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Note from the Editor 

 

This year I have delayed the Spring newsletter so that we could incorporate more from the NFBR 

conference. Not all our members can make the actual event but I hope this will be a way to keep 

everyone involved and informed. I haven’t tried this before so I apologise in advance if I’ve left 

anything out. This year’s subject did not attract so many LRC people as some previous years 

(LRC staff seem to have had more choice of conferences this year than usual) but those who did 

make it were fortunate. We had some fascinating talks and the hotel was in a fantastic setting with 

views over Windermere and the mountains behind. And the NFBR conference always provides a 

good opportunity for LRC and recording scheme members to meet and share ideas. 

 

The newsletter is open to contributions from any members and I always welcome fresh ideas. If 

you would like to contribute, please let me know. The deadline for the next newsletter will be 30
th 

October 2010.  

Carolyn Steele 
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Introduction to the NFBR Conference 2010: Biological Recording in 
Freshwaters 
 
Trevor James, NFBR Chairman 

 
The Belsfield Hotel at Bowness-on-Windermere was the venue for the NFBR’s annual conference this 

year, held with the assistance of the Freshwater Biological Association, from 15
th
-17

th
 April. 

 

One of NFBR’s roles is to bring together individuals and representatives from a range of organisations 

involved with biological recording across the UK.  It has as its principal remit the ongoing 

development of and support for standards in recording, and in the management of biological 

information.  As such, our conferences aim to focus on one or other issue concerning these topics. 

 

This year, the Federation returned to freshwater biology.  It had looked at a range of survey issues 

concerning freshwater in 2008, when it teamed up with Pond Conservation in Oxford, but this year’s 

focus was on the quality and application of data, which are developing issues across the board in 

biological recording. 

 

To set the scene, the first afternoon session of the Conference was a seminar which was aimed at 

considering the question of sampling and survey techniques, and on how these relate to the quality of 

data and its usability.   Francois Edwards of the Centre for Ecology & Hydrology gave an introductory 

overview of techniques and sampling that they carry out, which highlighted some of the issues – 

sampling bias, repeatability, habitat complexity and definition, clarity over recording aims and 

protocols etc.   Discussion brought up many points, perhaps the most important being the difficulty of 

defining the precise nature of the ‘habitat’ of many species, and of recording this in a systematic way. 

 

The main part of the Conference, on 16
th
 April, very ably chaired by Dr Mike Dobson, Director of the 

FBA, involved presentations on a wide range of subjects, aimed at highlighting the way individual 

organisations approach the question of survey for their specific objectives, and in doing so exposing 

some of the shortfalls and difficulties they face, and which face users of the resulting data.   

 

The round-up was also stimulating.  The key issues were presented to delegates, and other things 

emerged from the discussion, such as the value of free interchange of data facilitating use of new 

analyses; the need for survey objectives to be integrated across organisations; the problem of delay in 

making data from especially the voluntary schemes available to others, despite the advent of the 

National Biodiversity Network; and the need for a general forum to air such issues across the 

recording sector. 

   

On the Sunday, with the help of FBA team members, a select group of delegates stayed on for a field 

excursion to carry out sampling at Esthwaite Water, an unusual water body in the Lake District in that 

it has been one of the few naturally mesotrophic waters, latterly affected by eutrophication.  As a 

result, some of its characteristic (and special) species have 

apparently declined or disappeared.  The short visit did not 

do justice to the locality, but a number of useful records 

were made, notably of Caddis (Trichoptera).  A brief tour of 

the FBA facilities by past-Director Roger Sweeting was 

followed by use of lab facilities to identify samples.  The 

NFBR is very grateful to all at the FBA for their hospitality 

and help for this event.   

 

 

 
 
 

Conference 2010 
 

 

NFBR field trip - photograph by John Newbould 
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Sampling and Recording Freshwater Invertebrates 
 
Introductory talk by Dr Francois Edwards (CEH Wallingford) 
 
The introductory talk by Francois focussed on how record in 
freshwater, showed some of the sampling techniques used and 
looked at how to manage the data collected.  
 
Before beginning a project there are certain issues to consider. 
 
Why do you want to sample? Is it to record biodiversity through species recording, is it part 
of biomonitoring, looking at whole assemblages and communities or is it to test a hypothesis 
through in situ manipulations or by making spatial comparison within/across sites? 
 
What do you want to sample?  
Is it organisms e.g. beetles, true bugs; a habitat: e.g. small wadable streams, macrophyte 
beds in ponds or a site: e.g. your local pond. 
 
These questions will help establish how to carry out a useful survey. Once you know the 
why, what and where you can then consider the different freshwater sampling techniques 
that are available: kick net, sweep net, hess sampler, surber sampler, dredges, grabs, air lifts 
and cores, drift sampler, static traps, artificial or natural substrata, targetted qualitative 
sampling or diet analysis of vertebrates. 
 

 
Sampling is not always confined to the water body, and freshwater ecologists sometimes 
have to use techniques developed for terrestrial invertebrates!!! 
 
Sampling processing tips 
 

• Establish a protocol 
• Be aware of effects of preservation method used on invertebrates (and on yourself)! 
• Sort a little of the sample at a time (NO MATTER HOW EXPERIENCED YOU ARE) 
• Ideally use white trays, with a grid drawn onto it, be methodical 
• Go through your tray more than once (NO MATTER HOW EXPERIENCED YOU 

ARE) 
•  Be consistent if a species is too abundant to pick all specimens e.g. Rivpacs 50 

specimens 
• Subsampling: think carefully, especially if needs to be quantitative 

 
Taxonomy  tips 

• Recognise when a specimen should not be identified further 
• Recognise when you need an expert 
• Record life stage 
• Use standard nomenclature (the standard for UK freshwater invertebrates is CEH 

checklist) 
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• Record source of information (which ID key you are using) so name changes can be 
tracked 

• If you use abbreviations, document them! 
 
Environment and metadata 
 
What you record from the environment depends on your project, so go back and consider 
WHY are you sampling. Depth of water, width, substrate, vegetation cover could all be 
relevant. If have resources and equipment water flow water chemistry could also be 
measured. Some data can be collated from maps, eg altitude, coordinates, geology, slope. 
And there may be other sources of data, eg Met Office, EA, water company who could 
provide data on discharge, rainfall or upstream impacts. 
 
BUT the two essentials are place and time as otherwise any record or data will be useless. 
 
Managing the data 
 

• Ensure date includes the year (obvious at the time, not 20 years later). 
• Record exact location adequately; include a grid reference and place name and a 

waterbody name.  
• If use codes ensure codes are documented. 
• Differentiate between missing values and true zero values. 
• Use a recognised data entry format –standardised hard copy record cards or digital 

field data entry system with prompts to collect all the required information at the time 
of recording.  

• Preferably use an electronic data entry system to store the information. (NFBR 
recommends that programmes conforming to the NBN data collection model are 
considered first). 

• The further away the user is from the source of the data (data sharing) the more 
accompanying information is required.  

• Validate your data entry! If transferring from paper to computer, it is wise to get a 
second person to check for discrepancies. 

 
As with all data collection, consistency, documentation and validation are the key to a 
worthwhile long-term dataset. 
 
 

 
 
The Belle Isle Survey 
 
Alan Pentecost and Melanie Fletcher, FBA 
 
A double act by Alan and Melanie of the FBA returned to the local focus, giving us a very 
close-up look at their Belle Isle Survey at Lake Windermere itself, visible from the venue!   
Comparison between this and past data was the aim, but it is noteworthy that all the issues 
of comparability, data quality across a wide range of taxa and habitat definition again raised 
themselves.  It was especially noteworthy that 30% of the algae recorded were new for the 
Lake, despite the amount of work that has been done on these in this of all places!  It was 
suggested that these represent a neglected potential group as indicators. 
 
 

Conference 2010 



NFBR Newsletter No. 40 June 2010  6 

Following fish forever:  the long-term monitoring of  
lake fish populations 
 
Ian J Winfield, CEH Lancaster 
 
There are many techniques available for the sampling of a fish lake. However, most of these 
are laborious, often highly technical and relatively expensive. This can preclude voluntary 
bodies from being able to use them. No single technique has universal applicability and long-
term monitoring by CEH has focussed on four main techniques: 
 

• fisheries records 

• trapping 

• gill netting 

• hydroacoustics 
Additional information, using other techniques, is often needed to help with the interpretation 
of the fish data. 
 
CEH and before them FBA have been running long-term monitoring work in Windermere for 
many years looking particularly at Pike, Arctic Charr and Perch since the 1940s and Roach 
since 1995. 
 

 
 
 
Recent analyses of results have been published in a series of papers and clearly show the 
value of such a long-term datasets, particularly for investigating subjects including 
eutrophication of water and climate change. 
 
What will we do in the future? 
Core activities will continue unchanged. Sampling techniques continue to develop (for 
example hydroacoustics was not available until the 1990s) but this must be balanced against 
ensuring consistency of results for analysis. Analysis techniques have also continued to 
develop and new analysis techniques can sometimes be applied to existing data. 
 

 

Gill netting 

Hydroacoustics 

Trapping 

Fisheries 
records 

 

Picture by Rosie C. Winfield 
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Further reading: 
Jones, I. D., Winfield, I. J. & Carse, F.  (2008).  Assessment of long-term changes in habitat 
availability for Arctic charr (Salvelinus alpinus) in a temperate lake using oxygen profiles and 
hydroacoustic surveys.  Freshwater Biology 53, 393-402 
 

Winfield, I. J., Fletcher, J. M. & James, J. B.  (2007).  Seasonal variability in the abundance 
of Arctic charr (Salvelinus alpinus (L.)) recorded using hydroacoustics in Windermere, UK 
and its implications for survey design.  Ecology of Freshwater Fish 16, 64-69.  
 

Winfield, I. J., James, J. B. & Fletcher, J. M.  (2008).  Northern pike (Esox lucius) in a 
warming lake:  changes in population size and individual condition in relation to prey 
abundance.  Hydrobiologia 601, 29-40. 
 
Winfield, I. J., Fletcher, J. M. & James, J. B.  (2008).  The Arctic charr (Salvelinus alpinus) 
populations of Windermere, U.K.:  population trends associated with eutrophication, climate 
change and increased abundance of roach (Rutilus rutilus).  Environmental Biology of Fishes 
83, 25-35.  

 
 
Dragonflies in Focus – charting changes in Odonata distribution and 
abundance 
 
Steve Prentice, British Dragonfly Society 
 
NFBR news reported on the Dragonfly Recording Network in Issue 37 (September 2008). At 
the conference Steve recapped on the purpose of the project, and gave an update on 
progress so far. 
 
The aims of the Dragonflies in Focus project are: 
To develop a sustainable system for gathering, managing and using information about the 
status of dragonflies in the UK. 
To provide access to authoritative and reliable information on dragonflies, in particular 
through the National Biodiversity Network (NBN). 
To put dragonflies more securely ‘on the map’ in the UK, through increased involvement of 
the British Dragonfly Society’s membership and of the broader public. 
To produce a new revised Atlas of UK Dragonflies 
 
What has been achieved so far? 
 

Data gathering. The recording and monitoring programme has been developed through a 
modified AditSite for Dragonfly Recorder Network Vice County Recorders. The system is 
being rolled out with the complete system including all Vice County records downloaded from 
national DRN database 
 
Improved data quality and dataflow between the BDS and partner organisations, improving 
the scope and quality of records through: 
 

• Data cleansing exercise as part of upgrade to Recorder 6 

• NBN Data Verification Toolkit.  BDS has been involved in initial user testing.  The 
toolkit will allow recorders (and national schemes) to accept run of the mill records 
and identify records which need verification.  In conjunction with improved computer 
systems this will allow vice-county recorders to spend more time on the interesting 
parts of the job. 

• Encouraging collection and submission of breeding records 

Conference 2010 
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Online recording has been developed with a simple 
and advanced entry for occasional recorders and 
existing recorders able to input multiple records 
 
Developing, in partnership with local organisations, a 
national system for collating and managing dragonfly 
records. BDS is currently working on the following: 
 

• Data sharing agreements with all Local Records 
Centres!   

• Developing contacts with Wildlife Trusts and 
Natural History Societies 

• Building relationships with anyone who might 
hold Odonata records 

 
 
Habitat assessment - key sites 
This project has been looking at criteria to identify key 
sites for dragonflies. A methodology for identifying sites 
which are important locally or nationally has been 
developed and the initial report was published in 2007. 
A computer program was developed to perform critical assessments on SSSIs with known 
dragonfly assemblages using records held in the national DRN records database.  For the 
purpose of this analysis a site is the area with a boundary or polygon used in Geographical 
Information Systems (GIS).  Records for the preceding ten years are selected and 
calculations performed to decide if the site is a key site.  Results of the analysis demonstrate 
that the site is one of the following: 

Possible Key Site 
Probable Key Site 
Confirmed Key Site of Local Importance 
Confirmed Key Site of National Importance 

 
The Dragonfly monitoring scheme (How are dragonflies doing?)  
BDS piloted the Dragonfly Monitoring Scheme in 2009. The pilot will evaluate the statistical 
power of the data gathered. It will also collate any existing transect counts obtained using 
broadly similar methods. The BDMS aims to yield counts from a large number of sites to 
provide national population indices.  
 
The main aim of this monitoring is to keep a record of changes in numbers.  
After we have found out the cause of these changes we can begin appropriate conservation 
measures for dragonflies. 
 
 

More information about the the Dragonflies in Focus project can be found at: 
www.dragonflysoc.org.uk/dragonfliesinfocus.html 

 
 

 
 

 

Conference 2010 
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The Cumbrian Tarns Project 
 
Anne Powell 
 
The Cumbrian Tarns Project began as a collaboration between 
Cumbria Wildlife Trust and Freshwater Biological Association. The 
main aims were to find out more about the distribution of aquatic 
macrophytes in tarns; to gain evidence for designations for site 
protection; to look at how to improve management for tarns; to 
detect change (land use, climate change and other) and to 
transfer knowledge and skills by working with existing volunteers 
and, hopefully, encouraging more volunteers to join in. 
 

Tarns are probably one of the least studied habitats (they are often difficult to get to and can 
vary considerably). The survey concentrated on macrophytes because these were easiest 
for volunteers to collect and identify (previous talks have shown how complicated 
invertebrate and fish surveys can be). The list of tarns was based on the work of Ralph 
Stokoe who recorded 400 tarns in the 1970s. 
 

The project immediately faced challenges including deciding what qualifies as a tarn? And 
where are the edges? Tarns are generally thought of as small, steep sided mountain pools 
but they can be permanent or temporary, natural or man-made.  
What methodology would work best? Could they mimic Stokoe’s method? 
How to manage sample quality and consistency? How to analyse the data?  
Are tarns affected by the same issues as lakes and aquatic bodies? Eutrophication, erosion, 
sedimentation, habitat loss, introduced species (especially Crassula, Signal Crayfish and 
coarse fish), planning pressure, abstraction or flooding, and acidification? 
 

The project had no funding initially but there was a small group of people with enthusiasm. 
The first pilot was completed in 2004 with a project officer in place. During 2005 one hundred 
tarns were surveyed, and in the next three years a further 280 were included. Since the end 
of the project the data has been under analysis and a draft report has just been produced. 
 

Initially the results suggested a decline in species richness but this was not confirmed by 
more sophisticated analysis. There is, however, evidence of change in composition, 
particularly increasing eutrophy in lowland tarns, and there is evidence of a long term trend 
of decline in rare taxa, but it would need further statistical analysis to link these changes with 
particular environmental factors. So the work done so far has raised more questions and the 
group is now looking to the future. How can we now best build on the work done to date and 
the expertise that has built up in this group of volunteers?   
 

There are possible mini projects, for example looking at the distribution of Quillwort or a 
chemical survey of tarns or “rapid” surveys of tarns for alien species. Future work may also 
extend into recording aquatic invertebrates or recording montane flora on cliffs beside tarns. 
All this work helps build up an evidence base for future management.  
 

The project produced 400 data sets, the data has been used for an MSc thesis at 
Birmingham University, 19 new Local Nature Reserves have been designated using tarns 
data, and it has helped raise public awareness of these important but neglected habitats of 
such unique significance in Cumbria. 
 

The collaboration has also produced a book Tarns of the Fells produced by the Cumbria 
Wildlife Trust, the Friends of the Lake District & the FBA (2005). It features Lake District 
tarns, their origins, biology, and their roles in art, literature and history. For further information 
on the Cumbrian Tarns Project see: www.cumbrianwildlifetrust.org.uk/cumbria-tarns-
project.html. 
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Public Dissemination of Biodiversity Data, with Special Reference to 
Freshwater Species in Cumbria 
Steve Hewitt of Tullie House Museum, Carlisle 
 
This talk focussed on the local application of data.  The Museum runs a records centre, as 
well as using data in its public outreach role, and for interpreting its collections.  Steve’s talk 
led us through the preparation for a recent exhibition and showed how the website 

developed to illustrate their collections. If you’d like to virtually explore the Insecta 
Cumbriensia museum store, log on www.lakelandwildlife.co.uk and check out the 
collections.  
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The Environment Agency and data: What do we have, what do we need and 
what do we do with it? 
 
Dr Alice Hiley, Ecology and ecosystems advisor for the Environment Agency  
 
The Environment Agency has two main statutory 
responsibilities which require biological data: monitoring 
freshwaters for the Water Framework Directive (WFD) and 
reviewing permits and licence applications. 
 
Regulatory role 
EA regulate a huge number of activities including (among many 
others): abstraction licences, discharge consents, waste 
management licences; planning applications, pre-planning enquiries, groundwater 
authorisations. They also investigate pollution incidents and are involved in agri-environment 
schemes. 
 
To review permits and licence applications experts in local teams used to view all 
applications but, since the Hampton review, the process has been streamlined and low risk 
applications are now processed in national centres. To distinguish high/low risk applications 
the EA use a GIS tool which searches the footprint of an application for protected species, 
habitats and other priorities. The data to populate the GIS has come from over 40 local 
records centres, over 20 national recording schemes, in-house surveys and local experts 
and partnership projects.  
 
Freshwater monitoring 
Sites across England and Wales have been selected to provide 
good spatial coverage for long term data collection. The focus is 
on particular habitats, recording at species level for invertebrates 
and other taxa. 
 
Since 2005, the EA have recorded over 1 million taxa as part of 
their monitoring programme in freshwaters.  The WFD has 
required them to do more work to species level and extend their 
monitoring to cover more lakes, and more taxonomic groups. They 
have also been improving taxonomic skills and training for their 
ecologists. 
 
Non-native invasive species data is collated from many different 
sources within the EA. Field staff have a priority list for recording, 
and invasive species are a priority for submission to NBN. Once on the NBN, they will be 
incorporated into the Non-native Species Secretariat website. 
 
Plans for the future 
The EA has a programme to put species records derived from our monitoring data (fish, 
Invertebrates, plants) on to the NBN. This will eventually include records from surveys 
carried out by contractors on our behalf. This data will initially focus on rare, protected and 
invasive species. 
 
The EA aim to share only reliable and validated data, this means that they need to work with 
national and local recorders before releasing the data. They have already worked with the 
Ephemeroptera and Trichoptera recording schemes and in the future will use the NBN 
validation tools to make the process simpler. 
 
They will have a regular update schedule (for example, updating the non-native species data 

 

 

EA Monitoring Sites 
© Environment Agency 

© Environment Agency 
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each quarter and rare species annually) and will refresh the full datasets each time to ensure 
that changes to historical EA data are also updated on the NBN. 
 
The EA recognise the importance in maintaining the species and habitat data layers for 
permitting, and plan to use the NBN as a data transfer tool in the future. They also need to 
collate baseline information for BAP and protected species (as agreed with other Agencies 
and experts). The EA need to co-ordinate with others to achieve reasonable funding to 
support local data management through targeted survey and improved data quality. In time 
the data layers will be used to identify gaps where more rare habitats and BAP species data 
can be added. 
 
By collecting and sharing high quality data, the EA can use the best available evidence to 
make decisions leading to better protection of species and habitats. It is important that all 
recorders make time period between the collection of a species record and its inclusion on 
NBN as short as possible as this will ensure that important records are not missed when the 
EA carry out their regulatory functions.   

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Displays 
  
Ian Wallace of World Museum, Liverpool, showed a poster that summarised the current state 
of the UK Trichoptera data base and its future plans for disseminating the information.  There 
was also a display of the banners that have been prepared with support from the FBA and 
the Riverfly Partnership to promote Trichoptera recording. 
  
Ian Wallace, Curator of Conchology & Aquatic Biology, National Museums Liverpool 
www.liverpoolmuseums.org.uk 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Conference 2010 

Conference 2010 
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The OPAL Water Survey 
 
Neil Rose, Environmental Change 
Research Centre, University College 
London 
 
 
The Open Air Laboratories (OPAL) project 
has received a grant from the Big Lottery 
Fund to encourage people of all ages, 
abilities and backgrounds to explore and 
study their local environments. By running 
interesting and enjoyable free projects 
which anyone can get involved with, OPAL 
wants to inspire a new generation of 
nature-lovers by getting people to spend 
more time outdoors understanding the 
world around them. In addition, the project 
will generate scientific data concerning the 
state of our environment both through 
original research and by public 
participation in five national surveys. The 
first two surveys on soils and air are under 
way and the next survey, which is on 
water, will launch on May 12 2010.  
 
One of the main aims of the OPAL Water 
Survey is to enthuse and involve as many 
people as possible in the freshwater 
environment. At the same time, 
participants will help to collect data on 
lakes and ponds across England, 
particularly from garden and urban ponds 
which usually get overlooked in national 
studies.  
 
The main focus of the survey is aquatic 
invertebrates. Most people find pond 
dipping fascinating; exploring a pond with 
a net and seeing the range of creatures 
that live in even the smallest, murkiest 
waters is great fun and can often lead to 
an ongoing interest in adulthood. What 
OPAL hopes to do is to help people to 
identify the aquatic invertebrates they find 
into simple classes (e.g. damselfly larvae, 
water beetles etc.). The presence or 
absence of these classes can then be 
used to produce a ‘health score’ for that 
lake or pond. This ‘pond health’ scoring 
system is based on studies compiled by 
Pond Conservation, a partner in the OPAL 
Water Survey, whereby each invertebrate 
class scores 10, 5 or 1 depending on its 
sensitivity to aquatic pollution. Participants 

can then see whether the pond they have 
surveyed is rich in aquatic life (high score) 
or, if it only contains snails and chironomid 
larvae, that there is room for improvement. 
 
It’s not just about invertebrates though. 
The Water Survey pack also includes 
basic measures for two water quality 
indicators: pH measured using dip strips, 
and turbidity (water clarity) which is 
measured using the ‘Opalometer’ disc,  a 
simple device developed by the Water 
Centre team especially for the survey. The 
water pack also includes identification 
cards on adult dragonflies and damselflies 
(produced  with the British Dragonfly 
Society; BDS), amphibians (produced with 
the Amphibian and Reptile Conservation) 
and duckweeds (produced with the 
Botanical Society of the British Isles; 
BSBI). There is also a pond habitat poster 
produced in collaboration with Buglife, a 
magnifier and a pencil made from recycled 
paper. In short, we hope there is 
something in the pack to interest 
everyone. 
Forty thousand survey packs are being 
produced and additional versions will be 

available to download from the OPAL 
website; so even with a small return the 
survey should generate information on a 
large number of lakes and ponds. By 
entering  their findings directly online, 
survey participants will be able to see their 
data plotted immediately alongside other 
people’s results from all over England. 
However, if participants don’t have web 
access they can ‘Freepost’ the results 
back to the OPAL Water Centre who will 

 

The OPAL water survey is suitable for all 
ages (primary school upwards) and 
abilities. 
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add the data for them.  
 
The online facility will also allow people to 
submit photographs of their lakes and 
ponds thereby creating a snapshot (quite 
literally) of waterbodies which will be 
presented in an online gallery of images.  
The website will even calculate the ‘pond 
health score’ automatically as the data are 
added, plus it will illustrate the value of 
added species using a ‘swingometer’. 
Participants will have online access to all 
the submitted data so they will be able to 
explore relationships between parameters 
themselves, for example the pH ranges at 
which snails are found or whether mayfly 
larvae are found at lakes close to roads. 

 

 
It is hoped that the OPAL Water Survey 
will be a large-scale assessment of lakes, 
ponds and pools in England that provides 
useful new data on pond health using 
aquatic invertebrates as indicators. With 
the results, scientists and conservationists 
will be able to assess invertebrate class 
distributions with respect to simple 
measures of water quality, indicators of 
pollution and recorded site characteristics.  
 
The survey will also contribute to 
knowledge on the distributions of 
dragonfly and duckweed species for the 
BDS and BSBI respectively. The BDS 
hope that these data will help with a new 
Atlas they are compiling while the BSBI 
are trying to track the invasive Least 

Duckweed. It will also be the first national 
survey of water clarity undertaken in the 
UK. If, after all that, participants want to 
help us further, they can also take part in 
the OPAL Metals Survey which involves 
sending a scoop of mud from ponds and 
lakes to University College London for 
analysis. These data will feed into a 
geochemical survey undertaken by the 
British Geological Survey.  
 
Most of all though, the survey aims to 
encourage people to enjoy exploring lakes 
and ponds safely and finding out what 
lives there. The OPAL Water Team are 
keen to inspire as many people as 
possible to develop a passion for aquatic 
life and an enthusiasm for the natural 
world.  
 
The survey is suitable for everyone from 
primary school age upwards, so why not 
join in – the water’s lovely!  
 
To get a free OPAL Water Survey pack, e-
mail the OPAL Water centre at: 
opalwatercentre@geog.ucl.ac.uk or 
download the survey guide and workbook 
from the OPAL website: 
www.OPALexplorenature.org  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

While the survey itself is not suitable for very 
young children - everyone enjoys pond dipping - 
but young children need to be supervised close to 
water. 
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Improving connectivity across our 
landscape: linking habitats and 

populations 
Report from the Kent Wildlife 
Conference 2009 
 
John Badmin 
 
With a lot of delegates leaving it till the 
very last moment, the exact tally of how 
many attended the 2009 conference is a 
bit of a mystery but we know it included 
quite a number of new people, often from 
outside the county. The venue, again of 
course was The Old Sessions Lecture 
Theatre complex at Canterbury Christ 
Church University College. 
 
There were several talks about improving 
landscape connectivity from a local 
perspective. Nick Delaney (Dover District 
Council) opened the morning session with 
a review of the work that his department 
has undertaken over the past few decades 
to both maintain and enhance wildlife 
habitats on chalk downland and woodland 
localities around Dover. Richard 
Andrews (Jacobs UK plc) described 
‘Landscape planning and habitat networks 
in the Canterbury district’ which his 
company has undertaken on behalf of 
Canterbury City Council. His group is also 
tasked with maintaining the upper reaches 
of the Stour valley which is likely to be a 
major corridor for species that are capable 
of moving northwards as a result of 
climate change and which cannot easily 
surmount the barrier of the North Downs. 
As a consequence a considerable amount 
of work has centred on improving links 
between woodland sites along this 
corridor.  
 
The importance of landscape as an over-
arching framework for maintaining 
communities at both local and regional 
scale has long been recognised by Natural 
England and its forebears, with for 
example, publication of the Natural Area 
maps showing Kent divided into seven 
major habitat regions. The Kent map is 
largely the result of NE’s own survey work 
but also that of pioneers such as Francis 
Rose who produced a county vegetation 

map through the auspices of the Field 
Club many years ago. Dan Tuson 
(Natural England) described ‘the role of 
various national Agri-environmental 
schemes in restoring habitats and 
corridors’ which is a bottom-up approach 
to enhancing the landscape. The aim here 
is to encourage local farmers and land 
owners (across the country) to participate 
in developing larger expanses of ‘soft’ 
wildlife-friendly habitats. He explained 
through examples of how wider field 
margins across a network of fields can 
improve permeability for wildlife and thus 
maintain stronger links between 
populations. Land owners are also 
encouraged to manage former intensive 
agricultural land in a less directly 
commercial way, for example by not 
applying fertilisers or implementing 
grazing regimes that benefit local plant 
communities. This work involves designing 
mutually acceptable plans for local land 
owners to implement. e.g. to plant a small 
copse to link two smaller patches of 
woodland to create a larger wooded area, 
or allow a hedgerow boundary to develop 
as a more permanent feature of the 
landscape to act as a major wildlife 
corridor. One example is the land south of 
Park Gate Down which is being developed 
to create a larger area of species-rich 
chalk downland.   
 
Jeremy Biggs (Pond Conservation) 
talked about the role of ponds in 
maintaining freshwater habitats at the 
landscape scale and what could be 
achieved in Kent. He described the Million 
Ponds Project that will create an extensive 
network of new ponds across the UK and 
reverse a century of pond loss. Ponds 
form an important habitat not only for 
flagship species such as amphibians but 
also for a myriad of groups, from mosses, 
stoneworts and aquatic plants, to water 
beetles (there is even a Club dedicated to 
studying aquatic Coleoptera), mayflies and 
caddis and even a rare leafhopper 
Erotettix cyane. 
 
A lot of useful information on how best to 
link habitats and populations can be 
derived from more specific taxa-based 
studies as these tend to be quantitative in 
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design and can be tested for outcomes. 
Lee Brady (Kent Reptiles & Amphibians 
Group) began by talking about progress in 
mapping great-crested newt 
metapopulations across Kent. The earliest 
Kent maps for this species were produced 
by Davis & Frazer in the Field Club 
Transactions (1991) partly based on maps 
in the Maidstone Biological Archives. More 
comprehensive maps were produced by 
Eric Philp in his Provisional atlas of the 
amphibians and reptiles of Kent in 1998 
(Trans. KFC15: 61-81) though these were 
also based at the tetrad scale. Since then 
members of Kent Reptiles and Amphibian 
Group have been sampling all ponds in 
targeted areas using a standard protocol 
to build up a more detailed picture of the 
distribution and abundance of this newt in 
Kent. It is now possible to identify where 
the newt is relatively widespread and not 
at risk, where it occurs in low and 
declining numbers and requires active 
conservation and truly isolated 
communities.  
 
Ian Tittley (Natural History Museum) 
described how marine intertidal 
communities are linked around the Kent 
coastline. Most of the mapping work had 
been carried out by the members of 
ShoreSearch, occasionally at very fine 
scale. Although there are a number of 
distinct animal and plant communities: of 
sandy, rocky and sediment derived 
shores, often separated by miles of 
unsuitable coastline, the Dover Straits and 
Thames river currents ensure adequate 
transport of propagules from one region to 
another, even around the Isle of Thanet. 
However the number of species of marine 
algae declines westwards up the Thames 
estuary so that the communities here are 
less diverse due to a combination of 
strong tidal currents and pollution. There 
was also a gradual increasing pressure 
placed on our intertidal communities by 
the tourist industry. 
 
Frank Greenaway (formerly Natural 
History Museum) described his 
autoecological studies of barbastelle bats 
at Ebernoe Common and The Mens, in 
nearby Sussex. By using radio tags he 
was able to track individual bats along 

hedgerow corridors away from their main 
breeding sites, to where they foraged for a 
suitable supply of insects up to 11 miles 
away over wet meadows by the south 
coast.  He was able to list the species’ 
various habitat requirements in order for it 
to flourish:  a large enough area of 
undisturbed mixed woodland, with a dense 
understorey and closed canopy for 
breeding and well-established hedgerows 
that afforded protection and some food 
which bats could use as corridors to reach 
their feeding areas. Regular monitoring 
meant that any declines in roosting 
numbers and changes in feeding routes 
could be charted and remedial action 
considered if necessary.  
 
Geoffrey Kitchener’s (Kent Field Club) 
talk was entitled ‘The Hitchhiker’s Guide to 
Kentish roadsides: botanical connectivity’. 
During the past century Kent has acquired 
a number of major A roads, dual 
carriageways and motorways that have 
divided the county into ever smaller 
quadrants. These have usually been 
deemed to be deleterious to wildlife acting 
as barriers to the movements of small and 
habitat-restricted species. However for 
some it has provided an opportunity to 
expand their distribution. He described the 
inland dispersal of saltmarsh plants such 
as sea aster, thrift and perhaps the most 
impressive of all, Danish scurvy grass 
Cochlearia danica with its burst of 
characteristic white flowers in spring and 
the brown linear patches of dried-up plants 
in mid-summer. He also described the 
Ministry of Transport’s desire to sow our 
road verges with flower-rich mixtures and 
plant uniformly spaced patches of 
woodland, using exotic (mainly European) 
cultivars of our native species. How these 
impact on our native flora in the longer 
term has yet to be studied. 
 
Nigel Bourn (Butterfly Conservation) 
discussed the lessons that can be learnt 
from the management of Blean Woods for 
the Heath Fritillary butterfly. This species 
has traditionally been given the name 
‘Woodman’s Follower’ as it follows the 
cycle of coppicing in woods. Annual 
surveys and directed autoecological 
studies led to the identification of the more 
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important factors regulating butterfly 
numbers and the good news is that 
numbers in 2009 were the highest ever. 
Newly-cut areas should ideally be next to 
existing populations or along a clear ride 
up to 100m apart but never more than 
300m apart as butterflies rarely choose to 
explore this far. Scrub clearance also 
needs to favour the hostplant common 
Cow-wheat and alternative foodplants 
such as Ribwort Plantain, so that they are 
in sunny, not overgrown positions.  
Colonies need to be of a sufficient size 
(largely defined by patch size and habitat 
quality) in order for successful colonisation 
of adjoining cants to take place. Slow 
growth during poor summers exposes 
larvae to potentially increased mortality 
through factors such predation and 
parasitism and so the number of 
interconnecting populations needs to be at 
a sufficient density to counter temporary 
population declines. (It should be noted 
that SPECIES and SMALLSTEPS models 
used to produce distribution maps for 
climate change scenarios for Kent are 
based on ‘climate envelopes’ and do not 
factor in the presumed associated 
movements and interactions of predators, 
parasitoids and pathogens). 
 
The last talk of the day was given by Sue 
Young (Kent Wildlife Trust) who explained 
the Trust’s plans to work with local 
conservation organisations (NE, KCC, 
District Councils, RSPB, Woodland Trust 
etc.) to improve connectivity at the larger 
landscape scale. This included increasing 
the size of the Blean Woods complex to 
include woods south of the M2 and 
managing them more as a single entity. 
Another major interdisciplinary project was 
the so-called ‘Medway Smile’ project, 
where the aim is to manage the land 
within the M2, river Medway, M20 and 
A249 boundaries (which looks like a blue 
smile on the OS map) as a single entity 
increasing links between major blocks of 
woodland and improving the quality and 
extent of adjoining chalk downland. 
 
A recurring question raised by several 
members of the audience was how does 
one measure success when improving the 
landscape for wildlife at this scale?  One 

can physically measure increases in 
habitat area (e.g. new woodland or 
heathland) but measuring the quality of 
newly-created habitats is rarely done. 
Hedgerows and set-aside field margins 
are enthusiastically incorporated into local 
management plans and generally 
assumed to act as wildlife corridors but is 
any survey work ever undertaken to show 
that they are having a beneficial effect?  
Very large sums of money are spent in the 
cause of wildlife. It would be wonderful to 
have a simple reliable protocol that 
measures changes in species richness 
and diversity at different trophic levels and 
perhaps includes listing flagship/indicator 
species that confirms the procedures 
adopted are progressing as planned.    
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SUTTON POYNTZ BIODIVERSITY 
GROUP 

John Newbould and Dave Emery 
 
In the NFBR Newsletter 38, I reported on 
the establishment of a small number of 
village or community biodiversity groups in 
Dorset, seeking to initially establish a 
community survey team with the aim of 
involving the community. One year on, it is 
germane to report on one group.  Our 
village is located at the central point of 4 x 
1km squares. There is a small River 
[Jordan], which Weymouth Council has 
designated an environmental corridor. 
Generally, there is little flooding except 
after exceptionally heavy rain (e.g. 28 
November, 2009 when 30mm fell between 
2.00pm and 6.00pm). To the north, there 
is a steep chalk escarpment with the hill 
slopes dominated by Tor-grass with a 
W23 Gorse-Bramble community. Clays 
overlie the valley bottom where 
unimproved meadows have Meadow 
Barley and Ragged Robin. The head of 
the valley contains a Wessex Water 
pumping station with a wooded copse to 
its north. The White Horse Hill S.S.S.I. 
dominates the skyline. 
 
In many ways, we are extremely fortunate 
in that many of the village’s inhabitants 
used to work for Defence Research, all-
be-it as physicists, but they understand 
the value of collecting good quality data 
and presenting it in an electronic readable 
form for Dorset Environmental Records 
Centre. Once the author had instructed on 
the best practice principals of setting up a 
recording scheme as outlined in the book 
Running a Biological Recording Scheme 
(NBN Trust), the group was up and 
running by December 2008.  We 
concentrated on birds with an initial report 
produced. This report fitted neatly with one 
of the management objectives of Dorset 
AONB of getting 14 villages to produce 
farm bird surveys. As a result, we acquired 
a digital map of the village, which sits 
neatly on Mapmate allowing accurate 
recording of data. Also on the back of the 
Bird Report, we started a garden bird 
watch scheme, which began with ten 
households. This has risen to twenty-two 
households by March 2010. This has the 

advantage of allowing data to be collected 
from rural gardens, rather than the more 
usual urban gardens featured in reports. It 
also allows people to contribute, who are 
unable to access the countryside. They in 
fact contributed over 2100 observations in 
2009 of fifty-three species and 780 in the 
first two months of 2010 with over forty-
five species.   

 
 
Yellowhammer, Sutton Poyntz © Janet Craig 
 
With the assistance of the Dorset 
Biodiversity partnership and the Sutton 
Poyntz Society, we purchased some 
Longworth traps, a bat detector, water 
nets and a cheap electronic microscope. 
This, under the guidance of the DWT 
Biodiversity Officer, allowed us to survey 
for small mammals and do ‘pond dipping’. 
These events were especially popular for 
parents and children.   
 
Three members made moth traps and 
regular moth trapping took place at their 
homes and also on Wessex Water land 
resulting in over 1,100 records sent to the 
Dorset Moth Group recorders, including 
seventeen records for Jersey Tiger. Public 
moth trapping took place on many Friday 
evenings. Most of the Wessex Water land 
received a botanical survey with a number 
of 2 sq m quadrats established at the 
request of the Wessex Water Ecologist. 
Detailed breeding bird surveys were 
undertaken on the S.S.S.I. where we 
mapped over thirty pairs of breeding 
Linnet in addition to mapping breeding in a 
wet meadow at the edge of the copse. We 
were able to analyse data from both 
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gardens and countryside using over 1000 
records sent to DERC plotting House 
Sparrow distribution for the Weymouth 
Environmental corridors report. One 
member contributed some excellent 
photographs of the birds of her garden. 
Garden ponds were surveyed resulting in 
a number of Odonata records and two with 
Great-crested Newt. Butterflies were 
regularly monitored on both the SSSI and 
the wider village including six red data 
butterflies, which were all accurately 
mapped with data sent to Butterfly 
Conservation.  
 
 

 
 
Distribution of House Sparrow in Sutton Poyntz 
 © Dorset Environmental Records Centre 

 

A monthly Newsletter is distributed to the 
houses in the garden bird watch scheme, 
resulting in publicity in the local press. We 
also organise a weekly walk round the 
village on Mondays, which on one 
occasion allowed us to observe four pairs 
of breeding Skylark from quite close 
quarters. 
 
 Is it worth the effort? Yes. We enjoy good 
relations with the two major landowners. 
Both Natural England and Wessex Water 
consult us about developments. In 
addition, we receive numerous valuable 
reports from houses about wildlife of the 
area. One gentleman presented me with a 
spike of Autumn Lady’s Tresses from his 
front lawn -  we did persuade him not to 
cut the grass until flowering was over on 
the remaining fifty spikes.  
 
 
 
 

A Data Handling Tip from John Newbould 

 

I have for many years used a Macintosh operating system. One issue came to light 

during 2009 when I increased my use of Excel to provide records. Data collected in 

2009 was showing 2005 when transferred to the local records centre that exclusively 

uses Windows operating systems on PCs.  

 

My son-in-law, who works in the fashion industry, where multi-operating system 

platforms are the norm, answered this interesting puzzle. A windows machine converts 

dates in Excel to a numeric system based on 1 January 1900 equalling one. Mac systems 

count 1 January 1904 equal to one.  

 

To correct this problem, insert a column to the right of the date column. If the data flow 

is MAC to PC in the blank column put in the formula = Date column + 1461 and copy 

down until all cells are corrected. To lock the corrected date, select the revised spread-

sheet, COPY and SPECIAL PASTE everything and save as a new file e.g. Datab. 

Discard the column with the incorrect date and proceed with data transfer or analysis. 

From PC to Mac reverse the procedure. 

 

Crown copyright 2010 
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Yorkshire Naturalists’ 
Union and OPAL 
TRAINING DAY 

From Field Note Book 
to Database using 
Excel:  
Report by John Newbould & 
Sarah West 
 
The aim of the day was to provide 
delegates with the basic skills in 
transferring data from field note books or 
dedicated recording sheets to Excel with a 
view to making data available to their local 
record centre or national society initially 
and then to the NBN Gateway. 
 
As far as we know, this is one of the first 
attempts to provide training for the 
voluntary sector in these skills and we 
therefore asked delegates to provide 
some basic information on their existing 
skills and areas of fieldwork. We did not 
know what the response to our limited 
advertising would be and allowed five 
people onto the course with little or no 
previous experience. As a result, during 
the morning these people were taken into 
the local park to record birds.  
 
The main areas of interest crossed the 
broad-spectrum of recording activities with 
six people interested in recording birds 
and seven flowering plants and ferns. With 
more complex requirements there were 
two good mycologists, one plant gall 
recorder and one lichen recorder. The 
latter was easily catered for with the 
excellent downloadable recording scheme 
of the British Lichen Society. Similarly, the 
National Moth Recording Scheme Excel 
spreadsheet is excellent and easy to use.  
 
Six people already supplied data to a local 
natural history society, four to a local 
record centre and four to a national 
society with results filed on line. Four 
typed lists into MS Word. Eleven of the 
delegates had access to Excel and ten 
brought a laptop with software ranging 
from Windows 7 to Office 1997. Two 
delegates brought MACS. We supplied 

three laptops to people who did not have 
computer access and one delegate 
brought a further two laptops. With regard 
to Excel, one person was new, seven had 
basic skills, one had intermediate skills 
and one good skills. There were five 
trainers. One is a Chartered Management 
Accountant with around twenty years of 
Excel experience but not a biologist. The 
other four trainers were YNU members, 
with one using Excel to transfer the 
Conchological Society of Great Britain 
data into recorder.  
 
The hotel had provided four tables eight 
feet long with four chairs per table. There 
was a spare top table, which was useful to 
take people away from their workstation. 
Tea and coffee were available through the 
day. A power-point projector and screen 
were available at the front of the room, but 
it is important to remember that if you are 
demonstrating a point using this 
equipment to use a large say 24-point 
font. 
 
The basis of the course was to use 
Vlookup tables with good quality tables of 
nomenclature available from national 
societies or extracted from Recorder. The 
accountant under the guidance of his 
father (an experienced field recorder) had 
set up the basic software. Each delegate 
was provided with a set of Vlookup tables 
and recording forms using data-transfer 
sticks. They were also given the 
introductory power-point talk on what 
where when and by whom.  
 
The five people who needed guidance on 
basic recording skills were taken outside 
by two of the trainers. This was to a 
degree a mistake as we diluted the skilled 
Excel trainers at a critical point in the day 
when the others needed to get started. In 
future, separate training days will be 
organised. Another difficulty we had was 
with the mycologists as the basic 
taxonomic list was out of date with errors. 
This, coupled with an offer to design a 
spreadsheet specifically for their 
requirements, tied up the accountant. (The 
species list of fungi seems to constitute a 
problem).  



NFBR Newsletter No. 40 June 2010  21 

We asked people to bring any lists they 
had with them, but also provided lists for 
people who had not brought any and 
gradually through the day we began to get 
over the way Excel can be used to take 
the drudgery out of inserting common 
information.  
 
By 3.45pm, we were all pretty tired but we 
asked delegates to give their impressions 
of the course. We found that ten people 
considered that their skill level in recording 
procedures in the field had improved. All 
thirteen said that the training was at a 
level they could cope with and understood 
the reasons for using Vlookup to give the 
correct taxonomic name to the record 
centre. We asked what areas people 
would like additional training in. Most 
really wanted more practice before 
answering the question. One asked for a 
more advanced Excel course. 
 
If doing the same course again, I would 
have one trainer devoted for the whole 
day to three people and, following the 
initial presentation, give each subgroup an 
overview in what Excel will do. It is also 
important for each computer to have a 
mouse. The copy and paste routines are 
so much easier. One delegate commented 
that when something is done wrongly, how 
do I go back. The accountant trainer 
suggested that all the Vlookup tables be 
locked to prevent accidental corruption.  
 
For sixteen delegates and five trainers, the 
YNU spent £420 including room hire, tea, 
coffee and a substantial cold salad lunch. 
Was it worth it? Yes we certainly had a 
new recorder from one local society from 
where we get little information for our bird 
report. We gave that recorder a tool he is 
comfortable with and a procedure for 
making the records, which he had 
collected from backs of envelopes etc. into 
something to add value to the County’s 
archive of bird information. We also 
directed the Secretary of a society from 
VC66 (County Durham) to the local record 
centre for the north-east (the EYE project). 
Will we do the course again? Yes if we 
can get funding. The biggest problem is 
obtaining from National Societies or the 
NBN Trust a comprehensive 

downloadable list of species with both 
scientific name and common name in 
Excel. Pdf files can be inaccessible.  
 
 
 
Sarah West  (Trustee and Minutes Secretary 
of the Yorkshire Naturalists’ Union), The 
Stockholm Environmental Institute, The 
University of York, Heslington, York YO10 
5DD email:sm579@york.ac.uk 
 
John Newbould  (General Secretary of the 
Yorkshire Naturalists’ Union and NFBR 
Treasurer),  3 Brookmead Close, Sutton 
Poyntz, Weymouth, DT3 6RS 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Minutes for the AGM 

 

Editor’s Note: The minutes shown 

here are a summary of the draft 

minutes of the AGM. The full minutes 

and associated papers will be posted 

on the NFBR web-site. For any 

amendments, please contact Lizzie 

Peat (Minutes Secretary). 
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National Federation for Biological Recording   23rd Annual General Meeting 
 

Draft Minutes 
Held at Belsfield Hotel, Bowness-on-Windermere on 16th April 2010 

 

Present: Trevor James (Chairman); John Newbould (Treasurer/Membership Secretary); Darwyn 
Sumner (Secretary);  Lizzy Peat (Assistant Minutes Secretary), John Badmin, Paul Harding, Steve 
Hewitt, Clare Langrick, Adrian Norris, David Slade, Carolyn Steele, Robin Walls. 
  
1. Apologies for absence 
Lucy Carter, Richard Fox, Margaret Haggerty, Martin Hicks, Craig Slawson, Graham Walley, Steve 
Whitbread, Simon Wood. 
 
2 Minutes of the 22nd Annual General Meeting held on 17th April 2010 
The meeting approved the minutes of the 22nd AGM as circulated, without correction (Proposed John 
Badmin, seconded David Slade). 
 
3. Chairman’s Report for 2009-2010 
The Chairman’s report began with a minute’s silence to reflect on the loss of Charlie Copp, who was 
instrumental in setting up the NFBR and ALERC.  
 
The Chairman’s report drew attention to his paper circulated at the AGM, ‘Where are we at with 
biological recording - a way forward for NFBR?’ and ‘Biological Recording: Connecting the Dots’ by 
Steve Whitbread. The Chairman emphasised how important it is that the NFBR maintains a view of 
the broader issues prevalent in biological recording, as other organisations will be working on their 
own objectives. NFBR also has a role in promoting standards in biological recording with data quality 
still a core issue for the biological recording community. Trevor James and Steve Whitbread are 
currently working on a strategy to take NFBR forward but would welcome feedback from members. 
 
4. Annual Accounts and Treasurer’s Report 
The treasurer presented the annual accounts for the year. The biggest expense this year has been the 
printing costs for the new promotional leaflet. The cost of travel for council members has also 
increased. Membership for 2010 has increased and the NFBR is slightly in profit from this conference. 
John Newbould expressed his thanks to Shirley Bell for examining the accounts, and the NFBR for his 
time in office. The annual accounts were accepted by the meeting (proposed by Adrian Norris, 
seconded Steve Hewitt). 
John Newbould was thanked by Trevor James for his sterling work as treasurer over the years and 
also for organising the conference. 
 
5. Website 
Craig Slawson has replaced Les Hill as the web organiser. Les has had to stand down for health 
reasons. Craig has re-written the bulk of the website using Wiki software which allows editing by 
different people with very little training. The new site has been completed and will go live shortly after 
the AGM. It is likely there will be a cost to the NFBR for this. Les Hill was thanked by Craig Slawson 
for his efforts. 
  
6. Election of Honorary Officers and Council for 2010 
The following were proposed by Trevor James, seconded by John Newbould and accepted nem. con.: 
 
Trevor James  Chairman (standing for one year only) John Newbould  Co-opted (short term) 
Steve Whitbread  Vice-Chairman David Slade  Website Manager 
Clare Langrick  Treasurer/Membership Secretary Craig Slawson  Council Member 
 
The following are also co-opted to Council: Paul Brown (NatSCA); Lucy Carter (OPAL Project); 
Richard Fox; Paul Harding; Damian McFerran (CEDaR, Northern Ireland); Patrick Milne Home 
(BRISC); Simon Pickles; Simon Wood.  All other council members remain standing. 
 
Darwyn Sumner suggested he ask ALERC to nominate a representative officer to attend NFBR 
meetings in future. This was agreed.    
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4. Any Other Business 
After a brief discussion East Anglia and Kent were proposed for the NFBR conference 2011. 
John Newbould suggested Clare Langrick organise this with his help.  

 
 
NFBR Annual Accounts: Income and Expenditure 
for the year ending 31 December 2009  

    

 Note 2009 2008 

Income  £ £ 

Subscriptions 2             1,166               2,002  

Conference & AGM 1             2,145               2,260  

LRC Forum                      -                      -  

LRC Database                      -                      -  

Miscellaneous Income                      -                      -  

Bank Interest                      2                  141  

Total Income               3,313               4,403  

        

Expenditure       

Conference 1                    -               2,877  

LRC Forum                      -                      -  

LRC Database                      -                      -  

Administration                      -                  109  

Website Costs                      -                    71  

Newsletter Costs                      -                  759  

Council Meeting Travel Costs                      -                  834  

Contribution to NBN                      -                  275  

Event insurance                      -                  105  

Total Expenditure                      -               5,030  

        

Surplus (loss) of Income over Expenditure    £    3,312.61  -£       627.00  

    

Balance Sheet at 31 December 2009 

    

Assets       

High Interest Bank a/c               6,961               6,959  

Current a/c               4,924               1,613  

Sundry Debtors                      -                      -  

              11,885               8,572  

        

Current Liabilities       

Creditors                      -                      -  

Subscriptions in advance                      -                      -  

                       -                      -  

        

Net Current Assets            £ 11,885              £  8,572  

        

Represented by       

Capital brought forward               8,572    

Surplus (loss) for the year               3,313    

    £ 11,885   

Notes    

Conference surplus(loss) 1             2,145   

membership 158 2                    -   

    

John Newbould (Treasurer)    
S. A. Bell (Independent Examiner)  Approved by Council January 21st, 2010 
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