii 2 2 1 1 

brown long-eared bat 320 1285 4.02 105 

Unknown Myotis species 144 230 1.60 15 

Daubenton's bat 

Myotis daubentonii  552 14015 25.39 412 

Natterer's bat 

M. nattereri 284 1238 4.36 39 

whiskered bat M. 

mystacinus/ 77 107 1.39 30 
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Brandt's bat M. brandtii/  

Alcathoe bat M. alcathoe 

whiskered bat 112 1052 9.39 60 

Brandt's bat 2 2 1 1 

Unknown Nyctalus species 65 159 2.45 12 

Noctule Nyctalus noctula 335 986 2.94 88 

Leisler's bat N. leisleri 72 205 2.85 32 

All species combined 6891 69081 10.02 730 

 

The high mean count, and high sum of the number of bats recorded, for soprano pipistrelle 

and Daubenton’s bats is likely to be influenced by two large historic colonies of these 

species. Both colonies have been very well studied. The records from across the years for 

the soprano pipistrelle colony were responsible for 25 of the top 50 records in the bat group’s 

database when ordered by count size.  This included the highest count of all, across all 

species records (730 bats). Similarly, the records for the Daubenton’s bat roost, which 

recorded a peak count of 412, were responsible for 13 of the top 50 records.   

 

 

Discussion 

Breeding and hibernating bats 

Together with the database records used, the monitoring undertaken by South Yorkshire Bat 

Group at maternity roosts and hibernation roosts allows us to identify whether each species 

is known or suspected to breed and/or hibernate within South Yorkshire. In total eight 

species are known or suspected to breed and hibernate regularly in South Yorkshire. These 

are shown in Table 3.  

Table 3: Species known or suspected to breed and/or hibernate in South Yorkshire. 

Species 

Breeding 

known or 

suspected 

Hibernation 

known or 

suspected 

common pipistrelle Yes Yes 

soprano pipistrelle Yes Yes 

Nathusius' pipistrelle No No 

brown long-eared bat Yes Yes 

Daubenton's bat Yes Yes 

Natterer's bat Yes Yes 

whiskered bat Yes Yes 

Brandt's bat No Unknown 

Alcathoe bat No No 

noctule Yes Yes 

Leisler's bat Yes Yes 

serotine 

Eptesicus serotinus No No 

Barbastelle 

Barbastella barbastellus No No 
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Following consideration of the information available the relative status of South Yorkshire’s 

bat populations is shown in Table 4.  

Table 4: The relative status of South Yorkshire’s bat populations. 

Species 

Relative population 

status within South 

Yorkshire 

common pipistrelle Common 

soprano pipistrelle Fairly common 

Nathusius' pipistrelle Very rare 

brown long-eared bat Locally distributed 

Daubenton's bat Fairly common 

Natterer's bat Locally distributed 

whiskered bat Uncommon 

Brandt's bat Very rare 

Alcathoe bat Not known to be present 

noctule 

Uncommon but 

widespread 

Leisler's bat Scarce 

serotine 

Not known to be 

present* 

barbastelle Not known to be present 

 

*A single record of a serotine was reliably identified within the county in 1977. It was 

reported in The naturalist. 

Common pipistrelle was considered to be the only relatively common species. This was 

principally based on the large number of records. It is acknowledged that the sum of the 

number of bats recorded (Table 2) was higher for soprano pipistrelle and Daubenton’s bat 

than for common pipistrelle. As identified in the Database Results section, the presence of 

one well studied large colony of each is considered likely to be responsible for skewing the 

data.  Therefore, while concentrations of both species (Daubenton’s bat and soprano 

pipistrelle) may be greater than common pipistrelle at a local level, particularly around large 

roosts, they are considered less abundant at a county level.  

Two species, soprano pipistrelle and the Daubenton’s bat, were considered to be fairly 

common. Daubenton’s bat was the species with the highest number of bats recorded when 

summed over all South Yorkshire Bat Group Database records. Apart from the large, well-

studied roost mentioned above, this may also be an effect of the fact that they tend to be 

recorded in locations where they aggregate (i.e. at key foraging sites) and possibly also 

because they are distinctive enough to identify to species level without the use of a bat 

detector. Soprano pipistrelle recorded the maximum count for any one species and the 

highest mean number of bats reported per record. This tallies with the fact that soprano 

pipistrelle maternity roosts are known to be relatively large (Barlow and Jones, 1999). Even 

taking into account the factors likely to inflate their perceived abundance, the records 

suggest that both species are fairly common (relatively speaking) within the county. 

https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/item/202831
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Brown long-eared bat, and Natterer’s bat were considered to be locally distributed within 
South Yorkshire. These bats are species which use woodland extensively and have 
relatively quiet calls in this habitat. Barataud (2015) gives the detection ranges of Plecotus 
species in woodland as 5m, which is the lowest range of all species identified as present 
within South Yorkshire, and Natterer’s bat in woodland as 8m, which is second lowest. They 
are likely to be under represented in the database as many tree roosts will go undetected, as 
would most echolocation calls from bats flying within the canopy.     
 
Noctule was considered to be uncommon but widespread. This species was considered 

likely to be present across most of the county.  

Whiskered bat was also identified as uncommon. The records that the group holds shows 

that they are recorded less frequently than Natterer’s bat and Daubenton’s bat. Given that 

this seems to be consistent with the results of comparable surveys such as the hibernation 

checks and autumn swarming work that the group has completed, it appears to accurately 

reflect our knowledge of this species at present. Recent harp trapping and mist netting 

surveys undertaken by the bat group in 2018 indicate that whiskered bat may be relatively 

widespread in woodland around west Sheffield, but more work is required before enough 

evidence is available to suggest different status category.  

Where Leisler’s bats occurred, they were considered to be almost as common as noctule. 

Overall however they appeared less frequently in the database and the maximum number 

recorded in any one count was less than half that of noctule. Therefore, Leisler’s bat was 

considered to be scarce.   

No bats were identified as rare during the assessment. 

Two bat species, Brandt’s bat and Nathusius’ pipistrelle were identified as very rare, both 

with just two records in the February 2017 database. Brandt’s bat was only known to be 

present in one small part of the county with both database records located at the same 

position. Subsequent trapping surveys undertaken by the bat group in 2018 have identified 

them in three additional locations in woodlands in west Sheffield. Trapping by West 

Yorkshire Bat Group on the northern boundary of the county in 2018 identified additional 

Nathusius’ pipistrelle records at one further site.   

Most likely future status changes 

Serotine and barbastelle are considered to have the potential to be present at the southern 

edge of the county. A single serotine record was identified near Rotherham in the late 1970’s 

but this species has not been recorded in the county since. No records of barbastelle exist 

within the county, but they have been recorded very close to the southern county boundary 

(Nottinghamshire Bat Group, 2016). South Yorkshire lies within the known range of Alcathoe 

bat, but this species has never been recorded in South Yorkshire. These species all have 

the potential to be recorded within the county in the future. 

The relative flurry of whiskered bat, Brandt’s bat and Nathusius’ pipistrelle records in 2018 

that were found through targeted surveys using harp traps, mist nets and an acoustic lure, 

indicates that the widely available survey techniques that were used previously may not 

have been sufficiently adept at picking up these species. It is therefore entirely probable that 

the known South Yorkshire distribution and abundance of these species will expand and 

increase. 



 

6 
Northern Bats Volume 4  May 2019 

References 

Barataud, M. (2015) Acoustic Ecology of European Bats; Species Identification, Study of 
their Habitats and Foraging Behaviour. Biotope Éditions, Publications Scientifiques du 
Muséum, p. 276. 
 

Barlow, K. E. and Jones, G. (1999) Roosts, echolocation calls and wing morphology of two 

phonic types of Pipistrellus pipistrellus. Zeitschrift fur Saugetierkunde, 64(5) pp.257-268. 

 

Mitchell-Jones, T. and Carlin, C. (2014) Natural England Technical Information Note TIN051 
Bats and onshore wind turbines Interim guidance. [Online] 
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/file/6122941666295808  
 
Nottinghamshire Bat Group (2016) [Online]  http://nottsbatgroup.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2016/08/NBG-Barbastelle-project-update-August-2016.pdf  
 

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/file/6122941666295808
http://nottsbatgroup.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/NBG-Barbastelle-project-update-August-2016.pdf
http://nottsbatgroup.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/NBG-Barbastelle-project-update-August-2016.pdf

