Demographic Monitoring: the ringers’ response
We circulated the background paper for the workshop to all ringers by email asking for their comments. So far we have had about 40 responses (~2%) with quite a bit of commonality between them. While probably not a random sample, we do seem to have a fair spread geographically and by permit number. Only one trainee responded though. 
· Most responses so far have been positive about what we are trying to do – people see the value of structured ringing and are keen to contribute to data. Scottish ringers are more critical, they see a focus on CES/RAS and a lack of recognition of other project ringing (which probably has a much stronger tradition north of Hadrian’s, and certainly the Antonine, wall)

· Ringers are generally keen on project ringing and most seem to want to be involved with a project, even if they might not fully appreciate what is involved (in terms of effort required for robust estimates). Quite a few describe themselves as involved in some sort of project, though they vary widely in quality from ‘dabbling’ to semi-professional.
· At least some (many?) ringers  operate their mist-nets in a semi-standard way using essentially the same net rides for similar amounts of time on ringing days
· Ringers see the need for targeting but several people were concerned that we don’t over-target, i.e. we don’t miss the next house sparrow or reduce opportunities for training.
· People are concerned that winter ringing is being forgotten

· There were recurring requests for more direction, guidance and training from HQ. Fully achieving our aims is likely to require significant staff involvement ‘on the ground’. 

· The idea of regional demographic training days is popular – we need to think about ways of explaining the principles of study design and sampling effort so ringers better appreciate the benefits of schemes such as CES.
· We should think about the content of the ringing report – several mentioned it is currently too ‘numbers focussed’ and that it needs to reflect our strategic aims more. We also need to feed back more results from demographic monitoring directly to the ringers
· Currently there is a tendency for most ringers to use mist-nets as the primary catching method. For projects such as RAS, other trapping methods may be more effective even though the total number of birds caught may be lower. We need to encourage training in such techniques. 
· There was a surprising perception of CES being too restrictive, though many of the comments seemed to reflect misunderstandings about how the scheme operates. We need to revisit the guidelines to make them seem less off-putting. Lack of obvious sites locally to undertake CES was a recurring comment, so some effort here may be helpful.
· RAS is seen as too challenging by some (particularly with respect to the number of birds required), though again better presentation of the guidelines may help – the best way to do this will probably be to develop protocols specific to particular species or species groups.
· Our proposed ideas on ring-pricing are largely supported, several suggested targeted refunds were better than blanket subsidies, though they may not appreciate that this will increase the ‘up-front’ cost.  Subsidies based on BoCC seem popular, as would nest-record related ones, but quite a few passerine ringers remarked subsidies weren’t a big driver; they were most likely to influence seabird and waterfowl ringers. Refunds for colour-rings (and possibly other non-conventional marks) could be considered, esp for larger species where the cost of colour rings can be significant.
· Grants were mentioned by some (esp for new C’s) but the idea wasn’t universally popular since it might be difficult to ensure good projects resulted. Cost of petrol was mentioned often as a consideration in determining ringing activities.
