Acoustic identification of bats: a few thoughts
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In principle, providing non-specialist bat workers with guidelines for a correct approach to bat identification is valuable. My feeling is that this will clarify that identification needs the adoption of an objective, repeatable method, and that the latter is one of the fundamental qualities we desire in real “science”.
A table such as the one you provide will be useful to many, since it offers a thorough review of call variability across European species. What is really important, however, is to discourage users to adopt it as a mere diagnostic key. Bats are not birds. Their calls are highly similar across species, and vice versa are largely variable within species, since echolocation is a sensorial approach to the world, i.e. unlike communication cannot be stereotyped.
From my perspective, the table is in fact an effective demonstration of convergence in echolocation traits across species, and shows how difficult it is, in several cases, to recognise a bat to species level. Of course it will help sort out the easiest cases, but will not solve troubles linked with some problem species, e.g. several in the genus Myotis. Users should be made aware that the solution to bat identification is partly given by a multivariate approach (DFA, neural networks, etc.) and that even then, as far as I know none has provided the final word. There are in all cases pros and cons, multivariate comparisons are still based on reference libraries which may have different quality (never forget the “garbage in, garbage out” concept of pioneer computer people!), etc.
All this considered, I would remark what follows: 
1) it is highly recommended to prefer a quantitative id approach to qualitative ones; 
2) whatever the method, users should be aware of the actual risk of misidentification and realise that little info is often much better than poor quality info. For example, we have no reason to claim we recorded a whiskered bat if our chance to be right is really low. In that case, be happy saying a Myotis sp was recorded – which is much more likely to be correct! 
3) Any inventory work should rely on a combination of techniques. Detectors impressively increase the chance of collecting data, but capture and roost surveys greatly enhance information quality. To conclude, a table may help but should not be misused. 
In conclusion, we wish to apply good science, and be as wise, conservative and cautious as we can!
