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ESESESESF REMITF REMITF REMITF REMIT    
 
 
 

The European Science Foundation (ESF) was established in 1974 to create a common European 
platform for cross-border cooperation in all aspects of scientific research. 
  
With its emphasis on a multidisciplinary and pan-European approach, the Foundation provides 
the leadership necessary to open new frontiers in European science. 
  
Its activities include providing science policy advice (Science Strategy); stimulating co-operation 
between researchers and organisations to explore new directions (Science Synergy); and the 
administration of externally funded programmes (Science Management). These take place in the 
following areas: Physical and engineering sciences; Medical sciences; Life, earth and 
environmental sciences; Humanities; Social sciences; Polar; Marine; Space; Radio astronomy 
frequencies; Nuclear physics. 
  
Headquartered in Strasbourg with offices in Brussels, the ESF’s membership comprises 75 
national funding agencies, research performing agencies and academies from 30 European 
nations. 
  
The Foundation’s independence allows the ESF to objectively represent the priorities of all these 
members. 
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FOREWORDFOREWORDFOREWORDFOREWORD    
 
 

 
We are delighted to present this report of the Inaugural Workshop of EURAPMON EURAPMON EURAPMON EURAPMON ––––    
Research and Monitoring Research and Monitoring Research and Monitoring Research and Monitoring forforforfor    and and and and withwithwithwith    RaptorsRaptorsRaptorsRaptors. The seeds of EURAPMON were sown 
at a workshop held almost exactly 4 years earlier, also at the Riserva dello Zingaro. 
We were delighted to welcome back many participants of that workshop, as well as 
many new faces, to this Inaugural Workshop. 
 
The emphasis of EURAPMON is on networkingnetworkingnetworkingnetworking – the connection of researchers and 
end users of research, for the sharing of knowledge, experience and ideas, in order to 
enhance the quality and relevance of research and monitoring for and with raptors. 
 
This Inaugural Workshop brought together over 50 leading raptor researchers and 
conservationists from across Europe, from the Atlantic to the Urals, from the Arctic 
Circle to the Mediterranean. Participants were drawn from universities, government 
research institutes, government conservation agencies and non-governmental 
organisations. 
 
Many thanks to all who contributed to making this workshop such a success – the 
Steering Committee, Co-Chairs, Rapporteurs and other participants, and our local 
hosts and sponsors, and of course ESF and our funding organisations. Discussions 
at the workshop were vibrant and enjoyable, generating considerable energy and 
enthusiasm and boding well for the programme.  
 
EURAPMON offers us a unique opportunity over the next 4-5 years to strengthen the 
contribution of raptor research and monitoring to critical contemporary challenges – 
the conservation of biodiversity, adaptation to climate change, and the protection of 
environmental and human health. 
 
We look forward to your ongoing active participation and welcome others who may 
wish to join! 
 

 
 
Guy Duke 
Chair, EURAPMON 
Scientific Organiser, Inaugural Workshop 
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PREFACE PREFACE PREFACE PREFACE and and and and 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTSACKNOWLEDGMENTSACKNOWLEDGMENTSACKNOWLEDGMENTS    

 
‘Quot homines, tot sententiae’ – Terenzio. I was very happy that so many of 
you were interested and able to join this Inaugural Workshop of 
EURAPMON at the Riserva dello Zingaro. 
 

The workshop brought together representatives of groups working on monitoring state of and 
trends in raptor populations (monitoring forforforfor raptors), and groups working on monitoring 
chemical and other environmental pressures withwithwithwith raptors. Participants included long-
established and widely published experts, but also a younger generation of ornithologists and 
ecotoxicologists. It was a unique opportunity for all of us to gain from closer interaction, both 
in terms of resources and impact. We all have a common interest in strengthening 
monitoring for and with raptors. 
 
Raptors can perform essential indicator services in ecosystems. They are considered ‘flagship 
species’ which spur public interest and concern for conservation. Raptors have high potential 
in this regard given their large size, vulnerability, distinctiveness and charisma. Given their 
status as top predators, monitoring can be of particular value in elucidating environmental 
change – for example in priority habitats listed under the Habitats Directive. So better 
monitoring for and with raptors can bring benefits not only to the health of raptor populations 
but also to wider environmental health, and to human health. 
 
I want to thank all those who helped make it possible to reach this stage. A particular thank 
you to Dan Osborn who had the idea for such a network in 2005, while I was working with 
him on my Marie Curie Fellowship. We are indebted to Lars Kristiansen and Ellen Degott of 
ESF, without whose support we would not have secured the necessary funding to launch 
EURAPMON. A big thank you to Bert Van Hattum and IVM (VU University Amsterdam) 
for hosting me as EURAPMON Coordinator and to Richard Shore, for his constant help 
through the process. Thanks also to Antonio Mazzola and Mario LoValvo who supported my 
work in coordinating network activities under a further Marie Curie Fellowship at the 
University of Palermo. And last but not least, thanks to all those who contributed to the 
organisation of this workshop – the EURAPMON steering Committee and experts, the invited 
Co-Chairs and, in Sicily, the local organisers and many local sponsors. A particularly warm 
thanks to Vincenzo Bertolino and Marilena Barbàra, for having organised such perfect 
hospitality, and to Cinzia Plaia who helped, as a friend, resolve many local details. 
 

 
 
Paola Movalli 
Coordinator EURAPMON 
Scientific Organiser, Inaugural Workshop 
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REPORT TO ESFREPORT TO ESFREPORT TO ESFREPORT TO ESF    
    

 
SUMMARY 
 
The objectives of this Inaugural Workshop were to build understanding and awareness of 
EURAPMON and engage participants in EURAPMON programme planning. The 
purpose was to build ownership of the programme, and to bring to bear on the 
programme the body of scientific and technical knowledge and experience of the 50+ 
participants. 
 
The Opening Session of the workshop provided a historical review of the development of 
the programme, and an overview of the programme rationale, aim, objectives, expected 
outputs and benefits, activities and early challenges. Six Working Sessions addressed 
scientific and technical considerations in relation to six of the eight work packages (WP) 
of EURAPMON, namely: WP2 Comprehensive inventory of existing monitoring 
activities; WP3 Identification of user needs; WP4 Prioritisation; WP5 Setting best 
practice; WP6 Capacity-building; and WP7 Establishing a web-based database, reporting 
and analysis. The Closing Session pulled together conclusions from the working sessions 
and recommended next steps for each WP, a press conference and poster session.  
 
The workshop was very successful in meeting its objectives. The shared interests, warm 
local hospitality and beautiful natural setting of the Riserva dello Zingaro helped generate 
an energy and enthusiasm which bodes well for the programme. The 50+ participants 
gained a common understanding of EURAPMON, and were actively engaged in break-
out and plenary discussions through the working sessions. These discussions elaborated a 
wide range of scientific and technical considerations, and recommended next steps in 
relation to each WP. The workshop report captures theses discussions and 
recommendations. Ownership of the programme should consequently be considerably 
broadened and deepened. The scientific and technical knowledge of the participants will 
be brought to bear directly on the programme, as the findings of the workshop will 
inform Steering Committee deliberations on work planning and resource allocation. 
 
OVERVIEW OF SCIENTIFIC CONTENT AND DISCUSSION 
 
The objectives of this Inaugural Workshop were to build understanding and awareness of 
EURAPMON and engage participants in EURAPMON programme planning. The 
purpose was to build ownership of the programme, and to bring to bear on the 
programme the body of scientific and technical knowledge and experience of the 50+ 
participants. 
 
The Opening Session of the workshop provided background on EURAPMON. Paola 
Movalli, EURAPMON Coordinator, presented a historical review of the development of 
the programme, from its conception in 2005 to its inauguration in May 2010. Guy Duke, 
EURAPMON Chair, presented an overview of the programme,  
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The workshop then addressed scientific and technical considerations in relation to six of 
the eight work packages (WP) of EURAPMON, namely: 
 

o WP2: Comprehensive inventory of existing monitoring activities 
o WP3: Identification of user needs 
o WP4: Prioritisation 
o WP5: Setting best practice 
o WP6: Capacity-building 
o WP7: Establishing a web-based database, reporting and analysis 

 
These six work packages were separately addressed in six consecutive Working Sessions. 
Each session started with three opening presentations. The EURAPMON Chair provided 
context for the discussion: a recap of the relevant programme objective, anticipated 
outcome, and indicative activities, and any related discussion in the Steering Committee 
related to the work package. The session Co-Chairs (one representing the R&M for 
raptors community, and the other the R&M with raptors community) enlarged upon 
relevant scientific and technical considerations. Each Co-Chair then posed a set of ‘key 
questions’ to be addressed by the participants; these were then discussed in either break-
out groups or in plenary, with key points being recorded. 
 
In the Closing Session (Saturday morning), the Working Session Co-Chairs provided 
concluding remarks on the discussions of each session, and proposed next steps. The 
workshop closed with a press conference. A small poster session was held following the 
closing plenary to permit participants to showcase and share their own research and 
monitoring work. 
 
WP2: Comprehensive inventory of existing monitoring activities 
 

Discussions on this WP achieved consensus on the need for a mainly web-based, 
questionnaire approach to the inventory, online and in downloadable format, and in 
multiple languages, with clear objectives to incentivise respondents. A matrix structure to 
the questionnaire was supported, with mostly closed questions to facilitate response rates 
and collation and analysis of responses. The content of the questionnaire should not be 
too complex, effective in terms of user needs, and realistic in terms of the extent and type 
of data to be collated; metadata, not raw data, a focus on national level data, and covering 
both diurnal and nocturnal raptors and owls). Appropriate target audiences were 
identified and the importance of providing feedback to respondents was highlighted. 
 
WP3: Identification of user needs 
 
Discussion of this WP provided greater clarity on the range of user groups, and on which 
of these are to be considered key end users (notably end-users at EU level, but also at 
national level). Potential ‘misusers’ were also identified. The discussions identified the 
types of data end users might require (e.g. on various key stressors as regards R&M with 
raptors end-users), though it was recognised that it may be difficult for EURAPMON to 
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capture all relevant data. Suggestions were made as to how to assess user needs, 
including questionnaires for some user types, structured interviews and/or workshops for 
others (notably for R&M with raptors end-users). The need for good communications 
with end-users was emphasised. Attention was drawn to risks – including too diverse a 
list of end-users, overly ambitious data collection, variation in data quality/methods, 
insufficient human resources to manage the work, and low response rates from end-users 
– and how to manage these risks. Ideas were also generated on how to effectively and 
cost-efficiently deliver appropriate products to end users – including charging end-users 
for products. 
 
WP4: Prioritisation 
 
Discussions on this work package were necessarily preliminary, as the work package will 
need to build on the outputs of WP2 and WP3 – themselves priorities for EURAPMON. 
However, the discussion produced useful considerations as to what might be considered 
further priorities for EURAPMON, including a number of ‘easy win’ activities. There 
was consensus on the need for EURAPMON to prioritise activities at European scale, and 
in particular activities of relevance to EU-level end-users. A number of suggestions for 
priorities related to making raptor monitoring more fit-for-purpose in relation to key 
relevant areas of EU policy (e.g. the nature directives, biodiversity policy, chemicals 
policy, CAP) or to specific pressures on raptors of relevance across the EU (e.g. wind 
farms, GMOs, changing livestock densities). There was some discussion on whether or 
not a raptor indicator, or indicators, might be developed as a priority for one or more of 
these policy areas or pressures. Other possible priorities included: developing species-
specific activities across the European range of the species concerned; standardisation, 
where possible and appropriate, of methods, not least to facilitate more powerful analysis 
at European scale; securing long-term sustainability of the network and of key outputs 
such as the database; and capacity-building for less advanced countries (which will 
indeed be addressed under WP6). 
 
WP5: Setting best practice 
 
As regards R&M for raptors, discussions on this WP identified a range of potential user 
groups for guidance on best practice. A preliminary of list of key current sources of 
information and guidance was drawn up but will need expansion. Key gaps in 
information and best practice were suggested, including survey protocols for some 
species, and for all habitats of each species, and in various languages. A number of 
priorities for promoting best practice were proposed, including collating existing best 
practice, developing new protocols for priority species and/or habitats not currently 
covered, providing a forum for updating of best practice, and survey protocols for 
ecological impact assessment. 
 
As regards R&M with raptors, discussion on this WP again identified key user groups for 
best practice. SANCO guidelines on pesticide residues analysis, and other guidelines 
from specimen banks and forensic guidelines from the UK and NL, were mentioned as 
useful starting points. Alternatives to best practice guidelines include the setting on 
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minimum requirements for data quality. Setting of best practice has to be peer-reviewed. 
Intercallibration exercises open to EURAPMON participants could be used to identify 
strengths and weaknesses of methods used.  
 
WP6: Capacity-building 
 
Discussions on this WP first addressed the need to match skills with priorities to build 
capacity. WP2 can provide a basis for this by identifying where skills exist and where 
they are lacking. Expertise on rare species might be used to build capacity for monitoring 
of common species. Resources for capacity-building may be especially lacking in some 
countries which are a high priority for raptor monitoring and conservation. Funding for 
European-scale monitoring and monitoring of key indicator species might be subsidised 
in some countries by EU funding, richer Member States, and/or conservation 
organisations (e.g. RSPB).  
 
EURAPMON participants are perhaps best placed to lead on capacity building; most 
already regularly engage in capacity building within their own countries and this could be 
extended. There is also a major role for volunteers, as well as professional 
ornithologists/raptor biologists, in helping to build capacity. Existing and new university 
courses can also be used, and participants from high priority countries with poor capacity 
should be encouraged through specific programmes/grants. Discussion also highlighted 
the relevance of raising awareness of conservation problems in order to create the 
necessary demand for capacity-building. Participants suggested the development of the 
EURAPMON network will facilitate knowledge transfer and capacity-building. 
EURAPMON conferences, workshop and exchange visits – and possible summer schools 
– can all contribute to capacity-building. EURAPMON provides for exchange visits for 
this purpose. Hawk Mountain in the US also offers relevant courses. Additional funds for 
capacity-building might be raised through collaborations with other bodies, programmes, 
and networks. 
 
WP7: Establishing a web-based database, reporting and analysis 
 
As regards the database for R&M for raptors, discussions on this WP identified a 
numbers of possible models for the database. The potential for a collaborative mechanism 
involving MEROS (which has the trust of a large raptor monitoring community) and 
PECBMS (which has the technical capacity to collate and combine national trend data) 
was particularly interesting, but will require further consideration, as will others. 
Discussants broadly agreed with the data fields proposed for reporting under Article 12 of 
the Birds Directive, but suggested some additional fields – such as demographic 
parameters of productivity and survival, phenology, and effectiveness of conservation 
measures - that the EURAPMON database might try to address. Discussion also address 
the need for standardisation and transparency (e.g. clear data audit trails), in relation to 
data quality. Best practice should be promoted and expanded (to other species and 
countries) and minimum standards established. Within the database, national data of 
different qualities can be coded as such, but care is needed to avoid this valuable 
metadata being overlooked when the data are then combined supra-nationally. The 
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discussion also identified potential obstacles. EURAPMON needs to reach out widely to 
ensure all relevant raptor data holders are aware of the initiative, assured of its motives, 
and clear that the database will contain only aggregated national metadata, and not 
sensitive raw data. There are also technical issues to address, such as the challenges of 
producing European range maps for species using heterogeneous national data, e.g. 
distributions mapped at different spatial scales. It was felt that some of these issues could 
usefully form the basis for a targeted technical workshop in future. 
 
As regards the database for R&M with raptors, discussions compiled a list of key ‘data’ 
of interest to workshop participants. Lists of incentives and barriers for feeding ‘data’ 
into EURAPMON database were also identified. The information on incentives can be 
used directly in covering letters and fliers to encourage individuals and organisations to 
feed information into the EURAPMON database. The list of potential barriers can be 
used to inform the design of the database such that these barriers will not manifest 
themselves. There was recognition that there may be some reluctance or inertia for 
participating in the EURAPMON initiative but promoting of the likely benefits and 
requesting metadata (nature of which have yet to be defined) rather than raw data may 
offset this. Participants also provided a list of possible organisations that could be 
approached to collaborate on a database. 
 
ASSESSMENT OF RESULTS AND IMPACT ON FUTURE DIRECTION OF THE 
FIELD 
 
The workshop was very successful in meeting its objectives. The 50+ participants gained 
a common understanding of EURAPMON, and were energetically engaged in the 
discussions through the working sessions. The workshop report captures theses 
discussions and the views of the participants on key issues for the programme and next 
steps. Ownership of the programme should consequently be considerably broadened and 
deepened. The scientific and technical knowledge of the participants will be brought to 
bear directly on the programme, as the findings of the workshop will inform Steering 
Committee deliberations on work planning and resource allocation. 
 
The workshop recommended next steps in relation to each of the six work packages 
addressed. These will inform the deliberations of the EURAPMON Steering Committee 
(1-2 February 2011) as it considers the programme planning. In this way, the workshop 
will have a direct impact on the future direction of the field. The recommendations are 
summarised below. 
 
WP2: Comprehensive inventory of existing monitoring activities 
 

Next steps to advance this WP include: decide on whether to issue single for and with 
questionnaire, or separate for and with questionnaires; appoint WP leader, deputy and 
working group (or one each with respect to R&M for and R&M with raptors); develop an 
introduction to the questionnaire(s); develop draft excel questionnaire(s); design and 
programme the questionnaire(s) online; design and programme on-line geo-spatial 
information facility; test-run draft online questionnaire(s); finalise questionnaire(s), 
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introduction and guidance on completing the questionnaire(s) (in various languages if 
possible); establish internal project information network/organogram; appoint national 
promoters/information nodes; identify target audiences; disseminate questionnaire(s); 
manage incoming completed questionnaires (compile data into spreadsheets); provide 
feedback to respondents. 
 
WP3: Identification of user needs 
 
Next steps to advance this WP include: appoint WP leader, deputy and working group; 
develop key questions; expand provisional list of target end-users; assign user-groups 
among WP working group; decide appropriate method to approach each end-user group; 
develop presentation materials for meetings; assess what data EURAPMON may be able 
to deliver in relation to each user group; publicise the assessment to facilitate 
participation; issue questionnaire, convene meetings with selected user groups as 
necessary; chase responses; maintain regular feedback among working group and with 
respondents; collate and analyse response.  
 
WP4: Prioritisation 
 
While it is premature to recommend specific priorities for EURAPMON, a number of 
recommendations can be drawn from the discussion. These include: ensuring that WP3 
(assessment of user needs) explores the needs of officials developing, implementing and 
monitoring relevant EU policies (nature directives, biodiversity policy, chemicals policy, 
CAP, etc) and dealing with specific issues of relevance to raptors (GMOs, wind farms, 
stocking densities, etc.) in order that EURAPMON may identify priorities in these areas; 
exploring, with EC, EEA etc., the utility of otherwise of one or more raptor indicators; 
ensuring that WP2 (inventory of existing monitoring) asks relevant questions on 
methodologies (allowing an assessment of needs and priorities for standardisation) and 
on species-specific activities which might be prioritised at EU scale; and developing, as a 
priority, from the outset, EURAPMON thinking on long-term sustainability for the 
network and key outputs. 
 
WP5: Setting best practice 
 
Next steps to advance this WP include: use the inventory questionnaire to seek details of 
monitoring schemes including species covered, key contacts and written protocols; use 
the results to review reporting arrangements across Europe and identify common themes 
and gaps; compile existing best practice protocols (survey, data management and 
analysis, reporting) and make these available online via a best-practice section of the 
EURAPMON website (to include an introduction to best-practice, information for 
different species, general sections on survey techniques and data analysis and designing 
surveys for novel situations e.g. environmental impact assessment etc. - ideally provide 
downloadable copies of written material or links to other websites); invite applications 
for exchange visits to share best practice and establish priorities for allocating funds; and 
review proposed actions against the availability of resources for developing WP5, 
identify opportunities to seek in-kind contributions or further resources as appropriate; 
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identify priorities for translation of best practice protocols (key material and languages); 
consider providing an online forum for discussion of best practice and notification of new 
techniques; consider producing a field guide to raptor survey and monitoring in Europe 
e.g. identify experts to synthesise information and write accounts for priority species, 
survey techniques; consider specific requirements for best practice guidance for analysis 
of raptor data; and consider opportunities for and feasibility of developing a European 
raptor index or indices. 
 
WP6: Capacity-building 
 
Next steps to advance this WP include: identify key skills, who has them and where they 
are held (from WP2); identify where key skills are lacking; identify where key resources 
are held; identify where resources are lacking; identify what funds are available for 
supra-national programmes; identify indicator species to address priorities for building 
capacity; identify existing programmes that help build capacity; identify key conservation 
projects (issues/threats) to be addressed; identify where expertise lies – existing databases 
that can be used to build capacity; identify fundraising possibilities for capacity building 
activities; identify programmes proving training opportunities; establish EURAPMON 
short visit grant programme and link with host institutions/organisations; establish links 
with institutions/organisations holding workshops that help build capacity; develop 
contact with media, educational bodies, landowners etc to define the needed actions for 
capacity building and feasibility; prepare a schedule of planned actions and responsible 
persons to ensure useful results.  
 
WP7: Establishing a web-based database, reporting and analysis 
 
Next steps to advance this WP as regards R&M for raptors include: decide whether to 
focus database design around reporting requirements for Birds Directive (and Birds in 
Europe 3), or be more general and wide-ranging; use session outcomes to draft outline 
specification for database (i.e. key fields required, likely outputs needed by priority 
users); use draft specification to discuss database needs with organisations hosting similar 
databases, to explore potential to collaborate (use lists from break-out groups to guide 
who to approach); and inform wider raptor community about plans to develop database 
(in partnership with others) to raise awareness and allay fears about sensitive data, etc. 
 
Next steps to advance this WP as regards R&M with raptors include: appoint WP leader, 
deputy and working group for WP7; draft programme of WP activity and milestones for 
2011; post profiles for individuals from the workshop on EURAPMON website; explore 
potential links with other organisations in developing database and where there may be 
overlaps with existing databases – use list generated from breakout groups to help guide 
who might be approached; define scope of pressures to be included in database; define 
type of data that will be accepted and nature of downloadable outputs; and generate key 
data and information into a spreadsheet that has cross links – i.e. searchable by various 
‘filters’ – needs link with WP2 and WP3 outputs. 
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WELCOME ADDRESSESWELCOME ADDRESSESWELCOME ADDRESSESWELCOME ADDRESSES    
    

Participants were welcomed to the workshop by Guy Duke, EURAPMON Chair, Paola 
Movalli, EURAPMON Coordinator, and by representatives of the local hosts: A. Maggio, 
Direttore Provinciale Azienda Foreste Demaniali di Trapani; R. Tuttobene, Ispettore 
Ripartimentale delle Foreste di Trapani;  M. Candore, Servizio Riserve Azienda Foreste; 
V Bertolino, Azienda Foreste Demaniali di Trapani; M. Barbàra, Assessore Commune di 
Castellammare del Golfo; M. Rizzo, Sindaco, Commune di San Vito Lo Capo. 
 
Guy Duke introduced himself and Paola Movalli as the Scientific Organisers of the 
workshop. He is the EURAPMON Chair and holds a number of other positions, including 
as a Board Member of the UK Joint Nature Conservation Committee (advisor to UK 
government) and as an independent consultant on EU environmental policy, 
programming and knowledge exchange. He was previously responsible for biodiversity 
policy at the European Commission. Paola is EURAPMON Coordinator and is a Senior 
Researcher at the Institute of Environmental Studies (IVM), VU University, Amsterdam. 
 
He thanked the local organizers, in particular Vincenzo Bertolino of the Forest 
Department and Marilena Barbàra of the Comune di Castellammare del Golfo, for the 
excellent arrangements, and Cinzia Plaia of Agriturismo Tenute Plaia for all her help. 
 
He noted that the seeds of EURAPMON were sown in the same room four years ago, and 
welcomed back participants of that workshop. He also welcomes those not at the previous 
workshop, but who had nonetheless been involved the proposals to ESF in 2007 and 
2008, the Ambio Special Issue (2008) and the EURAPMON fundraising effort in late 
2009. And he welcomed those new to the network, noting that EURAPMON – as all ESF 
Research Networking Proposals – is open to all interested researchers and end users. 
 
He remarked on the strength of interest in this Inaugural Workshop, with participants 
coming from across Europe and also from Israel and the US, from universities, 
government research institutes and non-governmental organizations. Participants were 
more-or-less equally drawn from the R&M for raptors and the R&M with raptors 
communities. 
 
He highlighted the relevance of EURAPMON and the opportunity the programme 
presents. EURAPMON is a Research Networking Programme – with the emphasis on 
networking, rather than research or monitoring per se. The emphasis is thus on sharing 
knowledge and experience and ideas, and collaboration to enhance the quality and 
relevance of our work – in particular at European scale. He stressed the word relevance – 
for the health of raptor populations, the health of the environment, and human health. He 
expressed confidence that, the more the raptor research and monitoring community can 
enhance relevance, the greater will be the recognition of the importance of such work and 
the greater the access to resources – this being particularly important at a time of fiscal 
tightening. 
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Governments are cutting research and conservation budgets across Europe. If it is to 
flourish, raptor research and monitoring must prove its relevance, to societies and 
economies. This can be more forcefully done by working together at European scale, 
rather than as scattered individuals and research groups. As the funding of EURAPMON 
itself demonstrates, working at European scale also opens doors to European finance. 
This includes the next EU framework programme (post-2013) which is likely to be even 
larger than the current FP7 (2007-13), and to have enhanced focus on societal and policy 
relevance. 
 
The launch of EURAPMON is an example of what collaboration can achieve. Without 
participants’ inputs over the last 4 years, this Inaugural Workshop would not have 
happened. 
 
Finally, the EURAPMON Chair also highlighted the importance of participant input to 
the Programme. EURAPMON has five years 2010-14, and some €500,000, to advance 
R&M for and with raptors in Europe. But more important that the time and funds at our 
disposal is the rapidly growing network of participants.  These represent the real wealth 
of the programme. The Chair stressed that participant input over the course of the 
workshop would feed directly in to programme planning – ‘EURAPMON is your 
programme’. 
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EURAPMON HISTORYEURAPMON HISTORYEURAPMON HISTORYEURAPMON HISTORY    
 

Paola MOVALLI, EURAPMON Coordinator 
 

    
Paola Movalli provided a historical overview of the development of EURAPMON. 
 
The initial idea for a European network on research and monitoring for and with raptors 
was provided by Dan Osborn in 2005. Dan was involved with Ian Newton in much of the 
early influential work on contaminants in raptors. In 2005, Paola was working with Dan 
at the UK Centre for Ecology and Hydrology, on raptor ecotoxicology – specifically on 
the lanner falcon in Sicily – with the support of a European Commission Marie Curie 
Fellowship. 
 
Dan suggested that significant benefits could be had by bringing together those working 
on research and monitoring for raptors, and those working on research and monitoring 
with raptors, at a European scale. A first workshop was convened at the Riserva dello 
Zingaro near Scopello – the same location as the current workshop – in October 2006. 
This brought together some 25 participants to explore the opportunity for such a network. 
Most participants of that first workshop are again present at this Inaugural Workshop. 
 
The 2006 Scopello workshop was supported by many of the same organisations as our 
current workshop: the UK Centre for Ecology and Hydrology; the University of Palermo; 
the Sicilian Regional government; the Sicilian forest department; the Riserva dello 
Zingaro; AlterNet, a European Commission ‘Network of Excellence’; and Paola’s 
European Commission Marie Curie Fellowship. 
 
The 2006 workshop had two main outputs: an outline or ‘skeleton’ proposal for the 
development of a European network for research and monitoring for and with raptors; 
and, critically, the creation of a core group of participants for such a network. 
 
Following the workshop, we worked to expand our group of participants and prepare a 
proposal for submission to the European Science Foundation. A first submission was 
made in late 2007. The scientific evaluation of that first proposal, by the ESF Life and 
Environmental Sciences Scientific Committee, was delivered in mid 2008. Unfortunately, 
while two of the three evaluators rated the proposal as excellent, the third had 
reservations and, as a consequence, we were not recommended for funding. 
 
Meanwhile, a proposal was submitted to Ambio, the journal of the Royal Swedish 
Academy of Science, for a Special Issue on raptor monitoring in Europe, building on the 
proceedings of the Scopello workshop. Ambio agreed to our proposal, and we secured the 
necessary funding thanks to the generous contributions of the universities and institutes 
of many of our participants, and a significant sum from the Secretariat of the UNEP 
Convention on Migratory Species. The proposal very good timing for UNEP/CMS, 
because it coincided with the conclusion of the new CMS Agreement on the 
Conservation of Migratory Birds of Prey. CMS distributed our Special Issue at the Abu 
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Dhabi conference to conclude the Birds of Prey Agreement, as a first European 
contribution to the new Agreement. We were also invited to make a presentation in Abu 
Dhabi on our network. This work was made possible by a new European Commission 
Marie Curie Fellowship, this time at the University of Palermo. 
 
In mid-2008, we worked to resubmit a proposal to ESF, addressing the various concerns 
of the ESF evaluators. This included expanding the participating countries to fill some 
key gaps, and addressing some scientific and administrative comments. The proposal was 
submitted in late 2008, and received scientific approval by the relevant ESF committee in 
mid 2009. 
 
ESF programmes are funded ‘a-la-carte’ – ESF sends the proposal to its Member 
Organisations in each country, asking if they wish to fund or not. ESF also suggests a 
suitable contribution from each country (proportionate to each country’s GDP). 
EURAPMON initially received funding commitments from 7-8 countries, but these were 
insufficient for a viable programme. At this point, following discussions with ESF, it was 
decided to contact Member Organisations to try to raise the additional funding required. 
ESF kindly allowed extra time for us to do this. There followed an intense period of 
fundraising, in which many of the participants of the current workshop were closely 
involved. 
 
The outcome was that we secured the necessary funds, with a total of 15 countries 
providing funding – including some sources outside the ESF Member Organisations, 
notably: the Spanish Ministry of Science; the Italian Ministry of Environment; the Wild 
Animal Society ‘Falcon’ in Poland, and the Comune di Castellammare del Golfo. 
 
As a result of the final make-up of funders, some important changes took place in the 
proposed programme structure: 
 

• First, as the UK National Environmental Research Council decided not to fund, 
our proposed Chair, Richard Shore – who belongs to NERC – kindly stepped 
aside to allow Guy Duke to take on the Chair. We are fortunate that Richard 
managed to find some CEH funds for the programme and continues as a key 
expert for EURAPMON. 

 
• Second, the proposed Steering Committee was revised to reflect the actual 

funding countries – each funding country has one member on the Committee. 
 

• Third, we adjusted the experts appointed to advise the Steering Committee, to 
reflect the above changes. 

 
• And fourth, the list of participants in EURAPMON was considerably expanded as 

a result of the wide range of new contacts developed during the fundraising 
exercise. 
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EURAPMON OVERVIEWEURAPMON OVERVIEWEURAPMON OVERVIEWEURAPMON OVERVIEW    
 

Guy DUKE, EURAPMON Chair 
 
 

Guy Duke presented an overview of EURAPMON including an outline of the 
programme, and highlighting some key early challenges. 
 
He first highlighted the scientific and policy context for the programme. This included: 
 

• the need for sentinels of environmental change: climate change and biodiversity 
loss present two of the main global challenges, and there is a need to monitor and 
forecast environmental change – species groups can act as sentinels, as monitors 
and predictors of mitigation and adaptation; 

 
• the value of raptors as sentinels: raptors are sensitive to environmental change, 

exhibit readily observable responses, have both specialist and generalist food 
chains and occur across wide geographic areas; they facilitate work on habitat 
change, disease, chemicals… providing a window on the functioning of the 
overall environment; 

 
• the timeliness of a raptor monitoring network: data on raptor populations are 

required in relation to the monitoring of favourable conservation status under the 
EU nature directives, and raptor data might provide one or more indicators to 
monitor the effectiveness of EU biodiversity policy to 2020; data on 
contaminants in raptors might also assist in monitoring the effectiveness of EU 
chemicals policy; 

 
• the limitations of existing networks: there is at present no comprehensive 

inventory across Europe of raptor monitoring, no comprehensive assessment of 
user needs, and no integrated network connecting those monitoring for and those 
monitoring with raptors; there is a need to identify gaps against user needs, 
spread best practices, pull together and integrate data, and produce analytical 
outputs at European scale.  

 
The aim of EURAPMON is to strengthen the contribution of raptor research and 
monitoring in Europe to biodiversity, environmental & human health benefits, including: 
the maintenance/recovery of raptor populations and their habitats; and reduced chemicals 
threats to ecosystems and human health. 
 
EURAPMON has four objectives:  
 

1. to build a Europe-wide network for monitoring for and with raptors; 
2. to build consensus on Europe-wide priorities in relation to monitoring for and 

with raptors; 
3. to spread best practices, build capacities for monitoring for and with raptors; and 
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4. to create a web-based database, populated with inter-operable data, and producing 
analytical outputs meeting user needs. 

 
The envisage outputs of EURAPMON are: 
 

• a sustainable, resource-efficient network; 
• an inventory of existing monitoring; 
• a user needs assessment; 
• Europe-wide consensus on priorities; 
• best practice guidelines, protocols; 
• enhanced capacities; 
• a web-based database producing analytical outputs for users; and 
• ongoing funding. 

 
Specific benefits which should derive from EURAPMON will be: 
 

• a competitive edge for Europe in monitoring for and with raptors; 
• centres of excellence for monitoring for and with raptors; 
• more integrated analysis at European scale; 
• better understanding of large-scale, long-term patterns; 
• possible new indicators – e.g. for biodiversity policy, REACH; 
• better identification of European-level R&M priorities; and 
• an enhanced science-policy interface. 

 
EURAPMON activities are organised within 8 work packages: 
 

• WP1 – Networking 
• WP2 – Inventory 
• WP3 – Identification of user needs 
• WP4 – Prioritisation 
• WP5 – Setting best practice 
• WP6 – Capacity-building 
• WP7 – Web-based database 
• WP8 – Fundraising and communications 

 
Early challenges include: 
 

• WP1: convening key meetings (Steering Committee meetings, science meetings – 
such as the current workshop); work-package related networking; online 
networking; and general network facilitation and coordination. 

 
• WP2: carrying out an inventory of existing monitoring, including which species, 

scales and what periodicity of monitoring is being carried out; and what human 
resource, facilities and capacities exist. 
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• WP3: carrying out an assessment of user needs including what date is needed, in 
what format, and how delivered. 

 
• WP4: developing consensus on priority species, scales, frequencies, outputs; and 

on priority pressures, contaminants, and tissues for analysis. 
 

• WP5: developing guidelines, protocols, data management and reporting, 
analytical QA & QC, data management & reporting, intercalibration, statistical 
approaches. 

 
• WP6: identifying where key skills are held, where training is most needed, what 

skills are most needed; methods for knowledge transfer, and implementation of 
exchange visits. 

 
• WP7: carrying out a stock-take of existing raptor data, databases; assessing end-

user needs (e.g. for BirdLife, EC, national governments); deciding on the types 
and range of information to collate at European level; addressing collation, 
reporting issues; and developing a clear workplan and budget for this work. 

 
• WP8: design of a logo, establishment of a website, publication of a EURAPMON 

brochure, and further fundraising (e.g. from key ESF Member Organisations not 
yet funding, in Germany, France and Switzerland, and from interested non-MOs 
including Defra UK). 

 
In summary, EURAPMON presents a unique opportunity to build a sustainable network, 
integrate R&M for and with raptors, build consensus on needs, priorities, spread best 
practice, harmonise; and develop a European web-based database producing analytical 
outputs for end users. EURAPMON offers 5 years to advance raptor monitoring in 
Europe! 
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1. CONTEXT 
 

The EURAPMON Chair presented the context for Work Package 2 (WP2):  
 

1.1. Relevant EURAPMON objective 
 

Work packages 2 (inventory of existing monitoring), 3 (assessment of user needs) and 
4 (prioritisation) all contribute to deliver EURAPMON objective 2: 

 
“to establish consensus on Europe-wide priorities for monitoring for and with 
raptors, based on comprehensive inventory of existing monitoring, and of needs of 
key users (policy makers, risk assessors, environmental managers)” 

 
Thus WP2 should be seen as particularly closely linked to WP3 and WP4. 

 
1.2. Expected EURAPMON outcome 

 
The expected outcome from WP2 is EURAPMON Outcome 2: 

 
“A comprehensive inventory of existing monitoring for and with raptors in 
Europe, including: which species monitored; geographical areas over which 
monitored; scales of monitoring programmes, timeframes, periodicity; 
biological/ ecological parameters monitored, methods; contaminants monitored, 
tissues sampled, methods; human resources (staff, volunteer), skills held, training 
needs; facilities available.”  

 
1.3. Proposed activities, targets, milestones 

 
The EURAPMON proposal specifies the following activities for WP2 (WP2 activities 
highlighted in orange – WP 3 and 4 activities also shown for reference): 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

no. Description Monitoring for raptors Monitoring with raptors

Review parameters studied Review parameters studied (health 
indicators, diet, etc.), materials 
(tissues), contaminants, other 

pressures studied?

3 Identification of needs 
of users*

Determine priority contaminants, 
parameters, tissues for analysis

Assess what data, analysis, format, delivery mechanism and cycle. To what 
extent can needs be met (in terms of species, geographic area covered, 

scale, historic data…)? 

4 Prioritisation Determine priority species, appropriate geographic areas, scale and 

WORK PACKAGE ACTIVITIES

2 Comprehensive 
inventory of existing 
monitoring activities

Review species, geographic area studies, scale, period of studies

Review human resources (staff, volunteer)
Review facilities (field, lab), methods
Review skills held, training needs
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The EURAPMON proposal specifies the following schedule for WP2: draft WP2 
report May 2011, final WP2 report Nov 2011 

 
1.4. Linkages to other work packages 

 
WPs 2, 3 and 4 vital to EURAPMON success. The inventory should be as 
comprehensive as possible – including past and ongoing monitoring activities and 
outputs. Together with WP3 (user needs assessment), the inventory enables analysis 
of the extent to which user needs are being met, key gaps, and options to fill gaps. 
The approach to WP2 should contribute to building the network by engaging those 
carrying out research and monitoring. Lastly, findings on existing monitoring, user 
needs and priorities will be key to WP7 database, analysis and reporting. 

 
1.5. Relevant Steering Committee discussion 

 
The Steering Committee meeting of May 2010 discussed this WP. SC considered that 
this WP might be carried out by means of a questionnaire. SC considered that the 
design and approach for this questionnaire should be such as to: optimise response 
rate; facilitate collation, analysis; relate to WP7 database structure; and provide 
separate sections for the ‘with’ and ‘for’ communities, and perhaps also for specialist 
sub-communities. It was also pointed out that some of the elements of inventory may 
already exist. 

 
2. INVENTORY OF EXISTING MONITORING ACTIVITIES RELATING TO 

R&M FOR RAPTORS 
 

2.1. Further context 
 

Session Co-Chair, Andras Kovacs presented further considerations relating to an 
inventory of existing monitoring for raptors. 
 
WP2 should have strong links to other WPs, and together with WP3 (User Needs) and 
WP4 (Priorities) forms a fundamentally important core of EURAPMON. 
 
These WPs are planned to set the scene for WP5 (Best practice) and WP7- Database 
(the most important envisaged outcome). 
 
The structure, content and output between the inventory and other WPs should 
therefore be well coordinated from the beginning of the programme. 
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WP2 inventory – links to other WPs 
 

 
 

 
WP2 objective should be to build a specific, comprehensive and functional – in one 
word ‘useful’ – inventory for the raptor conservation/research community. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

The inventory should be ‘specific’ because, unlike any other existing databases, it 
will focus solely on raptor monitoring activities. 
 
The inventory should be ‘comprehensive’ in that it should be a stand-alone, gap-
filling information tool. It is more or less known who is doing what in the raptor 
community in Europe but this information has not yet been synthesized, i.e. there is 
no existing comprehensive inventory which covers it. 

 
WP2 background 
 
EURAPMON can build on a number of relevant existing international databases 
including those of: BirdLife International, MEROS, EuMon, Raptor Information 
System, and species specific databases. 
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Useful information was also collected through questionnaire surveys carried out in 
2006 and 2008 to overview BirdLife raptor monitoring activities. 

 
A fundamental question is: how can EURAPMON build an international information 
platform which is innovative, gap-filling, brings new information to the networking 
system and does not duplicate already existing inventories? 

 
Approach, structure, content and possible outputs 
 
The approach, structure and content of the inventory will directly inform and 
influence the content of the database so these should be very carefully designed with 
this in mind. Expected outcomes of the database should be defined at an early stage 
and the structure and content of the inventory should be matched to it. 
 
As regards approach, a thematic questionnaire is suggested (possibly on-line). Clear 
advantages of a questionnaire approach are that it is relatively cheap and requires 
little effort from the questioner compared to verbal or telephone surveys.  The main 
disadvantage is the typically low response rate. This difficulty should be addressed by 
the Steering Committee. 
 
The questionnaire might be structured as a matrix of: A) organizations/ individuals, 
B) species and C) monitoring activities. EURAPMON aims to know who conducts 
any relevant raptor monitoring in Europe, the raptor species involved and the 
specifications of the monitoring the organizations or individuals carry out (or carried 
out in the past), in order to make this information available for others. 
 
Content might include species, scales (time, geographical areas), parameters 
monitored, methods (data collection and management including protocols), 
periodicity, human resources (staff/volunteer), skills held, facilities, 
capacities/training needs, existing co-operation, sources of funding. 
 
As regards outputs, the inventory exercise itself might serve as a self-learning tool 
(e.g. prompting respondents to think about their own activities) and as a networking 
tool. The information gathered will be of use to other work packages, notably WP4, 
WP5 best practice, WP6 capacity-building and WP7 database. 
 
BirdLife questionnaire prepared in 2006 – 2008 (Kovács, A., Burfield, I.)  
 
In 2006 a questionnaire was developed to survey BirdLife Partners’ raptor monitoring 
activities and to present the results at the October 2006 Scopello meeting. The 
questionnaire was further developed in 2008 and could be a useful starting point for 
planning WP2 Inventory for raptors. 
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2.2. Break-out groups discussion 
 

Key questions 
 
Andras posed 5 key questions for the break-out groups to discuss: 

  
Q1 - How can the inventory gain the acceptance and support of relevant research 
groups and individuals? 
 
Q2 - What is the best method to carry out the inventory (through national 
information nodes, open on-line upload, direct request to raptor people, all/else)? 
 
Q3 - What special benefits can such an inventory provide for users? Why would 
you use it? 
 
Q4 - What specific information would you suggest to collect other than species, 
scales (time, geographical areas), parameters monitored, methods (data 
collection and management), periodicity, HR (staff/volunteer), skills held, 
facilities, capacities/training needs, existing co-operation, sources of funding? 
 
Q5 - What are the leading raptor research and monitoring organizations in your 
country (list at least 5 please)? 
 

Group members and rapporteurs 
 
The key questions were addressed by two groups: 
 

• Group 1 – Rapporteur: Dr. Helen Riley. Members: Alexandre Abuladze; 
Giacomo Dell’Omo; Valery Dombrovski; Vladimir Galushin; Jan Ove 
Gjershaug; Gonzalo Muñoz Arroyo; Antonio Muñoz Gallego; Elvira 
Nikolenko; David Pinaud; Pertti Saurola; Janusz Sielicki; Glenn Vermeersch; 
Al Vrezec. 

 
• Group 2 – Rapporteur: Dr. Mark Wilson. Members: Alessandro Andreotti; 

Keith Bildstein; Gilles Biver; Ian Burfield; Márton Horváth; John Lusby; 
Allan Mee; Marc Ruddock; Attila Sándor; Fabrizio Sergio; Jean-Paul Urcun; 
Ülo Väli. 

 
Discussion 

 
Q1 – How can the inventory gain the acceptance and support of relevant research 
groups and individuals? 
 

• Plan the inventory to optimise its utility. Identify questionnaire target 
groups (researchers, conservation groups, etc) and make sure that the 
inventory will deliver useful outputs for each group (e.g. researchers are 
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interested in: raptor population trends in other countries; conservation and 
research techniques; contacts for designing a study; areas where there is 
no monitoring; list of specialists in each country; details of national 
monitoring programmes in different countries; making information on 
their own research available to others). 

 
• Explain the purpose and expected outputs. Provide a short, clear 

summary of EURAPMON and of the purpose and expected outputs of the 
inventory, so that respondents can understand the value of contributing. 

 
• Use peer pressure. Consider engaging workshop participants to promote 

and/or distribute the questionnaire. 
 

• Provide reassurances regarding data ownership. Make clear that the 
inventory does not seek to share raw data, that the focus is on metadata, 
and that ownership of data is retained by the originators – bear in mind 
sensitivity of data on rare species. 

 
• Keep it simple. Make the questionnaire as simple to complete as possible, 

without compromising the utility of the inventory. 
 

• Use plain English. Ensure materials in English are as clear as possible for 
non-native English speakers – if possible, provide also in other languages. 

 
• Stress free access to outputs. Make clear that inventory outputs will be 

freely accessible to everyone. 
 

• Target the right respondents. Identify key recipients for the questionnaire 
in each country (starting with workshop participants) - e.g. in Finland, 
there are really only 3 relevant research organizations. Focus initially on 
the national level, but be inclusive also of individuals/groups carrying out 
systematic monitoring regionally or locally – information is more 
scattered in some countries than in others. Focus on organisations/ 
specialists most likely to be responsive. 

 
• Provide feedback. Provide regular feedback on inventory progress to all 

participants. 
 

• Check lessons learnt by previous inventory efforts such as those of 
BirdLife and EBCC. 

 
Q2 – What is the best method to carry out the inventory (through national 
information nodes, open on-line upload, direct request to raptor people, all/else)? 
 

• Nominate lead: nominate one person to lead on the inventory. 
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• Online. Make the questionnaire web-based, but offer alternative ‘old-
fashioned’ formats. Make sure partially-completed questionnaire can be 
saved and returned to later for completion and submission. 

 
• Closed questions: use as many ‘closed’ Y/N questions as possible. 

 
• Up-datable. Design the information system to be flexible – allow for up-

dating. 
 

• Timing. Concentrate questionnaire communications outside of the field 
season – probably late autumn/winter. 

 
Q3 – What special benefits can such an inventory provide for users? Why would 
you use it? 

 
• Identify probable users of inventory outputs: researchers (source of info 

on species, contacts, networking, research dissemination, obtain 
recognition and funding), conservation bodies (source of info on 
summaries, trends, survival, breeding success), policy makers. 

 
• Uses may include: finding and establishing contacts and collaborations; 

provision of a central catalogue of ongoing and existing studies: 
providing clear, visual examples of the types of data that can be gathered 
(e.g. distribution maps); identification of gaps in research; inspiring use 
of different methods; promoting best practice; raising awareness of 
resources (e.g. carcasses, feathers, pellets etc.) collected and held by other 
groups. 

 
• Provision of useful outputs for users at EU and national levels is key. 

 
• Consider differing user needs in relation to rare vs. common species. 

 
Q4 – What specific information would you suggest to collect other than species, 
scales (time, geographical areas), parameters monitored, methods (data 
collection and management), periodicity, HR (staff/volunteer), skills held, 
facilities, capacities/training needs, existing co-operation, sources of funding?  

 
• Species monitored (aim to cover all species). 

 
• Timescale, periodicity of monitoring (both current and historic). 

 
• Geographical area covered (consider inclusion of geo-referenced info, 

with a view to developing a searchable map at European scale) 
 

• Parameters monitored – e.g. productivity, survival, dispersal, population 
size, trend, prey, mortality factors, threats, clutch size, brood, fledged. 
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• Methods used for data collection, analysis, data management. 

 
• Rationale, objectives for monitoring. 

 
• Format of data (electronic?). 

 
• Types and depth of data which may be shared with EURAPMON. 

 
• Human resources - professional/volunteer. 

 
• Capacity/skills held. 

 
• Research and monitoring facilities. 

 
• Availability of training. 

 
• Cooperation. 

 
• Sources of funding. 

 
Q5 – What are the leading raptor research and monitoring organizations in your 
country (list at least 5 please)? 
 
See Annex 2a containing 85 organizations from 20 European countries and from 
the European level. 

 
3. INVENTORY OF EXISTING MONITORING ACTIVITIES RELATING TO 

R&M WITH RAPTORS 
 

Session Co-Chair, Gloria Pereira, presented further considerations relating to an 
inventory of existing monitoring with raptors. 
 
The main aim of this work package is to establish a comprehensive inventory of the 
work carried out “with” raptors at Europe–wide scale. This working session considers 
what exactly should be achieved as an outcome of this WP.  
 
According to the research proposal the Expected Outcome for WP2 is 
 

“A comprehensive inventory of existing monitoring for and with raptors in 
Europe, including: which species monitored; geographical areas over which 
monitored; scales of monitoring programmes, timeframes, periodicity; 
biological/ ecological parameters monitored, methods; contaminants monitored, 
tissues sampled, methods; human resources (staff, volunteer), skills held, training 
needs; facilities available.”  
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In this first workshop, we should consider the above suggested fields to ensure that 
we collect the most relevant information for the database. 

 
Therefore: 
 

• are these the correct fields? 
 
• is there anything else to be added? For instance, health indicators? 

 
• do we want to know if the schemes have samples archived? 

 
• is there anything we missed? 

 
This is a WP which should be completed or at least significantly progressed in the 
first 2 years of the project, because it links and provides information to other WPs. 
So, in this workshop we should agree on deliverables and milestones. We have to 
consider if a database is the required output or if a few different stages of delivery 
would be preferable. Here are a few suggestions that could ensure some easy wins. 

 
What are the deliverables and milestones? 
 
Gloria suggested this WP might be divided into three stages: 
 

• Stage 1 – Hyperlink from EURAPMON to the monitoring scheme 
o How will the schemes for hyperlinking be chosen – by a first top level 

survey? 
o How would we find out what is already out there (especially in countries 

not represented by the steering committee)? 
 

• Stage 2 – Excel spreadsheet 
 

o How would we get the information for the spreadsheets – by a second 
more detailed questionnaire? 

o What should be the fields in the questionnaire? 
o What type of questionnaire (open or closed questions)? 
o Dissemination to non-member countries? 

 
• Stage 3 – Database 

o Do we have the expertise to set up this database? 
o Maintenance of information (review periods?) 

 
Whether or not it is decided to address this WP in three stages, it is important to 
decide at an early date the different individuals or groups responsible. 
 

• Compiled by whom? 
• Who would deliver each stage? 
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• What are the deadlines? 
 

Expected workshop achievements for this WP- Summary  
 
• Identification of the fields to be used. 
• Deliverables, stages, whom and when. 
• Risk file/log. 
• Ideas of how to disseminate the questionnaire to other countries. 

 
3.1. Break-out groups discussion 

 
Key Questions for breakout discussion 

 
Gloria posed 6 key questions for the break-out groups to discuss: 
  

Q1 – What are the deliverables and the milestones? 
 
Q2 – Who would deliver this? Expertise needed? 
 
Q3 – How would we acquire all the info and which countries would be involved? 
 
Q4 – What is the specific information that we should collect? 
 
Q5 – What are the risks for delivery? 
 
Q6 – What are the leading raptor research and monitoring organisations in your 
country (list at least 5 please)? 
 

Group members and rapporteurs 
 
The key questions were addressed by two groups: 
 

• Group 1 – Rapporteur: Richard Shore. Members: Veerle Jaspers, Peter 
Lindberg, Dorte Herzke, Nico Van den Brink, Bjorn Helander and Igor 
Eulaers. 

 
• Group 2 – Rapporteur: Rafael Mateo. Members: Emma Martinez-Lopez, 

Antonio Fernandez- Garcia, Stefania Casagrande, Monica Martinez-Haro and 
Reuven Yosef. 

 
Questions 1 and 2 were addressed by group 1; Questions 3 and 4 were addressed by 
group 2; Questions 5 and 6 were addressed by both groups. 
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Discussion 
 

Q1&2 – What are the deliverables, who should deliver them? 
 

• Define the target group (who: WP leader & working group, monitoring 
with raptors EURAPMON participants). 

• Questionnaire – excel spreadsheet (who: WP leader, working group). 
• Inventory of activities – excel spreadsheet (who: WP leader, working 

group). 
• Summary and gap analysis (who: WP leader, working group). 
• Collect web-links on the EURAPMON website (who: Coordinator). 

 
Other issues mentioned: need to define WP leader, deputy and working group; no 
funds; time scale; use existing questions; consider more than one questionnaire 
(one for “for” and one for “with”) or just one questionnaire with “skip” questions; 
interaction with WP3; WP2 is a one-time-exercise; obvious benefits participating; 
list ongoing projects and missing contacts (followed up by Paola by e-mail) 
 
Q3 – What are the risks for delivery? 
 

• Possible difficulty in finding a WP leader and deputy (perhaps in part due 
to lack of funds). 

• Time frame/need deadlines. 
• No or limited response to questionnaire – would need to be followed up 

by extra communication by phone or e-mail. 
• Difficulties of coordination and standardisation of existing programmes. 
• Level of expertise (not uniform). 

 
Q4 – How would we acquire all the information and which countries would be 
involved? 
Acquire information from: 
 

• Publications 
• Foundations (funding agencies) 
• Current programmes 
• Public access datasets 

 
Countries to be involved: 

 
• Focus on countries actively involved in EUPAPMON 
• Encourage involvement of other European Countries 
• Non-European countries (migratory species) 

 
Q5 – What is the specific information that we should collect? 

• Population levels (species) 
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• Limiting factors 
• Nutritional and health status 

 
Q6 – What are the leading raptor research and monitoring organisations in your 
country (list at least 5 please)? 
 
See Annex 2b - a list of 11 countries and 40 organisations. 
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1. CONTEXT 
 

The EURAPMON Chair presented the context for Work Package 3 (WP3):  
 
1.1. Relevant EURAPMON objective 
 
Work packages 2 (inventory of existing monitoring), 3 (assessment of user needs) and 
4 (prioritisation) all contribute to deliver EURAPMON objective 2: 
 

“to establish consensus on Europe-wide priorities for monitoring for and with 
raptors, based on comprehensive inventory of existing monitoring, and of needs of 
key users (policy makers, risk assessors, environmental managers)” 

 
Thus WP3 should be seen as particularly closely linked to WP2 and WP4. 
 
1.2. Expected EURAPMON outcome 
 
The expected outcome from WP3 is EURAPMON Outcome 3: 
 

“A comprehensive assessment of needs of key users (policy makers, risk 
assessors, environmental managers), including: data required; analysis 
required; required periodicity of data, analyses, reports; formats information is 
required in; resource-efficient delivery mechanisms; assessment against these 
needs of extent to which they may currently be met, opportunities and costs of 
being better met.” 

 
1.3. Proposed activities, targets, milestones 
 
The EURAPMON proposal specifies the following activities for WP3 (WP3 activities 
highlighted in orange – WP 2 and 4 activities also shown for reference): 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

no. Description Monitoring for raptors Monitoring with raptors

Review parameters studied Review parameters studied (health 
indicators, diet, etc.), materials 
(tissues), contaminants, other 

pressures studied?

3 Identification of needs 
of users*

Determine priority contaminants, 
parameters, tissues for analysis

Assess what data, analysis, format, delivery mechanism and cycle. To what 
extent can needs be met (in terms of species, geographic area covered, 

scale, historic data…)? 

4 Prioritisation Determine priority species, appropriate geographic areas, scale and 

WORK PACKAGE ACTIVITIES

2 Comprehensive 
inventory of existing 
monitoring activities

Review species, geographic area studies, scale, period of studies

Review human resources (staff, volunteer)
Review facilities (field, lab), methods
Review skills held, training needs
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The EURAPMON proposal specifies the following schedule for WP3: draft WP3 
report May 2011, final WP3 report Nov 2011. 

 
1.4. Linkages to other work packages 
 
WPs 2, 3 and 4 are vital to EURAPMON success. The assessment of user needs 
should cover all key user groups (policy makers, conservation practitioners, 
landowners/users, etc.) – and horizon-scan probable future needs. Together with WP2 
(inventory), WP3 enables analysis of the extent to which user needs are met, key gaps 
and options to fill gaps. The approach adopted should build the EURAPMON 
network by engaging those carrying out research and monitoring. Findings on 
existing monitoring, user needs and priorities will be key to WP7 database. 
 
1.5. Relevant Steering Committee discussion 
 
The Steering Committee meeting of May 2010 discussed this WP. SC considered that 
the approach to this WP should involve defining user groups, deciding which user 
groups to prioritise. It might be carried out by questionnaire &/or structured 
interviews. SC noted that WP2 (inventory) might also gather information on end-user 
needs, from the point-of-view of the research and monitoring community. SC noted 
also the relevance of user needs to WP7 (database) – the database should be 
structured in such a way as to meet user needs. SC also noted the importance of the 
European Commission as a user – with respect to the nature directives, biodiversity 
policy, and chemicals policy. 

 
2. ASSESSMENT OF USER NEEDS RELATING TO R&M FOR RAPTORS 
 

2.1. Further context 
 
Session Co-Chair, John Lusby, presented further considerations on assessment of user 
needs relating to R&M for raptors. 
 
Factors affecting raptor populations 
 

• Unfavourable status 
• Population declines 
• Reduction in range 
• Contaminants 
• Loss of habitat 
• Illegal activities, persecution, egg collecting etc. 

 
Elaboration of current knowledge of these aspects 
 
Who are the key users? 

 
• Potentially a diverse range of users 
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• Different scales of user communities 
• Priority user communities? 

 
What information do key users require? 

 
• Most appropriate type of data 
• Geographic scale 
• EURAPMON resources 
• Might users know their needs best 
• How do we verify user needs 

 
Delivery mechanism for data? 

 
• Diversity of user communities 
• Multitude of languages 
• Resources and costs 
• Do users know best format for data? 
• How do we determine? 

 
2.2. Break-out groups discussion 

 
Key questions 
 
John posed 4 key questions for the break-out groups to discuss: 

  
Q1 – Define and prioritise key users 
 
Q2 – What type of data do we think the specific user communities require? 
 
Q3 – How do we determine/verify user needs? 
Q4 – The best delivery mechanisms? 
 

Rapporteurs and group members 
 

The key questions were addressed by two groups: 
 

• Group 1 – Rapporteur: Ian Burfield. Members: Gilles Biver, Ulo Vali, Alex 
Onrubia, Giacomo Dell‘Omo, Glenn Vermeersch, David Pinaud, Sandor 
Attila, Marton Horvarth, Jean-Paul Urcun, Fabrizio Sergio, Mark Wilson, 
Helen Riley. 

 
• Group 2 – Rapporteur: Keith Bildstein. Members: Janus Sielicki, Gonzalo 

Munoz Arroyo, Jan Ove Gjershaug, Vladimir Galushin, Valery Dombrovski, 
Elvira Nikolenko, Al Vrezec, Alexandre Abuladze. 

 
Both groups addressed all four questions. 
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Discussion 
 

Q1 – Define and prioritise key users 
 

• Diversity of user communities 
• European Commission (including specific policies, Biodiversity policy, 

Birds Directive etc.) 
• National governments 
• Statutory conservation agencies 
• Non-governmental conservation organisations 
• Research institutes 
• Universities 
• IUCN 
• Media 
• Birdwatchers (interest groups, amateurs etc.) 
• Industry 
• Energy sector 
• Police & law enforcement 
• National parks 
• Infrastructure and planning sectors 
• Zoos, rare bird breeders, falconers etc. 
• Landowners, game management, site managers, foresters 
• Environmental consultants 

 
Potential ‘misusers’: 

 
• Poachers 
• Pigeon fanciers 
• Falconers 

 
Q2 – What type of data do we think the specific user communities require? 
 

• Clear, unambiguous messages for policy/public 
• High quality data for scientists (samples sizes, confidence intervals, 

effort) 
• Geo-referenced data (international, national, regional, site etc.) 
• Distribution (range, breeding, wintering & migration) 
• Population status (trends and fluctuations etc.) 
• Breeding parameters 
• General ecology (diet, habitat use, nesting ecology etc.) 
• Mortality survival 
• Threats and limiting factors 
• Migration timing and routes 
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• Species-specific conservation measures and techniques and their 
effectiveness 

 
Q3 – How do we determine/verify user needs? 
 

• Establish focus/working groups with representatives from each country to 
organise meetings with specific key users. 

• Incorporate questions re: user needs into the questionnaire (WP2). 
• Circulate specific questionnaires and conduct follow up interviews. 

 
Q3 – The best delivery mechanisms? 
 

• Widely agreed that an interactive and regularly updated website is the 
best way to deliver the information. 

• Website would have to accommodate the wide range of user 
communities. 

• The possibility of a subscription system was also discussed, where some 
elements of the website were only available to those who signed up. 

• Publication or inclusion within website of species monographs was also 
put forward. 

• Specific reports (e.g. “State of raptors in Europe”) targeted at certain 
priority user communities may also be effective. 

 
3. ASSESSMENT OF USER NEEDS RELATING TO R&M WITH RAPTORS 
 

3.1. Further context 
 
Session Co-Chair, Nico van den Brink, presented further considerations on 
assessment of user needs relating to R&M with raptors. 

 
Conservation 
 

• Illegal trade 
• Hunting and prosecution 
• Health assessment 
• Poisoning, pollution, pesticide/rodenticide use 
 

End users 
 

• Policy makers 
• Environmental managers 
• Law enforcement (police, etc.) 
• Land owners 
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Illegal trade 
 

• Only birds from captivity may be traded 
• Banding easy to corrupt 
• Raptors often difficult to rear 
• No systematic registration 
• Raptor chicks often captured 
• Need to assess kinship between chicks and adults in captivity 

 
Poisoning, pollution, pesticide/rodenticide 
 

• User need: is poisoning/pollution/pesticide/rodenticide cause of dead? How 
can we prosecute people? 

• Monitoring and collection of birds found dead, eggs, chicks 
• Protocol: dissection and evaluation of effect endpoints; suspicious birds 

further chemical analyses (crop, tissues); risk assessment with relevant 
thresholds; inform appropriate stakeholders 

 
Two stage approach needed in WP3 
 

• Identification of relevant end users 
• Obtaining information 
• Is questionnaire the most likely tool? 
 

3.2. Break-out groups discussion 
 

Key questions 
 
Nico posed 5 key questions for the break-out groups to address: 

 
1) How can end users be identified? 
 
2) What further needs may end users have? 

 
3) How do we determine user needs, specific per end user? (questionnaire or 

alternative) [Group 1] 
 

4) Do we need to standardise our methods? Legal needs? Quality assurance? Use 
of each others data? 

 
5) How do we proceed from science to action? How to interact with end-users, 

getting to know their needs, disseminate our results 
 

Group members and rapporteurs 
 

The key questions were addressed by two break-out groups: 
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• Group1 – Rapporteur Rafael Mateo. Members: Emma Martinez-Lopez, Björn 
Helander, Peter Lindberg, Antonio Garcia-Fernandez, Reuven Yosef, Monica 
Martinez-Haro. 

 
• Group 2 – Rapporteur Marc Ruddock. Members: Richard Shore, Allen Mee, 

Stefania Casagrande, Veerle Jaspers, Dorte Herzke, Igor Eulaers. 
 

Group 1 answered questions 1-3, Group 2 questions 3-5. 
 
Discussion 
 
Q1 – How can end users be identified? 

 
• Different levels: international, national, regional/local 

 
• For EURAPMON, EU level is of most importance (ECHA, REACH, WFD, 

PPP-regulation, Biocide Directive) 
 

• Inventory should be combined effort with for raptors group 
 

• Examples of end users: policy makers (at different levels); NGOs; 
landowners/users (farmers, park managers ….); implementation agencies 
(police, customs, ICES, UNEP); research, education, media, general public; 
chemical industry, wind-power industry 

 
Q2 – What further needs may end users have? 

 
• Info on adverse effects of stressors (not just contaminants, but also wind 

power, habitat fragmentation, quality of flyways, wintering/summering areas) 
 
• Info on lack of implementation of regulation/best practice (e.g. local 

poisoning, hunting, rodenticide use….) 
 

• Info on solutions to problems, alternative to current practice with risks 
 

• Info on incentives for user to implement recommendations (why should they 
adapt their current practice)? 

 
• But should be followed up by inventory! 
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Q3 – How do we determine user needs, specific per end user? (questionnaire or 
alternative) 

  
[Group 1 discussion] 

 
• Focus of activities depends on level of end-user (European, national, 

regional/local)  
 

• Need for targeted approach, general questionnaire not likely to work 
 

• Personal approach: meetings, presentations, telephone 
 

• Use specific media for end-user, e.g. journal for hunters to reach hunters etc. 
 

• Email may be used in a follow-up approach: first media exposure then email 
questionnaire, but this should be done targeted to groups of end-users (tiered 
approach combined with bullet above) 

 
• Use existing meetings of end-users to present EURAPMON 

 
• For future stressors/problems, interact with scientific community 

 
[Group 2 discussion] 

 
• Varies between regions and end-user 

 
• (1) Government, (2) landowners/users, (2) conservation, (3) industry, (4) 

legal enforcement, (5) education/research 
 

• Efficacy of personal communication over questionnaire. Perhaps workshop is 
more effective, creation of focus groups targeted on end-user types? 

 
• Trade-off between costs and efficacy of method 

 
• Do end-users know their needs? Should network identify needs? This will 

open opportunities for closer relationships between network and end users 
 

Q4 – Do we need to standardise our methods? Legal needs? Quality assurance? Use 
of each others data? 

 
• Need for comparison between labs 

 
• Establish variation between methods used, establish QA/QS (combined with 

WP5 best practice!) 
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• Depending on end-user needs, standardised methods may or may not be 
essential, QA often science driven. 

 
• If threshold levels derived, methods should be focused on those (measure 

same endpoints with same methods) 
 

• Trade-off between quality and costs, this may also drive need for 
standardisation 

 
• This question should be included in inventory for needs of end users (what 

quality do end users need, and to which costs?) 
 

• Integrate QA issues in inventory of WP2, how to deal with historical data 
 

Q5 – How do we proceed from science to action? How to interact with end-users, 
getting to know their needs, disseminate our results 

 
• Raise public awareness, press releases, target local end-users closest to public 

 
• Target specific end-users, no global approach 

 
• Produce clear output, user specific 

 
• Produce usable output, specific formats when needed, tailor made 

 
• Researchers want scientific publication, end-users want other types of output. 

Focus efforts to meet both needs 
 

• Organise user-specific workshops (at national or local scale) 
 

• Maintain dialogue after starting, keep people informed. 
 

• Communicate both positive and negative messages, but have focus on 
possible solutions. 

 
• Promote effectiveness of communication within EURAPMON! Case studies, 

evaluations. 
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1. CONTEXT 
 

The EURAPMON Chair presented the context for Work Package 4 (WP4):  
 

1.1. Relevant EURAPMON objective 
 

Work package 4 (prioritisation) contributes, with work packages 2 (inventory of 
existing monitoring) and 3 (assessment of user needs) to EURAPMON objective 2:  
 

“to establish consensus on Europe-wide priorities for monitoring for and with 
raptors, based on comprehensive inventory of existing monitoring, and of needs of 
key users (policy makers, risk assessors, environmental managers).” 

 
Thus, WP 4 should be seen as particularly closely linked to WP2 and WP3. 

 
1.2. Expected EURAPMON outcome 

 
The expected outcome from WP4 is EURAPMON outcome 4: 
 

“Achievement of broad Europe-wide consensus on priorities among participant 
groups, including on: priority species for monitoring for and with raptors; 
priority scales for monitoring; priority geographic areas; preferred periodicity 
for monitoring; priority parameters to monitor; priority contaminants to monitor 
(and priority tissues to sample); priorities for methodological harmonization/ 
standardization; priority needs for skills, facilities; priority user-oriented outputs 
at European and EU scales.”  

 
1.3. Proposed activities, targets, milestones 

 
The EURAPMON proposal specifies the following activities for WPX (WP4 
activities highlighted in orange – WP2 and WP3 activities also shown for reference): 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

no. Description Monitoring for raptors Monitoring with raptors

Review parameters studied Review parameters studied (health 
indicators, diet, etc.), materials 
(tissues), contaminants, other 

pressures studied?

3 Identification of needs 
of users*

Determine priority contaminants, 
parameters, tissues for analysis

WORK PACKAGE ACTIVITIES

2 Comprehensive 
inventory of existing 
monitoring activities

Review species, geographic area studies, scale, period of studies

Review human resources (staff, volunteer)
Review facilities (field, lab), methods
Review skills held, training needs

Assess what data, analysis, format, delivery mechanism and cycle. To what 
extent can needs be met (in terms of species, geographic area covered, 

scale, historic data…)? 

4 Prioritisation Determine priority species, appropriate geographic areas, scale and 
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The EURAPMON proposal specifies the following schedule for WP4: Start in Q4 yr 
1 (mid-Feb 2011), draft report end Q4 yr 2 (mid-May 2012), final report end Q2 yr 3 
(mid-Nov 2012). 
 
1.4. Linkages to other work packages 
 
WPs 2, 3 and 4 are vital to EURAPMON success. The findings of WP2 (inventory) 
and WP3 (user needs) together enable analysis of the extent to which needs are met, 
key gaps and options to fill gaps, providing a basis for informed discussion of 
priorities. Prioritisation should build the network by engaging those carrying out 
research and monitoring, and end-users. Findings on existing monitoring, user needs 
and priorities will be key to WP7 database – and will also inform WP5 best practice 
and WP6 capacity-building. 

 
1.5. Relevant Steering Committee discussion 

 
The Steering Committee meeting of May 2010 deferred discussion on this WP: 
prioritisation is dependent on results from the inventory and user needs assessment. 
Nevertheless, it was considered useful for this workshop to brainstorm potential 
priorities. In setting priorities, it will be important to be realistic about what the 
network can achieve with its limited resources. 

 
2. FURTHER CONTEXT 
 

2.1. Prioritisation relating to R&M for raptors 
 

Session Co-Chair Guy Duke presented further considerations regarding prioritisation 
relating to R&M for raptors. 
 
Anticipating the inventory of existing monitoring 
 
Guy suggested that the inventory would in due course show that existing monitoring 
includes: 

• some existing multi-species, supra-national, monitoring efforts – e.g. 
MEROS; 

• some existing, species-specific, supra-national monitoring networks – e.g. for 
peregrines; 

• many existing, multi-species or species-specific efforts at national or sub-
national levels – in general not harmonised between countries; and 

• some comparable, multi-species, Europe-wide networks for other species 
groups – e.g. PECBMS. 

 
Anticipating the user needs assessment 
 
He suggested the assessment of key users at European scale would reveal, inter alia, 
the following key users: 
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• Government 
o EU institutions – notably European Commission 

§ Birds Directive – periodic assessments 
§ Biodiversity policy 2020 progress assessments 

o EU Member States 
§ Birds Directive reporting 
§ Biodiversity policy 2020 monitoring and reporting 
§ CBD-related national biodiversity strategies progress 

assessments 
§ Conservation of priority raptor species and their habitats 

o Non-EU European states 
§ Approximation towards EU legislation 

o Signatories to CMS Migratory BOP Agreement 
§ Monitoring needs vis-à-vis migratory BOP for implementation 

of the Agreement. 
 

• Conservation NGOs 
o Monitoring state and trends, informing Birds Directive reporting 
o Conservation of priority raptor species and their habitats 
o Protection of key fly-ways  

 
Anticipating the analysis of priorities (straw man) 
 
Guy suggested (as a ‘straw man’ to be ‘picked apart’ by the plenary) the analysis 
might result in the following user-needs: 
 

• needs of government users – EC, EU Member states, other European states 
o vis-à-vis Birds Directive reporting and assessment 
o vis-à-vis 2020 biodiversity policy monitoring, reporting and 

assessment 
o vis-à-vis CBD-related national biodiversity strategies assessments 

• needs of government and NGOs for conservation of priority species 
• needs of government and NGOs for protection of raptors along key flyways 

(link to CMS Agreement) 
 

2.2. Prioritisation relating to R&M with raptors 
 
Session Co-Chair Richard Shore presented further considerations regarding 
prioritisation relating to R&M with raptors. 
 
Some initial considerations 
 

• Current activities and regulatory needs will inform prioritisation exercise. 
• Current activities should reflect current priority needs to some extent—why 

else is the work being done?  
• Reporting format likely to vary with country. 



 60
 

• Priorities likely to vary with country but important to engage ECHA in WP3 
to get European flavour. 

• Equally important to relate where possible to European Directives (e.g., 
WFD). 

 
Some likely issues 
 

• Species, matrices (e.g., tissues, eggs, feathers), ecosystems (freshwaters, 
terrestrial, marine), compounds, reporting formats – all likely to differ across 
countries, may have limited opportunities/need/willingness to widen or 
modify. 

• Is there potential to “read across” species and matrices – evidence that this 
works? 

• What might be the appropriate temporal and spatial scales for monitoring at 
European level (scientific justification? pragmatic what may be possible? 
likely to need to identify how to fill gaps in capacity – is this a priority?) 

• Quality control in analyses-are differences real or analytical? ...links to WP5 
• Detection of new risks-how? 
• How to keep priorities updated? 

 
A straw man as to what is achievable 
 

• Critically review whether what is currently done across Europe (WP2) 
matches user needs (WP3) – review paper(s) rather than just a report? 

• Identify where there may be analytical capacity and potential for exchange of 
samples that would facilitate common monitoring at larger spatial scales [key 
links to the ‘for’ group] 

• Identify where there may be potential for ‘read-across’ between species and 
matrices. 

• Identify critical gaps and recommend priority actions to enhance potential for 
European wide monitoring network 

• Provide forum for ‘refreshing’ priority compounds  
• Provide network for rapid assessment of new risks? 

 
3. PLENARY DISCUSSION 
 

3.1. Key questions relating to R&M for raptors 
 
Guy posed 4 key questions for plenary discussion: 

  
Q1 - Will WP2 (inventory of existing monitoring), and WP3 (user needs 
assessment) provide a sound basis for prioritisation, or will other information be 
needed? 
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Q2 - Based on the ‘straw man’, and keeping in mind the focus at European scale, 
what, a priori, do you consider should be priorities for the network, vis-à-vis 
R&M for raptors in Europe? 
 
Q3 - Of these priorities, and taking into account the programme’s resources, what 
might be considered ‘low-hanging fruit’ (easy wins) for the network? 
 
Q4 - Who might deliver on these priorities (Chair/coordinator, Steering 
Committee, sub-groups, participants…) and how? 
 

3.2. Key questions relating to R&M with raptors 
 

Richard posed 5 key questions for plenary discussion 
  
Q1– What are the key activities this WP should focus on (use the straw man as the 
starting point)? 
 
Q2 – Will the information needed for these activities be delivered by the other 
WPs [if not, what else is needed]? 
 
Q3 – What are the specific outputs from each activity [report, paper, web-page, 
network, others, easy wins???] 
 
Q4 – Who will deliver these activities [volunteers from SC, others, sub-group?] 
 
Q5 – What are the barriers/risks to delivery of each activity?  

 
He hoped to obtain the following outputs from the discussion: 
 

• A List of key activities for WP and estimated timetable. 
• Identification of where information for each activity is derived from. 
• Deliverables identified for each activity. 
• Identification of easy win activities that should be implemented first. 
• Identification of who is needed to deliver activities. 
• Identification of the risks to delivery of each activity. 

 
3.3. Discussion 

 
Given the overlap between the two sets of questions, and the shorter time available 
for this session, they were addressed together in plenary. The outcome of the 
discussion is presented under 3 sub-headings below: 
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Considerations on priorities for the network 
 

• Clarify the spatial scale for priorities - prioritise European-scale rather 
than national or local level issues (but not all data will be appropriate to 
European scale). 

• Is current monitoring fit-for-purpose for EU-wide needs – if not, can we 
facilitate establishing new monitoring that is fit-for-purpose.   

• Influence EU policy, in particular seek to integrate raptor monitoring into 
EU indicators/metrics (e.g. develop a dialogue with the EC, EEA to 
explore the possibility of adopting a raptor indicator) and apply raptor 
monitoring to help define ‘favourable conservation status’ 

• Influence relevant policy outside Europe by presenting a ‘pan-European’ 
view – more powerful than national perspectives alone. 

• Identify which are the key policy questions that can be addressed through 
raptor monitoring and focus on these – e.g. sheep grazing in Scotland, and 
related change in prey availability, screening of new/emerging 
contaminants 

• Consider looking at the coincidence of the sufficiency of the Natura 2000 
network in relation to raptor conservation needs. 

• Coordinate priorities around key issues, such as wind farms, 
electrocution, persecutions, GMOs, CAP – perhaps by developing/ 
advocating common methods to assess pressures at European scale 

• Consider species-specific activities at pan-European level 
• Prioritise issues which are common to the ‘for’ and ‘with’ camps in order 

to deliver for both 
• Offer as a product a standardisation of raptor monitoring methods across 

countries – allowing more powerful analysis and detection of pan-
European trends 

• WP2 and WP3 are themselves priorities   
• Assist less advanced countries on research and monitoring 
• Don’t forget over-wintering raptors as a priority 
• Fit products to end-users needs, include those of researchers 
• Early consideration of sustainability of EURAPMON (e.g. to ensure 

ongoing maintenance of the database) – possibilities include creation of a 
NGO or asking an established body to host (not necessarily ‘own’) the 
database over the longer-term – EURAPMON might also work to secure 
longer-term funding.  

 
Possible ‘low-hanging fruit’ (easy wins) 
 

• EURAPMON should build from small/easy wins – e.g. a EURAPMON 
brochure, this workshop report 

• Consider multiple outputs from each activity – e.g. targeted at different 
audiences 
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• Align priorities to programme possibilities (in terms of financial and 
human resources) – i.e. to what we know we can deliver – this might 
include doing the difficult but not the impossible 

• EURAPMON might increase the resources available through, e.g. co-
funds, student engagement, etc. 

• Participants may self-fund certain project activities through their own 
research time/budgets 

• Use existing protocols to develop common protocols 
 
Who might deliver on these priorities and how 

 
• The Steering Committee needs to take ownership and be active 
• Each WP needs a leader and deputy and a small core group of participants 

– identifying these should be a priority 
• Aside from the Steering Committee and the part-time Coordinator, there 

is a need to gauge the size of the human resources available to 
EURAPMON, in terms of time that participants can contribute – e.g. the 
Chair could ask participants to offer time in relation to the various work 
packages 

• The resources available to the network can be enhanced by increasing the 
number of participants, including from countries not yet represented in 
the network 

• Participants will need to understand what might be the benefits/rewards 
of engaging in various activities, in order to stimulate their time 
contributions 

• All participants can contribute to the database – by providing information 
on, and links to, their own monitoring schemes/activities. 

• Build collaboration/synergies with existing relevant networks (e.g. 
species specific networks)  

• Recovery and rehabilitation centres should be encouraged to participate 
as a source of research materials  

• It may be possible to deliver on some activities indirectly, e.g. by 
exploiting opportunities at related conferences and workshops 

• Need a working group to feed back research priorities to the Steering 
Committee 

• Hawk Mountain (US) can facilitate the development of protocols through 
hosting workshops (link to WP 5 best practice and WP6 capacity-
building) 
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1. CONTEXT 
 

The EURAPMON Chair presented the context for Work Package 7 (WP7):  
 

1.1. Relevant EURAPMON objective 
 

Work Package 7 contributes to deliver EURAPMON objective 4: 
 

“to build a web-based database, populated with interoperable data on European 
raptor population trends and (contaminant and other) pressures on raptors in 
Europe, and to produce European- and EU- scale analytical outputs which meet 
priority needs of users.” 
 

1.2. Expected EURAPMON outcome 
 

The expected outcome from WP7 is EURAPMON Outcome 7: 
 
“An operational web-based database producing analytical outputs for users: 

• An online database of: a) monitoring programmes and activities, b) 
analysed raptor population/trend data (not raw data) and c) contaminant 
(and other pressure) data in Europe, linked to national and participant 
databases. 

• European- and EU-scale analytical outputs (e.g. on species status and 
trends, current and emerging contaminant hazards, indicators) to meet 
user needs (e.g. statutory reports under Birds Directive, chemicals 
assessments for REACH, assessment of effectiveness of EU biodiversity 
policy).” 

 
1.3. Proposed activities, targets, milestones 

 
The EURAPMON proposal specifies the following activities for WP7: 

 
The EURAPMON proposal specifies the following schedule for WP7: database 
prepared by end year 2 (mid-May 2012), populated with data and producing 
analytical outputs by end-of-project (mid-May 2014). 
 
1.4. Linkages to other work packages 
 
Findings of the inventory of existing monitoring (WP2), user needs (WP3) and 
priorities (WP4) will influence structure, content and outputs of the database. 

no. Description Monitoring for raptors Monitoring with raptors
7 Establishing a web-

based database, 
reporting and analysis

WORK PACKAGE ACTIVITIES

Establish European-scale database (not raw data), address data 
interoperability, set access protocols, minimum reporting standards, 
develop European- and EU-scale analytical products meeting priority 

user needs 
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Conversely, understanding of the likely database structure is required in order to 
structure the inventory and user needs work appropriately. 

 
To support WP7, WP2 inventory will need to assess: the extent of available data; 
what data gatherers are currently doing with this data in terms of analysis; and data 
quality. 
 
1.5. Relevant Steering Committee discussion 

 
The Steering Committee meeting of May 2010 discussed this WP. SC considered the 
following issues: 
 

• Ambition and costs – database work, notably programming, can be very 
expensive - need to be realistic about what can be achieved with the given 
budget, and within the project timeframe. 

 
• Database research and monitoring for raptors - database will not contain 

‘raw’ data, but will where possible collate analysed data on status and trends 
per species, at national and European scales - need to consider how 
information will be supplied, with what periodicity, and what any analytical 
products would look like (e.g. graphs, maps for policy makers). Ideally, it 
should be possible for end-users to interrogate the database to obtain relevant 
analytical outputs, such as trend information for selected species at national 
and EU levels. 

 
• Database research and monitoring with raptors. This might be arranged by 

species or by contaminant ‘cluster’ (or both). There is a need to consider what 
kind of information to use (e.g. only long-term studies, or also snapshot 
studies), and how to input information. What useful analytical products might 
this database produce (e.g. can it capture emerging contaminant issues, 
perhaps by indicating which contaminants researchers are looking for; can it 
produce an integrated indicator for REACH)?  

 
• Linking to other databases. EURAPMON participants and advisers, including 

BirdLife, BTO, CEH and MEROS, have considerable database experience 
which can be built upon. The EURAPMON database should link where 
appropriate with existing databases. An EU project, EUMON, has attempted 
to compile links to a wide range of monitoring initiatives, including 
databases, in Europe.  

 
• Software. MEROS, PECBMS and others use TRIM which produces trends 

graphics, though TRIM has some drawbacks. Database software and 
statistical methods might usefully be treated in a workshop session and a 
broad consensus would need to be developed.  
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• Intellectual property issues. There will be a need to address data sharing and 
intellectual property issues. Many of those collecting raptor data (mostly 
volunteers) are wary of sharing data without adequate safeguards and due 
credit. This applies in particular when it relates to rarer species, and to eagles 
and falcons.  

 
• Sustainability - consideration will need to be given to long-term maintenance 

of the database. 
 
2. DATABASE, REPORTING AND ANALYSIS RELATING TO R&M FOR 

RAPTORS 
 

2.1. Further context 
 

Session Co-Chair Ian Burfield presented further considerations regarding WP7 
(database, reporting and analysis) in relation to R&M for raptors. 
 
He outlined plans for a new outcome-based reporting format under Article 12 of the 
EU Birds Directive. It is still under development, but if adopted (later in 2010 or early 
2011), it would require Member States to report on the status and trends of all bird 
species on a 6-yearly cycle to the European Commission (in 2013, 2019, etc.). This 
would streamline it with the analogous reporting on other taxa and habitats under 
Article 17 of the EU Habitats Directive, allowing progress towards the 2020 
biodiversity target (and related sub-targets and milestones) to be measured. It would 
also provide the EC with vital information for assessing the effectiveness of various 
policies and adapting them. 
 
The European Commission’s Ornis Committee (Member States’ representatives) is 
currently considering whether to adopt this system, and whether to harmonise the 
process of data collation with that planned by BirdLife International for Birds in 
Europe 3 (BiE3), scheduled for 2012-2014. This would avoid wasteful duplication 
and minimise the risk of two conflicting data sets emerging. If this new collaborative 
model is approved, BiE3 national coordinators will need to establish national expert 
panels, involving all relevant data holders and stakeholders. These groups would be 
responsible for reaching broad consensus on their national data set, before submitting 
it to their government (to sign off on, as an official data flow to the EC) and BirdLife 
(for use in BiE3). 
 
As currently envisaged, the reporting format would involve completing 5 core data 
fields for all naturally occurring wild bird species per country (which equates to 
roughly 200-250 species in most cases): 
 

1. Species information – name, subspecies, flyway/biogeographic population, 
season. 

2. Population size – min-max range, year(s), type and method of estimation, data 
quality, source 
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3. Population trend – short-term (last 12 years) and long-term (since c. 1980) – 
direction, magnitude, method of estimation, data quality, source. 

4. Breeding range size – GIS shapefile (ideally 10 x 10 sq km ETRS grid), 
method of estimation, data quality, source. 

5. Breeding range trend – short-term (last 12 years) and long-term (since c. 
1980) – direction, magnitude, method of estimation, data quality, source. 

 
For those species listed on Annex I of the Birds Directive, and those migratory 
species whose presence also triggers the designation of SPAs under Natura 2000, 2 
more data fields should be completed: 
 

6. Pressures and threats –based on a standard reference list – impact (high, 
medium or low), location (in MS, inside EU, outside EU), data quality, 
source. 

7. Natura 2000 contribution – % of population within network, trend within 
network, most important conservation measures taken. 

 
The co-chair emphasised the high relevance of this proposed reporting format to 
EURAPMON. It represents a high-profile opportunity for the monitoring for raptors 
community to demonstrate its ability to collate such data and make them available for 
an official policy-relevant EU exercise, and for the next pan-European assessment of 
the conservation status of all species (BiE3). The timing of both these processes fits 
well with that of EURAPMON’s deliverables. Furthermore, most raptors are listed on 
Annex I of the Birds Directive, so Member States will also need information about 
the impacts of different pressures and threats on them, providing a policy-relevant 
hook for monitoring with raptors. Finally, if this system is adopted and works, the 6-
yearly reporting cycle means there will be a regular and predictable need for such 
data, presenting possible future funding opportunities for EURAPMON. 
 
As such, the web-based database could become a ‘one stop shop’ for all the raptor 
data needed by the EC, Member States, BirdLife, etc. It would also increase the 
‘transparency’ of the raptor community, and could provide valuable inputs to other 
processes, e.g. an updated version of the EBCC Atlas of European Breeding Birds. 
However, the resources for developing the database during the next few years are 
very limited, so ambitions should be tempered by reality. For example, it is easy to 
present ‘static’ data (e.g. national trends), but ‘dynamic’ functionality (e.g. 
customised trends) is costly. 
 
2.2. Break-out groups discussion 

 
Key questions 
 
With the above in mind, Ian posed 5 key questions for the break-out groups to 
discuss: 
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Q1 – Which obstacles might be encountered in making national data available (by 
2012-13)? 
 
Q2 – How can national data quality be assured, i.e. who will collate, verify and 
submit them? 
 
Q3 – Who could be responsible for collating all the national data sets and doing 
supranational analyses (e.g. producing EU maps & trends)? 
 
Q4 – Besides MEROS, PECBMS, BiE and EuMon, which other ‘models’ could be 
considered? 
 
Q5 – Besides the 7 fields under Birds Directive, which other data fields could 
EURAPMON consider? 
 

Group members and rapporteurs 
 
The key questions were addressed by two groups: 
 

• Group 1 – Keith Bildstein, Gilles Biver, Marton Horváth, Ubbo Mammen, 
Allan Mee, Alejandro Onrubia, Helen Riley, Attila Sándor (rapporteur), 
Fabrizio Sergio, Jean-Paul Urcun, Ülo Väli, Glenn Vermeersch, Mark 
Wilson, Marten Winter. 

 
• Group 2 – Alessandro Andreotti, Valery Dombrovski, Vladimir Galushin, 

Anna Giordano, Jan Ove Gjershaug, András Kovács, Claudia Muller, Elvira 
Nikolenko, Giacomo dell’Omo (rapporteur), Luìs Palma, David Pinaud, 
Pertti Saurola, Janusz Sielicki, Al Vrezec. 

 
Discussion 
 
There was a high level of consistency between what the two groups recorded on the 
flip-charts and between the reports of the two rapporteurs. For this reason, their 
responses have been combined below. 

 
Q1 – Which obstacles might be encountered in making national data available (by 
2012-13)? 
 

• Lack of data (e.g. cases where no solid data exist on a particular species 
in a certain country). 

• Data exist but are not available (e.g. they are actively withheld, or it is not 
known who holds them). 

• Ownership issues / professional jealousy – people are unwilling to share 
data for common use. 

• Conservation issues – concerns about the risks of sharing sensitive 
location data about rare species. 
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• Differences in methods of producing estimates between countries, i.e. 
lack of standardisation. 

• Differences in levels of knowledge – rare species are generally better 
studied than common ones. 

• Differences in scale of data collection in different countries (e.g. 1 km sq, 
tetrads, 10 km sq). 

• Limited resources at different levels – e.g. for compiling local data and 
analysing nationally. 

• Differences in data quality between countries and species – as a result of 
various factors above. 

• Lack of one trusted organisation or institute responsible for collating all 
data – in some countries. 

 
Q2 – How can national data quality be assured, i.e. who will collate, verify and 
submit them? 
 

• Use the existing three-point BirdLife system for scoring data quality – 
good, moderate, poor. 

• Require all data providers to provide ‘metadata’ – e.g. methods used, 
time/effort invested, etc. 

• Set up a panel of respected, independent raptor experts to review the data 
and assess the quality. 

• Consider using ‘expert opinion’ and ‘local knowledge’ only when 
quantitative data are lacking. 

• Use and build on existing data collation networks, e.g. BirdLife, EBCC, 
PECBMS, MEROS. 

• Set minimum standards and promote their adoption as best practice – link 
to work package 5. 

• Build national capacity for promoting best practice and collating data – 
link to work package 6. 

 
Q3 – Who could be responsible for collating all the national data sets and doing 
supranational analyses (e.g. producing EU maps & trends)? 

 
• Existing organisations/initiatives – MEROS (Halle); PECBMS (Prague); 

BirdLife (Cambridge); EBCC (Nijmegen); BTO (Thetford); Migres/ 
Euromigrans (Andalucia); RSPB (Sandy); IUCN (Cambridge/Gland); 
CMS/AEWA (Bonn); RRF (USA); Peregrine Fund (USA); any one of the 
existing national raptor monitoring schemes, e.g. Finland. 

• Potential new structures – EURAPMON (Brussels); an expert group of 
relevant Scientific Committee members (to do high-level analyses only, 
after data has been collated and checked); a brand new organisation (e.g. 
‘European Raptor Friends’) with this specific remit. 
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Q4 – Besides MEROS, PECBMS, BiE and EuMon, which other ‘models’ could be 
considered? 
  

• Scottish Raptor Monitoring Scheme; DAISIE; Migrant Raptor Population 
Index (USA). 

• Many of the same organisations/structures recorded in response to 
question 3 were repeated here. 

 
Q5 – Besides the 7 fields under Birds Directive, which other data fields could 
EURAPMON consider? 
 

• Data quality. 
• Seasonality (breeding, wintering, passage). 
• Percentage of species’ populations/ranges covered by protected areas. 
• Effectiveness of conservation measures. 
• Breeding success (productivity). 
• Survival. 
• Phenology (changes in timing of breeding and migration). 
• Migration routes (flyways, bottlenecks). 

 
3. DATABASE, REPORTING AND ANALYSIS RELATING TO R&M WITH 

RAPTORS 
 

3.1. Further context 
 

Session Co-Chair, Richard Shore presented further considerations regarding WP7  
database, reporting and analysis in relation to R&M with raptors. 
 
He outlined a number of background points, put forward some possible, and 
potentially contentious, ideas and described a number of questions that the breakout-
groups should try to address. 
 
In the background introduction, it was pointed out that the suggested EURAPMON 
database should be at a European scale, and it was re-iterated that it would 
incorporate metadata or summarised data, not raw data, that would meet the needs of 
end-users.  This WP was considered the most challenging of all the WPs to deliver, 
given there was no current consensus on likely database content and structure.  There 
was also considerable ambiguity in understanding the nature of the data that would be 
inputted, especially as this would only really become apparent once WP2 and 3 are 
delivered. 
 
Despite these uncertainties, it was considered important to progress with the structure 
of the database in Yr 1 of the EURAPMON project.  Input would be required from 
individuals that have experience in constructing databases with direct web-interface; 
such an interface would be vital to ensure easy direct input of data from volunteers.  It 
was suggested that it may be possible to collaborate with organisations that already 
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mount such databases with a view to exploring whether they might host a 
EURAPMON database or widen their own databases to incorporate EURAPMON.  
EURAPMON could provide the start-up resources and the network that would 
provide the data for the database.  Alternatively, it may be necessary to contract out 
the work of database construction to software specialists.  
 
The co-chair highlighted/re-emphasised some likely issues that might need to be 
considered by the workshop participants when they were in their break-out groups. 
These included: 
 

• What information needs to be entered into a database and in what format? 
• How would information on trends across wider spatial scales be derived, 

especially if input was of metadata – could summaries of trends be inputted 
and how would this information be synthesised at a European scale? 

• What would be the incentive for individual organisations to post their “data” 
into the database?  

• How would a EURAPMON database be maintained and kept up to date? 
• What kind of level of detail would be required in the outputs of the database 

(likely to be guided by results from WP3)? 
• EURAPMON need to be sure that it does not duplicate effort elsewhere 

(perhaps an issue more associated with the “for” rather than the “with” 
groups)  

• What kind of database can be delivered for the resource available? 
 

The co-chair then suggested one view of the way that progress could be made in this 
WP. It was suggested that: (i) spreadsheets rather than a database are relatively easy 
to compile for some information, such as an inventory of activities; (ii) participating 
organisations might submit short summaries to a standard template themed by 
pressures that could then be compiled manually to deliver simple analyses of trends at 
a European scale; (iii) the incentives for organisations and individuals to submit this 
information would be added exposure of their work and a  demonstrable measure of 
impact, i.e. a contributory role to a European-wide network. 
 
It was recognised that, while all the above were activities that could yield information 
relatively quickly, they did not constitute a database.  However, consideration should 
be given as to whether data captured in this way could be the fore-runner of, and feed 
into, a database.  Furthermore, it was suggested that a database of activities that then 
provided links to summary trends reports may be the most feasible short-term 
deliverable.  Should a stand-alone database be the final outcome from this WP, it was 
argued that it may well be necessary to commission a scoping study as to what is 
technically feasible for the resource available? 
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3.2. Break-out groups discussion 
 

Key questions 
 
Richard posed 6 key questions for the break-out groups to discuss: 

  
Q1 – What kind of information would you want from a EURAPMON ‘database’?  
 
Q2 – Why would you feed your ‘data’ into EURAPMON? 
 
Q3 – Why wouldn’t you feed your ‘data’ into EURAPMON? 
 
Q4 – Are easy-wins possible for this WP and if so what are they? 
 
Q5 – Are there organisations already geared for trend reporting that 
EURAPMON might link to?   

 
Q6 – Suggested next steps? 

 
Finally, he challenged the break-out groups to deliver the following: 
 

• List of key ‘data’ of interest to workshop participants 
• Lists of incentives and barriers for feeding “data” into EURAPMON  
• Identification of ‘easy win’ activities that should be implemented first 
• Identification of possible organisations to link with for database development 
• Recommendations as to immediate next actions 
 

Group members and rapporteurs 
 
The key questions were addressed by two groups: 
 

• Group 1 – Rapporteur: Veerle Jaspers. Members: not recorded. 
 

• Group 2 – Rapporteur: Bjorn Helander. Members: not recorded. 
 

Discussion 
 
Q1 – What kind of information would you want from a EURAPMON ‘database’?  
 

• User interface needs to take into account the needs of end-users 
• Information on all pressures, not just contaminants (see below) 

o Contacts—who does what 
o Population densities,  
o Population trends 
o Reproduction parameters 
o Migration status (migrating vs. residents)  
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o Migration bottlenecks, (i.e. factors that reduce/prevent successful 
migration) 

o Contaminants [needs agreement from working group on what type 
of data] 

o Species,  
o Areas monitored 
o Mortality factors 
o Analytical methodology 
o Timescale of monitoring 
o Details of any archives held 
o Spatial information relating to all the above fields 
o Information summarised in easily visualised and downloadable 

graphs and maps 
o General summaries of trends 

 
Q2 – Why would you feed your ‘data’ into EURAPMON? 
 

• May provide leverage for funding of studies because part of wider 
schemes 

• Acknowledgement /recognition of value/IMPACT of your work 
• Contacts/international collaboration 
• Personal recognition 
• Improve conservation status of species 
• Publications  
• Lead to consultancy/new research opportunities and associated 

publications  (more/strategic/high impact) 
• Submitters more likely to obtain favourable status for “exchange visits”, 

workshops etc. 
 
Q3 – Why wouldn’t you feed your ‘data’ into EURAPMON? 
 

• Too little time/too much effort 
• Ownership (and accessibility) of data 
• Data not published yet 
• Spatial resolution of data is not compatible for reporting pan-European 

trends 
• Too difficult to get agreement of “multiple” owners of data 
• Concerns over loss of intellectual property rights  

 
Q4 – Are easy-wins possible for this WP and if so what are they? 
 

• Development of a research and topic related forum (this is an action 
likely to be an activity under WP4 rather than WP7) 
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• Identify key data and information into a spreadsheet created with Excel or 
using Access that may allow cross-linkage using a “matrix” or is 
searchable using  “filters” −this would be the fore-runner of a database 

• Review article(s) on what is done, what the gaps are, extent to which this 
meets user needs (this is an action likely to be an activity under WP4 
rather than WP7) 

• Research profiles for individuals (post current ones from workshop on the 
web—give participants a chance to edit them first, add hyperlinks to other 
pages) 

• Profiles of projects (hyperlinks to link to existing webpages where 
possible, e.g.. HELCOM (Helsinki Convention) www.helcom.fi  
(www.helcom.fi/BSAP_assessment/ifs/ifs2009/en_GB/PredatoryBirdHea
lth) 

• Maps of research activities 
• Existing maps of trends already available from elsewhere 
• Targeted networking to develop data outputs  on trends  

 
Q5 – Are there organisations already geared for trend reporting that the 
EURAPMON might link to?   

 
• UBA (DE) www.uba.de  
• Arctic Monitoring & Assessment Programme (AMAP) www.amap.no  
• Centre for Ecology & Hydrology (CEH) www.ceh.ac.uk 
• US Environment Protection Agency (US-EPA) www.epa.gov  
• Swedish Natural History Museum www.nrm.se 
• MEROS: Monitoring of European Raptors and Owls 

(http://www.greifvogelmonitoring.de/en/index.html) 
• ACOPIAN Center for the environment (Hawk Mountain Sanctuary - Dr. 

Keith Bildstein) www.acopiancenter.org 
• NEST Baltic environmental database http://nest.su.se 

 
Q6 – Suggested next steps? 
 

• Make the inventory using a dedicated workgroup [needs representatives 
from WP7 to ensure can be captured electronically and into a database] 

• Decide where the cut off will be in terms of raw data/metadata… 
summary maps/graphs, average concentrations etc, general summaries 
and trends 

• Ensure good interface with ‘user needs’ 
 

http://www.helcom.fi/
http://www.helcom.fi/BSAP_assessment/ifs/ifs2009/en_GB/PredatoryBirdHealth
http://www.helcom.fi/BSAP_assessment/ifs/ifs2009/en_GB/PredatoryBirdHealth
http://www.uba.de/
http://www.amap.no/
http://www.ceh.ac.uk/
http://www.epa.gov/
http://www.nrm.se/
http://www.greifvogelmonitoring.de/en/index.html
http://www.acopiancenter.org/
http://nest.su.se/
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1. CONTEXT 
 
The EURAPMON Chair presented the context for Work Package 5 (WP5): 

 
1.1. Relevant EURAPMON objective 
 
Work package 5 relates to EURAPMON objective 3: 
 

“to spread best practices and build capacities in Europe for harmonised 
monitoring for and with raptors.” 

 
Thus WP5 should be seen as particularly closely linked to WP6 (Capacity-building). 
 
1.2. Expected EURAPMON outcome 
 
The expected outcome from WP5 is EURAPMON Outcome 3: 
 

“Best practice guidelines and protocols available on web (and possibly in 
print), including for:  fieldwork, sampling, preparation, analyses; analytical 
quality assessment, quality control; data management, intercalibration, 
statistical approaches (e.g. power of monitoring in relation to sampling 
strategies); reporting, etc. building on existing best practice guidance (e.g. 
extending Hardey et al.,1 to cover other species). 

 
1.3. Proposed activities, targets, milestones 
 
The EURAPMON proposal specifies the following activities for WP5: 
 

 
The EURAPMON proposal specifies the following schedule for WP5: draft WP5 
report by end year 3 (mid-May 201), final WP5 report by end of second quarter of 
year 4 (mid-Nov 2013). 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Hardey, J, et al. (2009) Raptors. A Field Guide for Surveys and Monitoring. Scottish Natural Heritage. 

no. Description Monitoring for raptors Monitoring with raptors
Set best practice guidelines, 

protocols, data management and 
reporting, statistical approaches

Set best practice, protocols for 
sampling, preparation, analyses, 

analytical QA and QC, data 
management and reporting, 
intercalibration, statistical 

approaches
Share best practice via web

WORK PACKAGE ACTIVITIES

5 Setting best practice
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1.4. Linkages to other work packages 
 
• Identification of best practice should be informed by WP2 Inventory, WP2 

User needs and WP 4 Prioritisation. 
 
• Best practice should inform WP 6 Capacity Building 
 
• Best practice should inform WP7 Database, reporting and analysis. 
 

1.5. Relevant Steering Committee discussion 
 

The Steering Committee meeting of May 2010 discussed this WP. SC considered that 
it should include: extending key reference works to cover all European species; 
making useful non-English language protocols available in English; developing the 
EURAPMON website as a ‘one-stop-shop’ for best practice - providing links and/or 
posting guidance; collating best practice on specific key issues, such as addressing 
raptor considerations in environmental impact assessment; and collating protocols, 
QA procedures, etc. for raptor contaminant studies, harmonising where possible. 

 
2. SETTING BEST PRACTICE – R&M FOR RAPTORS 
 

2.1. Further context 
 

Session Co-Chair, Helen Riley presented further considerations relating to setting 
best practice for R&M for raptors. She addressed the following issues: 
 
Protocols for field survey and data recording 
 
The EURAPMON programme proposal suggests that the existing guide to raptors 
surveys and monitoring produced by the Scottish Raptor Monitoring Scheme, which 
covers Britain and Ireland, could be extended to the rest of Europe. 
 
EURAPMON could seek to assemble existing guidance on general and species-
specific protocols and make this available via the internet. 
 
For some species there will be a need to take account of differing ecology/habitat use 
across Europe. 
 
Consider the need to take account of different approaches – surveys for population 
estimates, indexes of change, population viability analysis. 
 
There is an opportunity to make information available on new techniques, e.g. call 
playback; wind farms – assessment of risk for raptors, monitoring responses of 
raptors to wind farms; remote tracking. 
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Protocols should include surveys during the breeding, wintering and migration 
periods. 
 
Assessing coverage or survey effort is important with respect to interpretation of 
results and, for example, the robustness of trends reported. 
 
Data Management 
 
EURAPMON is not seeking to collect, collate and analyse raw data (recognising the 
sensitivity of locational data for some species and ownership issues, as well as 
resource implications) but to focus on careful curation and reporting of meta-data 
(e.g. population estimates and trends from different areas). 
 
The aim is to share and promote best practise on rigorous data management, including 
data submission (e.g. electronic/paper), data checking/cleaning and data storage 
(sensitivity/ownership). 
 
There is a need to ensure clear details of data management protocols are presented 
with submissions to EURAPMON. 
 
Data analysis 
 
As EURAPMON does not seek to receive or analyse raw data, the aim is to share and 
promote best practise on data analysis. 
 
Is it feasible/desirable to seek to standardise analysis across countries (e.g. TRIM)? 
Or more appropriate to provide guidance, share expert knowledge on analysis 
techniques/options for different scenarios. 
 
There is a need to ensure that clear details of data analysis are presented with 
submissions to EURAPMON 
 
Reporting 
 
EURAPMON could review reporting arrangements for raptor data in individual 
countries and identify common denominators for reporting at European scale. These 
could include: population estimates; distribution; trends; threats/ constraints; 
demographic parameters; causes of population change (e.g. climate change, 
persecution, habitat change, prey abundance/availability); and use of bird data to 
identify sensitive areas for onshore wind farms. 
 
Guidance could be provided on parameters and standards for current and future 
reporting, based on requirements under international law (e.g. EU Birds Directive) 
and conventions (e.g. CMS Memorandum of Understanding on migratory raptors). 
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EURAPMON could also seek to consider the purpose/aims of reporting and target 
audiences - specialist and non-specialist – and identify any gaps. 
 
The reporting medium that is most appropriate is likely to be internet-based but also 
paper reports for some specific issues. 

 
2.2. Discussion 

 
Key questions 
 
Helen posed 6 key questions for discussion: 
 

Q1 – Who are the user groups for guidance on best practise (considering survey 
techniques and data recording, data management and storage, data analysis, 
reporting)? 
 
Q2 – What are the key current sources of information, guidance, training on best 
practice? 
 
Q3 – Are there key gaps in the available information, guidance, training for best 
practice? 
 
Q4 – What are the key achievable priorities for promoting best practice for 
EURAPMON to focus on over the next 5 years? 
 
Q5 – What form should a survey and monitoring guide for raptors in Europe take 
(web-based or hard copy; species-specific and/or more general guidance on 
survey techniques; survey techniques for Ecological Impact Assessment and other 
new techniques; reference / make available existing material or synthesise / 
summarise and make recommendations)? 
 
Q6 – Is a European raptor indicator desirable and how might this be identified? 
 

These were discussed in plenary session chaired by the EURAPMON Chair.  
 

Discussion 
 
Q1 – Who are the user groups for guidance on best practise (considering survey 
techniques and data recording, data management and storage, data analysis, 
reporting)? 

 
• Fieldworkers 

 
• National organisations seeking to put monitoring in place – statutory, 

non-government 
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• Ecological consultants 
 

• Research institutes 
 

• Landowners/managers, e.g. foresters (manage raptor populations on their 
landholdings) 

 
Q2 – What are the key current sources of information, guidance, training on best 
practice? 

 
The following is an initial list based on discussions at the meeting. There is 
potential to expand this list greatly. 
 

• Bijlsma 1997. Handleigding veldonderzoek Roofvogels. 
 
• Bird & Bildstein 2007. Raptor Research and Management Techniques. 

Raptor Research Foundation. 
 

• Hardey, Crick, Wernham, Riley, Etheridge & Thompson 2009. Raptors a 
field guide for surveys and monitoring. Scottish Raptor Monitoring 
Scheme. 

 
• National Guidelines for Raptor Inventory, e.g. Finland. (EURAPMON 

could seek copies of these and translate as appropriate) 
 

• Sutherland, Newton & Green 2004. Bird Ecology and Conservation. A 
Handbook of Techniques. Oxford University Press. 

 
Q3 – Are there key gaps in the available information, guidance, training for best 
practice? 
 

• General need to raise awareness of the need for best practice protocols to 
provide justification of the quality of data and robustness of results (e.g. 
confidence in accuracy of population trends, presenting data to policy-
makers). 

 
• Survey protocols not available for all European raptor species especially 

owls. 
 

• Survey protocols not available for all habitats of European species, e.g. 
hen harrier. 

 
• Survey protocols not available in all languages. 

 
• Disease – dealing with diseased birds, identification of pathogens. 

 



 86
 

Q4 – What are the key achievable priorities for promoting best practice for 
EURAPMON to focus on over the next 5 years? 

 
• Compile existing guidance and make available or reference online – 

including national inventories. 
 

• Translate guidance as appropriate (identify key languages). 
 

• Identify key species and habitat gaps for development of survey protocols 
and seek to produce new protocols for priority species, areas.  

 
• Survey protocols for ecological impact assessment. 

 
• Provide options as appropriate so user can identify their best practice 

needs. 
 

• Provide a forum for updating and discussion of best practice – online? 
 

• Provide justification for the definition of best practice (e.g. based on 
expert opinion). 

 
• Provide an opportunity for online updating / discussion of best practice. 

 
• Exchange visits to provide expertise in designing protocols (e.g. survey 

methods) for novel situations. 
 
Q5 – What form should a survey and monitoring guide for raptors in Europe 
take? 

 
• Web-based. 

 
• Guidance on rapid assessment for more abundant species. 

 
• Experts in particular species could be asked to write species accounts for 

EURAPMON – perhaps starting with priority species. 
 

Q6 – Is a European raptor indicator desirable and how might this be identified? 
 

• Is it worthwhile – subpopulations of many species have different trends in 
different areas of Europe and an index might ‘average out’ differences? 

 
• European farmland bird indicator is generally considered successful 

because farmland birds show common trends (declines) across Europe 
and it is linked to a clear policy issue. 
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• Some species may be declining in particular habitats across Europe and it 
is important to try and capture this. Some species may be declining in 
their original habitats but increasing in others (e.g. red-backed shrike 
declining in agricultural areas but increasing in forestry clear-cuts); 
raptors might be exposed to lower levels of contaminants in urban as 
opposed to agricultural habitats. Potential to consider indexes based on 
individual species or species groups in particular habitats. 

 
• Opportunities for indices in relation to other issues, e.g. wind farms, 

climate change? 
 

 
3. SETTING BEST PRACTICE – R&M WITH RAPTORS 
 

3.1. Further context 
 

Session Co-Chair, Dorte Herzke, presented further considerations relating to setting 
best practice for R&M with raptors. She addressed the following issues: 
 
Why aiming at “best practice”? 
  

• Setting best practice is one deliverable of EURAPMON. 
• To achieve comparability between countries; populations, years, etc. 
• Ensure the usefulness of produced data over time. 
 

Best practice is a valuable ‘carrot’ for labs, worth struggling for. 
 
However, detailed planning as to which parts of the protocol need to follow ‘best 
practice’ cannot be done before the inventory is done.  
 
In the meantime, some stages of the monitoring with raptor practice can already be 
identified since they belong to common practice when investigating the exposure of 
organisms to toxicants: 

 
• Sampling 
• Sample storage 
• Sample transport 
• Sample treatment (chemical analyses like pollutants, physiological 

parameters, trophic level determination etc) 
• Analyses 
• Data evaluation 
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Already existing international guidelines and agreements are suggested to use as a 
template for EURAPMON guidelines.2  

 
3.2. Discussion 

 
Key questions 
 
Dorte posed 6 key questions for discussion: 
 

Q1 – For which parameters do we need best practice (gaps)? 
 
Q2 – Who are the user groups? 
 
Q3 – What guidelines (national/international) can we use as a starting point? 
 
Q4 – If best practice is not available what are the alternatives (fit for purpose)? 
 
Q5 – What are the risks for not delivering “best practice”? 
 
Q6 – How can we set best practice?  

 
These were discussed in plenary session chaired by the EURAPMON Chair.  
 
Discussion 
 

Q1 – For which parameters do we need best practice (gaps)? 
 
Wind farms, roadkills, electrocution, climate change were mentioned as well as 
prey availability, law enforcement. 
 
However, lead poisoning and other exposure to toxicants and the determination of 
clinical and ecotoxicological parameters (however partly already existing for 
pesticides and heavy metals) as well as population parameters are important 
issues which need best practice guidelines. 
 
Q2 – Who are the user groups? 
 

• Environmental research institutes 
• Universities 
• Legal enforcement bodies 
• Government bodies 
• Wildlife clinics 

                                                 
2 e.g. Annex III of L 191/42 or Method validation and quality control procedures for pesticide residues 
analysis in food and feed. Document No. SANCO/10684/2009, implemented by 01/01/2010; 
http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/protection/resources/qualcontrol_en.pdf  
 

http://ec.europa.eu/food/plant/protection/resources/qualcontrol_en.pdf
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• Ecotoxicologists 
• Specimen banks 
• Field workers 

 
Q3 – What guidelines (national/international) can we use as a starting point? 

 
The guidelines mentioned above can be used for very detailed description on the 
topic of contaminants. However, guidelines from specimen banks and forensic 
guidelines from the UK and NL can be used for supplemental information.  

 
Q4 – If best practice is not available what are the alternatives (fit for purpose)? 

 
Minimum requirements must be set on the quality of the data and allow the use of 
several methods as long as the requirements on data quality are met. 
 
Q5 – What are the risks for not delivering “best practice”? 
 
There is no real alternative if one wants to avoid undermining the content of the 
database. The unwillingness of people to exchange best practice could be a 
problem. However, peer-reviewed publications are available on most of the items 
mentioned. 
 
Q6 – How can we set best practice?  
 
Question 6 was not answered by the plenary due to time restrictions. However 
here are some suggestions from the Co-Chair: setting best practices has to be a 
peer-reviewed process, open to experts; and intercallibration exercises open to all 
members of EURAPMON and beyond would be a good tool to identify 
weaknesses and strength of the methods applied. 
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1. CONTEXT 
 

The EURAPMON Chair presented the context for Work Package 6 (WP6): 
 

1.1. Relevant EURAPMON objective 
 

Work packages 5 (Best practice) and 6 contribute together to deliver EURAPMON 
objective 3: 
 

“to spread best practices and build capacities in Europe for harmonized 
monitoring for and with raptors.” 
 

Thus WP6 should be seen as particularly closely linked to WP5 (Best Practice). 
 

1.2. Expected EURAPMON outcome 
 

The expected outcome from WP6 is EURAPMON outcome 6: 
 

“Enhanced capacities for monitoring for and with raptors in Europe in line with 
best practice, in particular in those European countries currently lacking in skills 
and resources. 

 
1.3. Proposed activities, targets, milestones 

 
The EURAPMON proposal specifies the following activities for WP6: 

 
The EURAPMON proposal specifies the following schedule for WP6: completion of 
6 exchange visits per year, by end of each programme year (i.e. by mid-May each 
year). 
 
1.4. Linkages to other work packages 

 
Capacity-building should be informed by WP2 Inventory, WP2 User needs and WP 4 
prioritisation, and by WP5 Best practice. Capacity-building should in turn inform 
WP7 Database, reporting and analysis. 

 
1.5. Relevant Steering Committee discussion 

 
The Steering Committee meeting of May 2010 discussed this WP. SC considered the 
instruments available to EURAPMON for capacity-building, notably: 
 

no. Description Monitoring for raptors Monitoring with raptors
6 Capacity-building

WORK PACKAGE ACTIVITIES

Identify where key skills held, where recruitment/training most needed, 
priority skills needed, how knowledge transfer can best be achieved
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• Exchange visits: provision is made for six short (10-day) exchange visits per 
year. These may be implemented through open calls or EURAPMON may 
specify visits to contribute to programme outputs. There is a need to develop 
criteria for evaluation of exchange visit applications. 

 
• Summer schools: no provision has been made for summer schools in the 

EURAPMON budget but a summer school remains an option. Additional 
funding would be required, e.g. from a host or co-sponsor. 

 
2. CAPACITY-BUILDING RELATING TO R&M FOR AND WITH RAPTORS 
 

2.1. Further context 
 

Session Co-Chair Allan Mee and Dorte Herzke presented further considerations 
relating to capacity-building both for and with raptors. 
 
Skills 
 

• Identify priority skills – and where are they? (e.g. build capacity to establish 
robust, population monitoring scheme). 

• Interlink individuals, voluntary groups, NGOs (e.g., BTO Bird Atlas, 
IWEBS). 

• Where do skills lie? Identify where key skills are and where lacking - skill 
sharing workshops, training, recruitment. 

• The EURAPMON network connects now ca. 40 scientists working for raptors 
and ca. 20 scientists working with raptors, representing about 25 countries  

• We need capacity building connecting and advancing both the for and with 
groups. 

 
Funding 
 

• Identify where resources are and where they are not – national, international 
• Priority countries/species – build capacity by targeting funding to poor 

countries? 
• Match funding with priorities –national, international (e.g. supra-national 

programmes targeting threatened species, funding to save SE Asian vultures). 
 

Awareness 
 

• Need for public awareness to help build capacity. 
• Public → voluntary effort, → raise awareness through R&M, → raise 

awareness at governmental level. 
• R&M cannot work in isolation – feedback to/from public (e.g. raise 

awareness to build capacity to counter illegal persecution of raptors – 
Workshops?) → lead to consultation/stakeholder participation → legislation 
→ better protection for raptors. 



 95
 

Outputs 
 

• Outputs need to be delivered. 
• Need to be relevant, end user and participants need tangible results - reports, 

technical publication. 
• Does building capacity deliver quantifiable benefits for raptors? If not, what 

are we doing wrong?  Should we target capacity building in other areas? For 
example, priority for capacity building might be awareness/legislation rather 
that R&M where limiting factor for raptors is human persecution. 

• Maintaining capacity – internal review. 
 
Capacity building needs to start with inventory of the existing capacity within 
EURAPMON, identifying gaps, and identifying tools to close the gaps. 

 
2.2. Plenary discussion – capacity-building relating to R&M for raptors  

 
Key questions 
 
Allan posed 5 key questions for discussion: 

  
Q1 – How to match skills available with priorities for raptors to build capacity? 

 
Q2 – Where are the key resources and how do we match resources with 
priorities?  
 
Q3 – Can we identify the best programs already operating to enhance capacity 
and extend these to fill gaps in priority areas? 

 
Q4 – How best do we raise awareness of conservation monitoring, esp. in priority 
areas/species and/or to tackle real conservation issues, e.g. poisoning, wind 
farms?  

 
Q5 – How can we achieve an EU wide network to build capacities for raptors? 
 

Discussion  
 

The questions were discussed in plenary, chaired by the EURAPMON Chair. 
 
Q1 – How to match skills available with priorities for raptors to build capacity? 
 

• The inventory will address the answers on skills 
• Cross-over between capacity building for and with Raptors 
• Need to know what’s going on and where? 
• Use expertise on rare species to apply to common species 
• Spatial information needed on species and skills 
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Q2 – Where are the key resources and how do we match resources with 
priorities? 
 

• EU Life, RSPB International Dept funding (e.g. PECBMS) 
• Use of indicator species in defining priorities. 

 
Q3 – Can we identify the best programs already operating to enhance capacity 
and extend these to fill gaps in priority areas? 

 
• EURAPMON participants do capacity building, with volunteers (e.g., 

MIERES). 
• Use/introduce courses on BSc/MSc programmes. 

 
Q4 – How best do we raise awareness of conservation monitoring, esp. in priority 
areas/species and/or to tackle real conservation issues, e.g. poisoning, wind 
farms? 

 
• EURAPMON R&M identifies priorities 
• Address key conservation issues (e.g. poisoning) to raise awareness and 

build capacity 
• Collaborate with museums, media etc on key issues 

 
Q5 – How can we achieve an EU wide network to build capacities for raptors? 
 

• Expertise on database (e.g., DAISIE, CEH, GRIN) 
• Fundraise for CB activities 
• Hawk Mountain Training Programme- fully funded 
• ECA workshops 

 
2.3. Plenary discussion – capacity-building relating to R&M with raptors 
 
Key questions 
 
Dorte posed 3 key questions for discussion: 
 

Q1 – What kind of capacity do we need to build? 
 
Q2 – How can we do that (workshops; alternatives to workshops?) 
 
Q3 – Who are our target groups?  

 
Discussion 

 
The questions were discussed in plenary, chaired by the EURAPMON Chair. 

 
Q1 – What kind of capacity do we need to build? 
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• The inventory might not detect the needs for capacity building but skills 

within the network will be uncovered 
• There is a lack of international capacity building programs 
• Laboratories for pollutant analyses (and other parameters) do not exist in 

some countries, expensive - easy to-do-kits could help, EURAPMON 
could offer training 

 
Q2 – How can we do that (workshops; alternatives to workshops?) 
 

• The with group and the for group must get connected 
o Coordinated sampling and analyses 

• Add a question in the inventory (WP2) on storage capacity of samples 
• Workshops and summer schools 
• Use webinars ++ 
• Carry out expert visits in East Europe and elsewhere 
• Apply for co-funding to increase possibilities for research 

 
Q3 – Who are our target groups?  

 
• Researchers 
• Students 
• Administrators, decision makers 
• Media 
• Schools 
• Landowners 
• Electricity producing industry and other potential raptor endangering 

industries  
• Preservationists 
• Lobbies 
• European Research Council and national research councils 
• EU FP 7 and 8 
• General population 
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1. WP2: COMPREHENSIVE INVENTORY OF EXISTING MONITORING 
ACTIVITIES 
 
1.1. Research and monitoring for raptors 

 
Working Session 1 Co-Chair Andras Kovacs presented concluding remarks and 
recommendations for WP2 Inventory of Existing Monitoring Activities, relating to 
R&M for raptors. 
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 
Inventory approach 
 
Workshop participants agreed on a questionnaire approach to the inventory. The 
questionnaire should be mainly web-based, and available for completion both on-line 
and in a downloadable format, as well as available in different languages. Clear, 
rationally worded objectives are needed to explain to respondents the benefits of the 
inventory. 
 
Structure 
 
Workshop participants had no objections to a matrix structure of organizations/ 
individuals, species and monitoring activities. Participants were aware that a species-
specific questionnaire would increase the efforts required from respondents. 
 
Content 
 
The content of the questionnaire should not be very complex; it should be realistic in 
terms of data collation but also effective in terms of user needs. The questionnaire 
should contain as many closed Y/N questions as possible to keep it relatively simple 
and easy to complete. 
 
Inventory managers should provide regular feedback to respondents about the data 
collation process. The questionnaire should collate metadata on monitoring activities 
rather than raw data. EURAPMON should focus on national data but inventory can 
include metadata about regional and local monitoring activities (i.e. it should be 
inclusive). The inventory should deal with both current and historic monitoring 
activities, and cover both diurnal raptor species and owls. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
1) Issues for the EURAPMON Steering Committee to address at its next meeting 
 

a) Data types to be collated and required level of detail (organisation/ 
individual, geographical) 
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Data sensitivity, data access and ownership questions frequently came up during 
the workshop. The answer depends on the data types (raw data, derived data, 
metadata) EURAPMON aims to collate. During the workshop a common opinion 
was that EURAPMON should not collate raw data. However, it is still a pending 
question if derived data (e.g. population size, trend, breeding success, distribution 
etc.) should be collated at all. 
 
Points to consider: 
 

• EURAPMON is primarily a networking project and taking available 
project resources into consideration it might be more realistic to collate 
data (metadata) on the European monitoring system only. 

 
• Derived data are valuable, but without the necessary resources 

researchers/conservationists would probably not be very keen on making 
them widely accessible and this could significantly reduce their voluntary 
contribution. 

 
• Derived data collation can also result in parallel efforts with already 

existing data collection systems (e.g. EBCC, BirdLife International, 
MEROS) and this should probably be avoided too. 

 
• A possible compromise might be to enable the database to host links to 

derived data already published in papers (e.g. online PDFs) or held on 
existing databases. This would be easy to achieve and would provide 
database users with the benefits of derived data (albeit without the 
benefits of a common format for these data) while minimising duplication 
of effort put into pre-existing inventories and databases. 

 
• EURAPMON’s inventory should probably shed light on existing gaps in 

monitoring instead of duplicating other inventories and databases. 
 

• Collation of derived data could be a significant achievement of 
EURAPMON networking in the frame of a future large European project 
aiming at ‘raptor monitoring’ (not ‘networking’). 

 
• If EURAPMON is not going to collate derived data then the questions 

about data sensitivity, data access and ownership are no longer relevant. 
 
b) Internal project information network/organogram 

 
SC may consider establishing a 3-level, hierarchical, internal information network 
of project participants (1. SC members, 2. national information nodes/workshop 
participants, 3. national organizations/specialists) so as to make top-down and 
bottom-up information flow possible. 
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c) Translation needs (languages, resource needs) of inventory and related 
introduction material, guidelines 
 

d) Whether an on-line, standardized, geospatial information facility (on-line 
mapping) of monitoring activities could be useful or desired 

 
There are already existing, mainly GoogleEarth-based facilities available. 

 
2) Next steps to deliver WP2 Inventory 

 
a) Develop questionnaire introduction (preferably 1, maximum 2-pages) 

providing: brief description of the project; clear objectives of WP2 Inventory; 
potential users of the envisaged inventory; the significance of inventory in 
project structure, links to other work packages; explanation of questionnaire 
approach; potential benefits, ‘rewards’ to be provided to responders. 

 
b) Further develop existing draft questionnaire (developed by BirdLife and by 

the European Commission) in a spreadsheet format, in line with workshop 
findings. 

 
c) Design and program on-line questionnaire.  

 
d) Design and program on-line geospatial information facility (e.g. on Google 

Earth) to collate standardised geographical information if the SC decides it 
can be useful. 

 
e) Test-run draft on-line questionnaire (Phase 1: SC members, Phase 2: 

workshop participants). 
 

f) Finalize questionnaire building on lessons from test-run. 
 

g) Prepare introduction and guidelines to questionnaire. 
 

h) Establish internal project information network/organogram. 
 

i) Nominate one person per country to act as a promoter and national 
information node of inventory. 

 
j) Translate introduction material, questionnaire and/or guidelines (if the SC 

decides it is necessary). 
 

k) Disseminate inventory through relevant forums, mailing lists and national 
contacts. 

 
l) Manage incoming completed questionnaires (processing, validation, prepare 

for analysis), keep inventory up-to-date. 
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m) Provide regular feedback to respondents. 

 
1.2. Research and monitoring with raptors 

 
Working Session 1 Co-Chair, Gloria Pereira presented concluding remarks and 
recommendations for WP2 Inventory of Existing Monitoring Activities, relating to 
R&M with raptors. 
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 
The breakout groups were successful in generating a list of deliverables and 
milestones for this WP. They also indentified that the selection of a WP leader, a 
deputy and a working group would be essential to achieve the goals of this WP. 
 
The groups thought that stages for delivery of this WP would be a good approach 
because they would ensure a few ‘easy wins’ that could be achieved rapidly. Initially, 
hyperlinks to monitoring projects could be set up. The groups identified an initial 
targets to provide these web-links – initially, individuals involved in this working 
session. It was suggested to focus in countries actively involved in EURAPMON, but 
the need to try to increase the number of countries involved was recognised. 
Suggestions on how to increase this list of countries and organisations were provided. 
An initial list of 40 organisations that work on monitoring with raptors in 11 countries 
was generated (see Annex 2b). There is a need to extend this list, which should be 
easily achievable since many countries of participants present in this working session 
have no entries. 
 
A questionnaire appears to be the preferred way of collecting the information required 
for the inventory. The inventory should only contain metadata and that should be 
made clear since the start to ensure maximum participation. It was suggested that to 
decrease the ‘burden’ to individuals filling the questionnaire, a single questionnaire 
for the ‘for’ and ‘with’ groups, with the option to ‘skip’ questions if they were not 
relevant, would be the preferable option. 
 
Extra fields for the questionnaire from those suggested in the EURAPMON 
programme proposal were also deemed necessary and a few suggestions were given. 
 
Finally, a list of risks for the delivery of this WP was identified and it would be 
important to take them into account when deciding on the different deliverables. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Activity Deliverable Delivered 
by whom 

Suggested 
deadline 

* Appoint WP leader and deputy for 
WP2 “with” raptors.  

WP leader & deputy 
appointed 

EURAPMON 
secretariat  

End Nov 
2010 

*Appoint working group for WP2 Working group 
appointed 

WP leader and 
deputy 

End Dec 
2010 

*Define an initial target group (based 
on present list of participants and 
organisations) and send an e-mail. 
This should be extended to other 
countries. 

List of hyperlinks of 
different monitoring 
programmes to be 
involved in the 
inventory 

EURAPMON 
Coordinator 

SC meeting 
Feb 2011 

* Post hyperlinks on EURAPMON 
website  
 

European 
programmes 
accessible to all via 
the web 

Coordinator to 
collect 
information, 
post to 
EURAPMON 
website  

Feb 2011 

Devise questionnaire (closed 
questions) and define fields needed. 
Agree if “for”  and “with”  is a 
combined questionnaire 
 

A questionnaire  WP leader, 
deputy and 
working group  

TBA by WP 
leader and 
EURAPMON 
SC.  

Inventory of activities – at this point, 
a spreadsheet per questionnaire. 

Initial information 
needed for the 
database 

Coordinator to 
prepare 
spreadsheets 
(relatively 
easy if 
questions are 
closed) 

TBA by WP 
leader and 
EURAPMON 
SC. 

Combine all spreadsheets into one 
comprehensive dataset. 
 

A dataset with the 
information needed to 
create the final 
database and to 
provide information 
about gaps  

WP2 leader 
and working 
group and 
Coordinator 

TBA by WP 
leader and 
EURAPMON 
SC  

Generate a database (see Work 
Package 4). Define scope of 
pressures to be included in database 
(may need to build easily expandable 
database that can add extra fields?), 
type of data that will be accepted and 
nature of downloadable outputs. 

The initial database 
which should be 
maintained and 
updated. 

Expertise is 
required for 
this task. 
Outside 
experts may 
have to be 
contracted. 
Decide who 
will maintain 
this database 

TBA by WP 
leader and 
EURAPMON 
SC  

 
* = early tasks for EURAPMON Secretariat 
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2. WP3: ASSESSMENT OF USER NEEDS 
 

2.1. Research and monitoring for raptors 
 
Working Session 2 Co-Chair, John Lusby, presented concluding remarks and 
recommendations for WP3 Assessment of User Needs, relating to R&M for raptors. 
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 
The following concluding remarks can be made: 
 

• Good response from both groups in relation to all questions. 
 

• Recognition of the wide diversity of potential user communities & the 
requirement to cater for all such user communities – however given the 
comprehensive list of potential users and EURAPMON resources it is 
important to prioritise the user communities so that output is most effective 
and targeted towards the user communities which are viewed as most 
important initially. 

 
• Strong consensus between groups regarding the priority user communities: 

o European Commission (Birds Directive, Habitats Directive etc.) 
highlighted as most significant user group; 

o Potential ‘misusers’ also identified and the importance that the data is 
not used for negative purposes. 

 
• Good consensus between groups also in relation to the type of data required, 

however the parameters and detail discussed (such as range, trends and 
fluctuations for all species) may be difficult for EURAPMON to capture. 
Important to remember to start relatively small and build from there. 

 
• In relation to establishing user needs, it was recognised that questionnaires 

would suffice for some user communities (conservation organisations) 
however structured interviews and meetings would be required for other 
communities including national and international governments. Best way to 
approach this is to establish working groups which are assigned specific tasks. 

 
• As well as the delivery mechanisms as outlined above, appropriate contact 

with media, press releases etc. were viewed as essential in placing 
EURAPMON in the public spotlight, which would facilitate greater 
contribution from raptor workers and increase funding potential. 
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Risks envisaged for the WP 
 

• The list of user communities is too diverse – it may not be possible to cater for 
all user needs. Requires further prioritisation and recognition that catering for 
all detailed users may be unreasonable. 

 
• The type of data that we envisage for the website is too ambitious/ impossible 

to collate – due to non participation by certain organisations. Everyone may 
have similar goals but be unwilling to contribute time and data to meet these 
goals – this can be remedied somewhat by providing incentives such as 
authorship of publications etc. Also variation in quality and methods used to 
derive data throughout participating countries etc.  

 
• Work package leaders not willing to take on responsibility. 

 
• Poor response to questionnaires from user communities regarding their 

needs. 
 

• Governments and policy makers not willing to meet to discuss their needs. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

• Recruit Work Package leaders and deputies to assign tasks (create 
incentives).* 

 
• Identify specific questions re: user needs for inclusion in the questionnaire 

(WP2).* 
 

• Determine standard key questions we want to ask user communities in 
meetings/interviews so that all EURAPMON representatives are collecting 
the same info.* 

 
• Identify government and policy-maker users within each country and at 

international levels.* 
 

• Assign Work Package leaders with establishing communication & arranging 
meetings.* 

 
• Prepare a standard power point presentation that all EURAPMON 

representatives can use at meetings, conferences etc.* 
 

• Conduct a trial to determine what level of detail and type of data may be 
possible to achieve* - this is vital in near future, as we don’t want to be 
claiming that we will be providing detailed information on species trends 
across Europe if this isn’t feasible (this info may be possible to extract from 
the questionnaire). 
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• Press releases at national levels to increase profile of the scheme which will 
facilitate participation at multiple levels. 

 
• Regular updates via email from secretariat (or another method?), circulated to 

all work package leaders, deputies and those involved as to current progress 
of scheme, difficulties, next steps etc. This will help to maintain contact 
between all involved and help stimulate discussion between individuals, keep 
people focused, interested etc. 

 
(* = early task for Secretariat) 

 
2.2. Research and monitoring with raptors 

 
Working Session 2 Co-Chair, Nico Van den Brink, presented concluding remarks and 
recommendations for WP3 Assessment of User Needs, relating to R&M with raptors. 

 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 
• A very good response from the break-outs! 
 
• End users groups identified at different levels:  

o International / EU level: ECHA, REACH, ICES, WFD, PPP-
regulation, biocide directive 

o National: conservation bodies, law enforcement, customs, 
landowners… 

 
• Questionnaire not effective à personal/workshops (combined with R&M for 

raptors), targeted approach 
 

• Needs on stressors: contaminants, wind farms, quality of flyways, also needs 
on implementation regulation/best practice: poisoning, illegal trade … 

 
• Standardisation depending on end users, trade-off between costs and quality, 

includes this in inventory of end users 
 

• Combined with WP on best practice 
 

• Historical data? 
 

• Science to action: public awareness; targeted workshops, maintain dialogue 
afterwards!; produce clear and usable output, in right format; evaluate 
effectiveness during EURAPMON 
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Additional remarks 
 
It is likely that end-users related to R&M with raptors may have a diverse 
background. This may range form local conservation bodies to pan-European 
chemical regulatory agencies. Furthermore, end-users with respect to R&M with 
raptors may not have raptors as their focal point. For them R&M with raptors may be 
a means to reach their objectives. For instance the European Chemical Agency 
(ECHA) may be interested in an inventory on chemicals in raptors to monitor their 
policy on the spread of chemicals in Europe. This may mean that such end-users need 
specific incentives to participate with EURAPMON, and a specific targeted approach. 
Considering the likely differences in background of the end-users, it was concluded in 
the workshop that a generic approach based on a single questionnaire would not 
suffice. A more targeted approach was suggested, based on personal contact, small 
meeting and workshops. This however, may be difficult to establish considering the 
limited resources available from the programme. It is therefore essential to prioritise, 
and it was discussed that for EURAPMON end-users at the pan-European level were 
most important, followed by national end-users. Suggested supra-national bodies of 
interested were: ECHA, UNEP, ICES, EC DG Environment (WFD), but it was also 
agreed that this list was not exhaustive (there was not enough time for that). This list 
may be expanded using a questionnaire targeted to the members of EURAPMON. 
Such questionnaire should include questions on bodies to target, background and 
possible needs of the body, contact-details of persons with such bodies, details of key 
person within EURAPMON that can contact the organization. Based upon such 
updated inventory a strategy can be developed to approach specific end-users with a 
targeted approach. Key persons within EURAPMON can then be approached to 
contact the potential end users in a targeted way. 
 
A similar approach can be applied to end-users at the national level, although this 
may be more complicated and difficult. It is unlikely that a fully covered pan-
European overview of the needs of all end-users will be gathered, but it may be 
possible to gain information from specific end-users form different countries or 
backgrounds. It is up to the Steering Committee to prioritise these actions, but a tiered 
approach was thought to be most likely to reach deliverables. 

 
Risks envisaged for the WP 

 
• No WP leader and/or deputy can be established. If this happens it will be 

extremely difficult to get the process of selection key persons, etc. finalized – 
a dedicated WP-leader, with a deputy is key to this process. 

 
• No reply (or not sufficient) on internal questionnaire. If this happens it may 

that the no specific end users could be identified, are that the EUROPMON 
community is not connected enough to potential end users related to R&M 
with raptors. This should be addressed in the questionnaire (everybody is 
asked to reply, even if no information can be given). In this case it may be 
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helpful to search for key persons outside EURAPMON, or to target potential 
end users in a more generic approach.  

 
• No key persons willing to participate. This is a real risk, since no budget is 

available to cover this. This can only be solved with additional resources. 
 

• No interested end users. This is also a result, although not what we wanted. 
Additional activities could then be focused on national level 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

• Establish WP-leader. 
 
• Design questionnaire focused on members of EURAPMON. 

 
• Send out questionnaire, analyse results, and identify key persons in 

combination with potential end users at pan-European scale. 
 

• Approach and instruct key persons, assign specific tasks. 
 

• Each key person approaches his/her end user in a targeted way. 
 

• Compile results of key persons and draft report on potential end user need at 
pan-European scale. 

 
3. WP4: PRIORITISATION 
 

Working Session 3 Co-Chair Guy Duke, also on behalf of Co-Chair Richard Shore, 
presented concluding remarks and recommendations for WP4 Prioritisation, relating 
to R&M for and with raptors. 
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 
WP4 prioritisation must logically proceed upon analysis of the findings of WP2 
inventory of existing monitoring and WP3 assessment of user needs – and it was 
pointed out that these two WPs are themselves priorities for EURAPMON. However, 
this session attempted to second-guess what kinds of priorities might arise, and 
proved a useful exercise in flagging a range of issues. 
 
There was broad consensus on the need for EURAPMON to prioritise activities at 
European scale, and in particular activities of relevance to EU-level end-users. 
Participants clearly felt that EURAPMON provides a critical mass which offers an 
opportunity to bring influence to bear both at the EU level and beyond. A number of 
suggestions for priorities related to making raptor monitoring more fit-for-purpose in 
relation to key relevant areas of EU policy (e.g. the nature directives, biodiversity 
policy, chemicals policy, CAP) or to specific pressures on raptors of relevance across 
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the EU (e.g. wind farms, GMOs, changing livestock densities). There was some 
discussion on whether or not a raptor indicator, or indicators, might be developed as a 
priority for one or more of these policy areas or pressures. 
 
Other possible priorities included: developing species-specific activities across the 
European range of the species concerned; standardisation, where possible and 
appropriate, of methods, not least to facilitate more powerful analysis at European 
scale; securing long-term sustainability of the network and of key outputs such as the 
database; and capacity-building for less advanced countries (which will indeed be 
addressed under WP6). 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS   
 
It is premature to recommend specific priorities for EURAPMON, but a number of 
recommendations can be drawn from the discussion. 
 

• Ensure that WP3 (assessment of user needs) explores the needs of officials 
developing, implementing and monitoring relevant EU policies (nature 
directives, biodiversity policy, chemicals policy, CAP, etc) and dealing with 
specific issues of relevance to raptors (GMOs, wind farms, stocking densities, 
etc.) in order that EURAPMON may identify priorities in these areas. 

 
• Explore, with EC, EEA etc., the utility of otherwise of one or more raptor 

indicators. 
 

• Ensure that WP2 (inventory of existing monitoring) asks relevant questions 
on methodologies (allowing an assessment of needs and priorities for 
standardisation) and on species-specific activities which might be prioritised 
at EU scale. 

 
• Develop as a priority, from the outset, EURAPMON thinking on long-term 

sustainability for the network and key outputs. 
 
4. WP7: ESTABLISHING A WEB-BASED DATABASE, REPORTING AND 

ANALYSIS 
 

4.1. Research and monitoring for raptors 
 

Working Session 4 Co-Chair Ian Burfield presented concluding remarks and 
recommendations on WP7 Database, Reporting and Analysis, relating to R&M for 
raptors. 
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 

As stated above, both break-out groups generated similar responses to the questions 
raised, and were largely successful in tackling them. In retrospect, there was clearly 
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some overlap between questions 3 and 4, but the long list of possible organisations 
and models suggested under both was very welcome. The potential for a collaborative 
mechanism involving MEROS (which has the trust of a large raptor monitoring 
community) and PECBMS (which has the technical capacity to collate and combine 
national trend data) was particularly interesting, but will require further consideration, 
as will others. 
 
Neither group queried the 7 core fields proposed for reporting under Article 12 of the 
Birds Directive, but both suggested some additional fields that they felt the 
EURAPMON database should try to address. Several of these are in fact covered by 
the sub-fields under Article 12, including data quality, seasonality and protected area 
coverage (although this was not obvious to the groups at the time). Others, however, 
were novel and should definitely usefully be considered further. For example, if 
EURAPMON was able to collate information on such key demographic parameters as 
productivity and survival, it would be well placed to undertake or facilitate integrated 
population monitoring, which is often a key step to diagnosing the causes of species’ 
declines. Likewise, phenology is of great interest in the light of climate change, 
especially for migrants whose routes and timings may change. There is also growing 
interest in assessing the effectiveness of conservation measures in the real world, 
rather than simply reporting on which measures were implemented (see 
www.conservationevidence.com). 
 
Both groups made multiple references to the need for standardisation and 
transparency (e.g. clear data audit trails), in relation to data quality. They felt existing 
best practice should be promoted and expanded (to other species and countries) and 
that minimum standards should be established. Within the database, of course, 
national data of different qualities can be coded as such, but care is needed to avoid 
this valuable metadata being overlooked when the data are then combined supra-
nationally. 
 
The potential obstacles identified by both groups will be very useful as a list of 
pitfalls to avoid when the Steering Committee discusses how to proceed. There is 
clearly a need for EURAPMON to reach out widely to ensure all relevant raptor data 
holders are aware of the initiative, assured of its motives, and clear that the database 
will contain only aggregated national metadata, and not sensitive raw data. There are 
also technical issues to address, such as the challenges of producing European range 
maps for species using heterogeneous national data, e.g. distributions mapped at 
different spatial scales. It was felt that some of these issues could usefully form the 
basis for a targeted technical workshop in future. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Based on the outcomes of the group discussions and the conclusions above, the 
following action points were identified as important issues to be considered by the 
Steering Committee. Those highlighted with an asterisk (*) in the activity field are 
felt to be ‘easy wins’ that the Secretariat could achieve quickly. 

http://www.conservationevidence.com/
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Activity Deliverable Delivered by 

whom 
Suggested 
deadline 

* Decide whether to focus 
database design around reporting 
requirements for Birds Directive 
(and Birds in Europe 3), or be 
more general and wide-ranging 

Clear idea of target 
audience for database 

WP7, EURAPMON 
Secretariat and SC 

Jan 2011 

Use session outcomes to draft 
outline specification for database 
(i.e. key fields required, likely 
outputs needed by priority users) 

Draft specification of 
database requirements 

WP7 leader and 
working group, 
informed by WP2 
and WP3, signed off 
by EURAPMON SC 

Mar 2011 

Use draft specification to discuss 
database needs with 
organisations hosting similar 
databases, to explore potential to 
collaborate (use lists from break-
out groups to guide who to 
approach) 

Potential partnership with 
other organisation(s) to 
deliver database(s) 

EURAPMON 
secretariat and WP7 
leader to discuss with 
possible partners 

May 2011 

* Propose a symposium on 
EURAPMON at 2011 EOU 
Conference, to raise awareness 
and attract more raptor experts 
(http://eou.biology.lv/?id=13) 

Dedicated symposium 
during European 
Ornithologists’ Union 
Conference in Riga, 
Latvia, 27-30 Aug 2011 

EURAPMON 
Secretariat 

30 Oct 2010 

Inform wider raptor community 
about plans to develop database 
(in partnership with others) to 
raise awareness and allay fears 
about sensitive data, etc. 

Increased awareness and 
stronger support for 
sharing data and 
populating database 

WP7, EURAPMON 
Secretariat and SC 

Jul 2011 

 
4.2. Research and monitoring for raptors 

 
Working Session 4 Co-Chair Richard Shore presented concluding remarks and 
recommendations on WP7 Database, Reporting and Analysis, relating to R&M with 
raptors. 
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 
The breakout groups were generally successful in achieving the challenges set for 
them by the co-chair.   
 
A list of key ‘data’ of interest to workshop participants was compiled that was 
additional or complementary to that initially outlined by the EURAPMON Steering 
Committee and so will inform the database design. Lists of incentives and barriers for 
feeding ‘data’ into EURAPMON database were also identified. The information on 
incentives can be used directly in covering letters and fliers to encourage individuals 
and organisations to feed information into the EURAPMON database. The list of 
potential barriers can be used to inform the design of the database such that these 
barriers will not manifest themselves.  There was recognition that there may be some 
reluctance or inertia for participating in the EURAPMON initiative but promoting of 

http://eou.biology.lv/?id=13
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the likely benefits and requesting metadata [nature of which have yet to be defined] 
rather than raw data may offset this.  
 
The breakout groups were also successful in identifying some ‘easy wins’ that the 
EURAPMON secretariat, SC and the group working on WP7 can deliver quickly to 
show rapid progress on this WP.  They wins have been translated into 
Recommendations below. 
 
Finally, the list of possible organisations that could be approached to collaborate over 
a database also provides the EURAPMON Steering Committee with possibilities to 
consider in terms of who they might approach for collaboration potential.  
  
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
The following is a list of action points for this WP that has been derived from the 
breakout groups.   Those marked with an * in the activity field represent those that 
can be rapidly achieved. 

 
Activity Deliverable Delivered by 

whom 
Suggested 
deadline 

* Appoint WP leader and deputy 
for WP7. 

  WP leader and deputy EURAPMON 
secretariat 

End November 
2010 

* Appoint working group for WP7.   WP7 working group 
appointed 

WP leader and 
deputy 

End December 
2010 

* Draft programme of WP activity 
and milestones for 2011 drafted. 

  Draft workplan for 
presentation at January 
EURAPMON SC 

WP leader and 
deputy 

SC meeting 
January 2011 

* Post profiles for individuals from 
the workshop on EURAPMON 
website—profiles can have links to 
other web pages for their own 
projects and organisations. 
Individuals should have chance to 
edit profiles first before posting. 

  Profiles of 
EURAPMON 
participants easily 
accessible to all via the 
web 

EURAPMON 
secretariat to 
collate edited 
profiles and mount 
on webpage with 
help of ESF 

End December 
2010 

Explore potential links with other 
organisations in developing 
database and where there may be 
overlaps with existing databases –
use list generated from breakout 
groups to help guide who might be 
approached. 

Potential partnership 
with other 
organisation(s) to 
deliver database(s) 

EURAPMON 
secretariat and 
WP& leader to 
have discussions 
with possible 
partners 

TBA by WP 
leader and 
EURAPMON 
SC.  Suggested 
June 2011 

Define scope of pressures to be 
included in database [may need to 
build easily expandable database 
that can add extra fields?], type of 
data that will be accepted and 
nature of downloadable outputs. 

Agreed scope of 
database, type of data 
inputs and outputs 

WP7 leader and 
working group, 
informed by WP2 
and 3, signed off 
by EURAPMON 
SC 

TBA by WP 
leader and 
EURAPMON 
SC  

Generate key data and information 
into a spreadsheet that has cross 
links” – i.e. searchable by various 
“filters” – needs link with WP2 
and WP3 outputs. 

Spreadsheet that will be 
delivered before 
database functional 

WP2 and WP7 
leaders and their 
working groups 

TBA by WP 
leader and 
EURAPMON 
SC 
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5. WP5: SETTING BEST PRACTICE 
 

Working Session 5 Co-Chair Helen Riley, also on behalf of Co-Chair Dorte Herzke, 
presented concluding remarks and recommendations for WP5 Best Practise relating to 
R&M both for and with raptors. 
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 
The workshop brought together a large number of experts in R&M for and with 
raptors, covering a wide range of species, geographical areas, seasons (breeding, 
wintering and migration), techniques (population censuses, trends analyses, 
environmental impact assessment, remote-tracking, contaminants and clinical 
parameters measured). There is a great opportunity to harness and share this expertise 
and make information available to provide support, encouragement and advice on all 
aspects of monitoring for and with raptors. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Actions which can be progressed in the short term 

 
• Use the inventory questionnaire to seek details of international, national and 

regional monitoring schemes for raptors including species covered, key 
contacts and written protocols. 

 
• Use the results to review reporting arrangements for monitoring for raptors 

across Europe and identify common themes and gaps (species, areas, seasons, 
issues, legal requirements). 

 
• Compile existing best practice protocols (survey, data management and 

analysis, reporting) and make these available online via a best-practice 
section of the EURAPMON website, to include an introduction to best-
practice; information for different species, general sections on survey 
techniques and data analysis and designing surveys for novel situations e.g. 
environmental impact assessment etc. Ideally provide downloadable copies of 
written material or links to other websites. 

 
• Invite applications for exchange visits to share best practice and establish 

priorities for allocating funds. 
 

• Review proposed actions against the availability of resources for developing 
WP5, identify opportunities to seek in-kind contributions or further resources 
as appropriate. 
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Actions which can be progressed in the medium to long term 
 
• Identify priorities for translation of best practice protocols (key material and 

languages). 
 
• Consider providing an online forum for discussion of best practice and 

notification of new techniques. 
 
• Consider producing a field guide to raptor survey and monitoring in Europe 

e.g. identify experts to synthesise information and write accounts for priority 
species, survey techniques. 

 
• Consider specific requirements for best practice guidance for analysis of 

raptor data. 
 
• Consider opportunities for and feasibility of developing a European raptor 

index or indices. 
 
6. WP6: CAPACITY-BUILDING 
 

Working Session 6 Co-Chair Allan Mee, also on behalf of Co-Chair Dorte Herzke, 
presented concluding remarks and recommendations for WP6 Capacity-Building 
relating to R&M both for and with raptors. 
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 
A clear message from the feedback to the questions posed during the plenary 
discussion was the importance of interlinking the various work packages. Thus, for 
example, the inventory of existing monitoring activities (WP2) should provide the 
basis for matching skills with priorities to help in building capacity by defining what 
existing activities are ongoing and where and identifying where the skills needed to 
build capacity are lacking. The need to take into account national activities (priority 
species), using “rare species” expertise to help build capacity for monitoring 
programmes for common species, and spatial information on species and skills, were 
all identified as important in building capacity for monitoring for and with raptors. 
Moreover, it is clear that there is considerable cross-over in the needs of both groups, 
those monitoring for and with raptors, which can be applied to benefit capacity 
building. This adds to the importance to improve the communication of needs and 
skills within both groups, connecting them to a more unified research community 
with raised awareness.  

 
Matching skills with priorities to build capacity 
 
A clear message from the feedback to the questions posed during the plenary 
discussion was the importance of interlinking the various work packages. Thus, for 
example, the inventory of existing monitoring activities (WP2) should provide the 
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basis for matching skills with priorities to help in building capacity by defining what 
existing activities are ongoing and where and identifying where the skills needed to 
build capacity are lacking. The need to take into account national activities (priority 
species), using “rare species” expertise to help build capacity for monitoring 
programmes for common species, and spatial information on species and skills, were 
all identified as important in building capacity for monitoring for and with raptors. 
Moreover, it is clear that there is considerable cross-over in the needs of both groups, 
those monitoring for and with raptors, which can be applied to benefit capacity 
building. This adds to the importance to improve the communication of needs and 
skills within both groups, connecting them to a more unified research community 
with raised awareness.  
 
Key resources – matching resources with priorities to build capacity for enhanced 
monitoring for and with raptors 
 
Similar perhaps to problems with matching key skills with priorities, matching 
resources with priorities across Europe is vital for enhances monitoring. Resources 
may be especially lacking in some countries which are a high priority for raptor 
monitoring and conservation. At a broad scale, funding for a Europe wide monitoring 
scheme (e.g. PECBMS) could be subsidised in some countries by grants/funding from 
other European countries or conservation organisations (e.g. RSPB).  EU Life+ 
funding or other EU/Europe wise schemes are likely to be critical in matching 
funding with priorities, especially benefitting countries where funding is not 
sufficient to match needs. Indicator species that are important on a Europe wide scale 
may attract supra-national funding (e.g. RSPB International Dept. funding of Red 
Kite monitoring in Spain).  
 
Existing programmes and extending these to build capacity 
 
EURAPMON participants are perhaps best placed to lead on capacity building for 
monitoring for and with raptors. Most, if not all, of the EURAPMON participants 
already regularly engage in capacity building within their own countries and this 
could be extended. There is also a major role for volunteers, as well as professional 
ornithologists/raptor biologists, in helping to build capacity. Many organisations 
depend almost exclusively on volunteer effort to maintain existing monitoring 
programmes (e.g. British Trust for Ornithology’s nest record scheme). Volunteers 
may often be the frontline when interacting with the general public and thus are vital 
in raising awareness about raptors and their conservation. Pan-European voluntary 
based programmes were also identified as being important in capacity building (e.g. 
MIERES). Existing university courses (BSc/MSc programmes) could be used to build 
capacity. New courses could be introduced to develop skills, especially in countries 
lacking those skills. Participants from high priority countries with poor capacity 
should be encouraged through specific programmes/grants. 
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Raising awareness to tackle conservation problems 
 
Research and monitoring carried out by EURAPMON participants has/will identify 
priority concerns and issues (e.g. poisoning, wind farms) resulting in greater 
awareness of the problems facing raptors and build capacity to address these key 
conservation problems. Again, linkage to other EURAPMON work packages (such as 
WP2, WP3, WP4) will inform awareness. Opportunities to collaborate with others 
such as museums or the media should be pursued to raise awareness of key 
conservation problems. 
 
Achieving a Europe-wide network to build capacity 
 
Collaboration with governmental, professional/academic and non-governmental 
organisations (e.g. Eagle Conservation Alliance) will help build capacity through 
skills and knowledge transfer, raising awareness, and matching skills and funding 
opportunities with priorities. Training programmes may offer opportunities through 
internships (e.g. Hawk Mountain Training Programme in USA) or exchange visits 
which could benefit monitoring for and with raptors in Europe.  Identifying such 
opportunities and the criteria needed for applicants should be a priority in itself. 
EURAPMON has appointed a sub-group to consider short visit grants and, once 
applicable, assess applicants. Progress on this will be important in building capacity. 
 
Existing data bases such as Delivering Alien Invasive Species Inventories for Europe 
(DAISIE), Centre for Ecology & Hydrology (CEH), the Global Raptor Information 
Network (GRIN), can be used to provide expertise which help in capacity building. 
Workshops (e.g. ECA workshops) and conferences (WWGBP conferences) can also 
be invaluable tools in capacity building. Fundraising for specific capacity building 
activities could be undertaken. This could be targeted at a priority species or priority 
country/area, or to tackle a supra-national issue such as poisoning or illegal shooting 
of migratory raptors. Collaboration between EURAPMON partners and WWGBP, 
ECA and other organisations or bodies should be investigated in this regard. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
The following action points are suggested: 
 

• Identify key skills, who has them and where they are held (from WP2)* 
• Identify where key skills are lacking  
• Identify where key resources are held* 
• Identify where resources are lacking 
• Identify what funds are available for supra-national programmes* 
• Identify indicator species to address priorities for building capacity* 
• Identify existing programmes that help build capacity 
• Identify key conservation projects (issues/threats) to be addressed* 
• Identify where expertise lies – existing databases that can be used to build 

capacity 
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• Identify fundraising possibilities for capacity building activities* 
• Identify programmes proving training opportunities* 
• Establish EURAPMON short visit grant programme and link with host 

institutions/organisations  
• Establish links with institutions/organisations holding workshops that help 

build capacity 
• Develop contact with media, educational bodies, landowners etc to define the 

needed actions for capacity building and feasibility 
• Prepare a schedule of planned actions and responsible persons to ensure 

useful results  
 
(* = early task for EURAPMON Secretariat) 
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Closing StatementClosing StatementClosing StatementClosing Statement    
 

Guy DUKE, EURAPMON CHAIR 
 

Guy Duke thanked all the participants, the Session Co-Chairs and rapporteurs, the 
EURAPMON Steering Committee, and the local hosts and sponsors. 
 
He suggested that the workshop had provoked intense, vibrant and enjoyable discussion 
and that he sensed, among participants, a high level of energy and enthusiasm for the 
programme.  
 
The Chair outlined next steps. The Secretariat, together with the Session Co-Chairs, will 
compile a report of the workshop. Workshop powerpoints and photos will be posted to 
the EURAPMON website. The EURAPMON Steering Committee meeting in early 2011 
will consider the outcomes of the workshop in determining the 2011 work programme. 
Participants will be informed of Steering Committee decisions in due course. A probable 
early first step following the Steering Committee meeting will be a call to participants to 
volunteer for work package leader, deputy and working group roles.   
 
The Chair looked forward to the coming 5 years of working together to advance research 
and monitoring for and with raptors in Europe. 
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Time Session Topic Speaker

PRE-WORKSHOP: WEDNESDAY 6 OCTOBER - AGRITURISMO TENUTE PLAIA

18:00-19:00 Co-chairs planning session (Session co-chairs only)

19:00-22:00 Registration

20:00-22:00 Buffet dinner

WORKSHOP DAY 1 - THURSDAY 7 OCTOBER - VISITOR CENTRE, RISERVA DELLO ZINGARO

08:30-08:45 Transfer Agriturismo Tenute Plaia to Scopello square
08:45-09:00 Transfer Scopello square (all other hotels) to entrance, Riserva dello Zingaro
09:00-09:30 Walk to the visitor centre

09:30-11:00 Opening session (Chair: Guy Duke)
09:30-09:40 Welcome Duke
09:40-19:55 Welcome Representative Comune
09:55-10:10 Welcome Representative Riserva
10:10-10:40 EURAPMON overview Duke/Movalli
10:40-11:00 Workshop objectives, programme, methods Duke

11:00-11:30 refreshments

EURAPMON OBJECTIVE 2: CONSENSUS ON PRIORITIES

11:30-13:30 Working Session 1: WP2 Inventory of existing R&M (Co-chairs: Andras Kovacs, Gloria Pereira)
11:30-11:40 Overview of the work package Duke
11:40-11:55 Considerations and key questions (R&M for  raptors) Kovacs
11:55-12:10 Considerations and key questions (R&M with  raptors) Pereira
12:10-12:50 Break-out on key questions (2 groups R&M for  raptors, 2 groups R&M with )
12:50-13:20 Report to plenary Rapporteurs
13:20-13:30 Wrap-up Co-chairs

13:30-14:30 lunch

14:30-16:30 Working Session 2: WP3 User needs (Co-Chairs: John Lusby, Nico van den Brink)
14:30-14:40 Overview of work package Duke
14:40-14:55 Considerations and key questions (R&M for  raptors) Lusby
14:55-15:10 Considerations and key questions (R&M with  raptors) Van den Brink
15:10-15:50 Break-out on key questions (2 groups R&M for  raptors, 2 groups R&M with )
15:50-16:20 Report to plenary Rapporteurs
16:20-16:30 Wrap-up Co-chairs

16:30-17:00 refreshments

17:00-18:30 Working Session 3: WP4 Priorities (Co-chairs: Guy Duke, Richard Shore)
17:00-17:10 Overview of work package Duke
17:10-17:25 Considerations and key questions (R&M for  raptors) Duke
17:25-17:40 Considerations and key questions (R&M with  raptors) Shore
17:40-18:10 Plenary discussion
18:10-18:20 Wrap-up Co-chairs

18:20-18:30 Close of Day 1/House-keeping Duke

18:30-19:00 Walk to reserve entrance
19:00-19:15 Transfer to Scopello square
19:15-19:30 Transfer Scopello square to Tenute Plaia

19:30-20:30 Co-chairs planning session (Session co-chairs only)

20:30-23:00 Welcome dinner - Ristorante La Tavernetta, Scopello

Riserva Naturale Orientata dello Zingaro, Castellammare del Golfo - Scopello, Sicilia, ITALIARiserva Naturale Orientata dello Zingaro, Castellammare del Golfo - Scopello, Sicilia, ITALIARiserva Naturale Orientata dello Zingaro, Castellammare del Golfo - Scopello, Sicilia, ITALIARiserva Naturale Orientata dello Zingaro, Castellammare del Golfo - Scopello, Sicilia, ITALIA
Thursday 7Thursday 7Thursday 7Thursday 7 to Saturday 9 to Saturday 9 to Saturday 9 to Saturday 9 October 2010 October 2010 October 2010 October 2010

PROGRAMMEPROGRAMMEPROGRAMMEPROGRAMME

European Science FoundationEuropean Science FoundationEuropean Science FoundationEuropean Science Foundation
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WORKSHOP DAY 2 - FRIDAY 8 OCTOBER - VISITOR CENTRE, RISERVA DELLO ZINGARO

08:30-08:45 Transfer Tenute Plaia to Scopello square
08:45-09:00 Transfer Scopello square to entrance, Riserva dello Zingaro
09:00-09:30 Walk to the visitor centre

EURAPMON OBJECTIVE 4: DATABASE, OUTPUTS MEETING PRIORITY NEEDS

09:30-09:40 Recap Day 1/house-keeping matters Duke/Movalli

09:40-11:00 Working Session 4: WP7 Database, analysis & reporting (Co-chairs: Ian Burfield, Richard Shore)
09:40-09:50 Overview of work package Duke
09:50-10:05 Considerations and key questions (R&M for  raptors) Burfield
10:05-10:20 Considerations and key questions (R&M with  raptors) Shore
10:20-11:15 Break-out on key questions (2 groups R&M for  raptors, 2 groups R&M with )

11:15-11:45 refreshments

11:45-13:00 Working Session 4 (cont.): WP7 Database, analysis & reporting
11:45-12:15 Report to plenary Rapporteurs
12:15-13:00 Plenary discussion on issues arising from break-outs
12:50-13:00 Wrap-up Co-chairs

13:00-14:00 lunch

EURAPMON OBJECTIVE 3: BEST PRACTICE & CAPACITY-BUILDING

14:00-16:00 Working Session 5: WP5 Best practice (Co-chairs: Helen Riley, Dorte Hertzke)
14:00-14:10 Overview of work package Duke
14:10-14:25 Considerations and key questions (R&M for  raptors) Riley
14:25-14:40 Considerations and key questions (R&M with  raptors) Hertzke
14:40-15:20 Break-out on key questions (2 groups R&M for  raptors, 2 groups R&M with )
15:20-15:50 Report to plenary Rapporteurs
15:50-16:00 Wrap-up Co-chairs

16:00-16:30 refreshments

16:30-18:30 Working Session 6: WP6 Capacity-building (Co-chairs: Allan Mee, Dorte Hertzke )
16:30-16:40 Overview of work package Duke
16:40-16:50 Considerations and key questions (R&M for  raptors) tbc
16:50-17:00 Considerations and key questions (R&M with  raptors) tbc
17:00-18:20 Plenary session

18:20-18:30 Close of Day 2/house-keeping Duke

18:30-19:00 Walk to reserve entrance
19:00-19:15 Transfer to Scopello square
19:15-19:30 Transfer Scopello square to Tenute Plaia

19:30-20:30 Co-chairs planning session (Session co-chairs only), Hotel Torre Bennistra

Free evening to dine in Scopello restaurants according to choice

WORKSHOP DAY 3 - SATURDAY 9 OCTOBER - CASTELLO di CASTELLAMMARE DEL GOLFO

08:30-09:00 Transfer Scopello to Castello di Castellammare del Golfo
09:00-09:30 Mounting of posters

09:30-11:00 Closing plenary - workshop conclusions and next steps (Chair: Guy Duke)
09:30-10:00 Workshop conclusions and next steps Duke/Movalli/Co-Chairs
10:00-10:45 Plenary discussion
10:45-11:00 Closing remarks Duke

11:00-11:30 Refreshments

11:30-12:30 Press conference (in Italian) and parallel Poster Session
Introductory statements Local sponsors
Presentation of EURAPMON Duke
Presentation of workshop conclusions Movalli
Q&A

12:30-14:30 Closing lunch - Castello di Castellammare del Golfo

14:30-15:00 Transfer to Riserva dello Zingaro

15:00-19:00 Walking excursion, Riserva dello Zingaro

Free evening to dine in Scopello restaurants according to choice
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RAPTORSRAPTORSRAPTORSRAPTORS 
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ANNEX 2A 
 

LIST OF ORGANISATIONS – RESEARCH AND MONITORING FOR 
RAPTORS 

 
 

Country Organization 
Belarus Institute of Zoology, National Academy of Sciences 
Belarus Working Group on Raptors 
Belarus BirdLife Belarus 
Belgium INBO 
Belgium Aves 
Estonia Estonian Ornithological Society (EOS-BirdLife Partner) 
Estonia NGO Eagle Club 
Estonia Estonian University Life Sciences 
European RRF (Raptor Research Foundation) 
European BirdLife International 
European EBCC 
European WWGBP 
European Euro Migrans 
European Euring 
European Meros 
European Various species specific groups 
Finland Museum of Natural History 
Finland WWF 
Finland Metsahallitus Lapland 
France MNHN (National Museum) 
France CNRS - CEBS (Ecology lab) 
France LPO (BirdLife partner) Raptor Section 
Georgia Institute of Zoology 
Georgia Georgian Center for Conservation of Wildlife 
Hungary MME/Birdlife Hungary 
Hungary 10 National Park Directorates 
Hungary Foundation for Barn Owl Conservation 
Hungary Nimfea NGO 
Hungary National Raptor Conservation Committee 
Hungary PITE 
Ireland Birdwatch Ireland 
Ireland Irish Raptor Study Group 
Ireland Golden Eagle Trust 
Ireland University College Cork 
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Ireland National Parks + wildlife service 
Italy Ornis 
Italy LIPU (BirdLife Italy) 
Italy ISPRA 
Italy NGO Altura 
Italy University of Palermo 
Italy University of Parma 
Luxemburg LNVL/BirdLife Luxemburg 
Luxemburg MNHN - Museum 
Luxemburg Biological Stations (linked to LNVL) 
N-Ireland Queen's university Belfast 
N-Ireland N. Ireland Raptor Study Group 
N-Ireland Forest Service (NI) 
N-Ireland NI Environment Agency 
N-Ireland RSPB (NI) 
N-Ireland Ulster Wildlife Trust 
Norway Norvegian Institute Nature Research 
Norway BirdLife Norway 
Poland State monitoring - Ministry of Nature 
Poland Polish Academy of Sciences 
Poland Eagles (NGO) 
Poland BirdLife Poland  (NGO) 
Poland Peregrine Falcon Society 
Romania ROS-Birdlife Romania 
Romania Milvus Group 
Russia Working Group on Raptors North Eurasia  
Russia Russian Raptor Research and Conservation Network 
Slovenia National Institute of Biology 
Slovenia BirdLife Slovenia 
Spain SEO/Bearded Vulture Foundation 
Spain Estacion Biologica de Donana/Mallorca CSIC 
Spain University of Murcia 
Spain University of Alicante 
Spain Fundation Migres 
Spain Museo de Ciencias Naturales de Madrid 
Spain IREC-CSIS 
Switzerland Swiss Ornithological Institute 
UK BTO 
UK RSPB 
UK Raptor study groups (e.g. Scotland) 
UK Hawk + Owl Trust 
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UK SOC 
UK Barn Owl Conservation Network 
UK CEH 
UK JNCC 
UK Scottish Natural Heritage 
UK Natural England 
UK NIEA 
UK CCW 
UK DEFRA/Scottish Government 
UK Scottish Raptor Monitoring Scheme 
Ukraine Ukrainian Working Group on Raptors 

 
 

ANNEX 2B 
 

LIST OF ORGANISATIONS – RESEARCH AND MONITORING WITH 
RAPTORS 

 
 
 

Country Organization 
Belgium University of Antwerp 
Denmark Aarhus University 
France SAGIR 
France University of Besancon 
Germany IZW 
Israel SPNI 
Israel IBRCE 
Italy Ornis Italica 
Italy ISPRA 
Italy University departments 
Netherlands STONE (little owl) 
Netherlands Groningen University 
Netherlands ALTERRA 
Netherlands SOVON 
Netherlands Dutch raptor working group 
Netherlands Dutch barn owl working group 
Norway Norwegian Institute of Air Research 
Norway Norwegian Veterinary Institute 
Norway Ministry of environment 
Norway Climate and Environment Directorate 
Spain University of Murcia 
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Spain IREC-CSIS-UCLM 
Spain EBD-CSIC 
Spain MNCN-CSIC 
Spain IQOG-CSIC 
Spain ARRCN 
Spain RRF 
Spain Peregrine fund 
Spain Hawk Watch International  
Spain Hawk MTN 
Spain University of Extremadura-cacers 
Sweden University of Stockholm 
Sweden University of Gothenburg 
Sweden Swedish Society for Nature Conservation 
Sweden Swedish museum of National History 
UK CEH 
UK WIIS 
UK VLA 
UK CEFAS? 
UK Scotish Raptor group 
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ANNEX ANNEX ANNEX ANNEX 3333    
    

PARTICIPANT LISTPARTICIPANT LISTPARTICIPANT LISTPARTICIPANT LIST    
    
    

 
 

Workshop participants 
© F Duke 2010  
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COUNTRY TITLE PARTICIPANT NAME POSITION ORGANISATION

EURAPMON funding countries

Estonia
Dr Ülo VÄLI SC Senior Researcher Estonian University of Life Sciences

Finland
Prof Pertti SAUROLA SC Researcher Emeritus Finnish Museum of Natural History

Hungary
Mr András KOVÁCS SC External expert MME BirdLife Hungary
Dr Márton HORVÁTH Species Conservation Manager MME BirdLife Hungary

Italy
Dr Stefania CADAGRANDE Ornis Italica
Dr Giacomo DELL'OMO Ornis Italica
Dr Anna GIORDANO Volunteer/staff Med. Centre for Nature/WWF
Dr Maurizio SARÀ Associate Professor Università degli Studi di Palermo
Dr Massimiliano DI VITTORIO Post-doc Università degli Studi di Palermo
Dr Alessandro ANDREOTTI SC ISPRA

Luxembourg
Mr Gilles BIVER SC BirdLife Luxembourg

Netherlands
Dr Paola MOVALLI Coordinator Senior Researcher IVM, Amsterdam University
Dr Nico VAN DEN BRINK Senior Scientist Alterra

Norway
Dr Dorte HERTZKE SC Senior Researcher Norwegian Institute for Air Research
Dr Jan Ove GJERSHAUG Senior Research Biologist Norwegian Institute for Air Research

Poland
Mr Janusz SIELICKI SC Vice President Society Wild Animals 'Falcon'

Portugal
Dr Luís PALMA SC Researcher CIBIO

Romania
Mr Attila SÁNDOR Biologist, Protected Areas & Biodiversity Environmental Protection Agency 'Mures'

Slovenia
Dr Al VREZEC SC Research Associate National Institute of Biology

Spain
Dr Fabrizio SERGIO Researcher Doñana Biol Station
Dr Monica MARTÍNEZ-HARO PhD CSIC-UCLM-JCCM
Dr Rafael MATEO Professor CSIC-UCLM-JCCM
Prof Antonio GARCÍA-FERNÁNDEZ SC Head of Toxicology University of Murcia
Dr Emma MARTÍNEZ-LÓPEZ Assist Professor University of Murcia
Dr Alejandro ONRUBIA Biologist Fundacion Migres

Sweden
Dr Björn HELANDER SC Senior Scientist Swedish Museum of Natural History
Dr Peter LINDBERG Senior Scientist University of Gothenburg

UK
Prof Richard SHORE SC Expert Section Head Centre for Ecology & Hydrology
Dr Gloria PEREIRA Researcher Centre for Ecology & Hydrology
Dr Ian BURFIELD SC Expert European Science & Database Manager BirdLife International
Mr Guy DUKE SC Chair Chair/Board Member EURAPMON/UK JNCC
Dr Helen RILEY Secretary Scottish Raptor Monitoring Scheme

EURAPMON part-funding country

France
Mr Jean-Paul URCUN Coordinator Regional Observatory of Bird Migration
Dr David PINAUD Research Engineer CEBC-CNRS

European Science FoundationEuropean Science FoundationEuropean Science FoundationEuropean Science Foundation
Research Networking ProgrammeResearch Networking ProgrammeResearch Networking ProgrammeResearch Networking Programme

EURAPMONEURAPMONEURAPMONEURAPMON
Research and monitoring for and with raptors in EuropeResearch and monitoring for and with raptors in EuropeResearch and monitoring for and with raptors in EuropeResearch and monitoring for and with raptors in Europe

INAUGURAL WORKSHOPINAUGURAL WORKSHOPINAUGURAL WORKSHOPINAUGURAL WORKSHOP

Riserva Naturale Orientata dello Zingaro, Castellammare del Golfo - Scopello, Sicilia, ITALIARiserva Naturale Orientata dello Zingaro, Castellammare del Golfo - Scopello, Sicilia, ITALIARiserva Naturale Orientata dello Zingaro, Castellammare del Golfo - Scopello, Sicilia, ITALIARiserva Naturale Orientata dello Zingaro, Castellammare del Golfo - Scopello, Sicilia, ITALIA
Thursday 7 to Saturday 9 October 2010Thursday 7 to Saturday 9 October 2010Thursday 7 to Saturday 9 October 2010Thursday 7 to Saturday 9 October 2010

PARTICIPANT LISTPARTICIPANT LISTPARTICIPANT LISTPARTICIPANT LIST
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COUNTRY TITLE PARTICIPANT NAME POSITION ORGANISATION

Other ESF member countries

Belgium
Dr Veerle JASPERS Post-doc researcher University of Antwerp
Mr Igor EULAERS PhD student University of Antwerp
Mr Glenn VERMEERSCH Researcher INBO

Germany
Dr Ubbo MAMMEN SC Expert Head MEROS
Dr Marten WINTER Postdoc UFZ

Ireland
Dr Mark WILSON Post doc University College Cork
Dr Marc RUDDOCK Secretary Northern Ireland Raptor Study Group
Dr Allan MEE Chairman Irish Raptor Study Group
Dr John LUSBY Raptor Conservation Officer BirdLife Ireland

Switzerland
Dr Claudia MÜLLER Scientific Collaborator Swiss Ornithological Institute

Non-ESF countries

Belarus
Dr Valery DOMBROVSKI Institute of Zoology

Georgia
Dr Alexandre ABULADZE Senior Researcher Institute of Zoology

Israel
Dr Reuven YOSEF Researcher Ben Gurion University

Russia
Mrs Elvira NIKOLENKO Prog. Coordinator, Raptor Conservation Siberian Environmental Centre
Prof Vladimir GALUSHIN Professor Moscow State University

Ukraine
Dr Vitalii VIETROV Teacher Luhansk State University

USA
Dr Keith BILDSTEIN Director Conservation Science Hawk Mountain Sanctuary

European Science Foundation
Dr Lars KRISTIANSEN SC Observer Science Officer European Science Foundation
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr. 
Surname Abuladze 
First name Aleksandre 
Position Senior researcher, Consultant in Ornithology 
Department Institute of Zoology of Georgia 
University/organisation Ilia State University 
Address line 1 Chavchavadze Ave 31 
Address line 2  
Address – town Tbilisi 
Address – post/ZIP code 0179 
Address – country Georgia 
Tel (with international code) +995 32 374335 
GSM/mobile (with 
international code) 

+995 97 123560; +372 5589510 

Fax (with international code) +995 32  917192 
Email abuladze@inbox.ru 
Website http://www.iliauni.edu.ge/index.php?lang_id=ENG&sec_id=462 

http://www.iliauni.edu.ge/index.php?sec_id=1&lang_id=ENG  
http://www.bcug.narod.ru/  

 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
Long-term complex studies of raptors (species composition, numbers, populations trends, 
breeding biology, threats, limiting factors, passages, wintering, behaviour, analysis of ringing 
data, counts in bottle-necks during migrations, national surveys of wintering raptors, mortality, 
problems of conservation, compiling of regional bibliography, etc.) were carried out in Georgia 
and adjacent areas of South Caucasus in 1973-2010. 
 
Abuladze, A. 1994. Birds of Prey in Georgia in the 20th Century // Raptor Conservation Today. 
Meyburg, B.-U. & R.D.Chancellor eds., WWGBP/The Pica Press: 23-28.  
 
Abuladze, A. 1997. Status and Conservation Problems of Raptors in Caucasus // Newsletter of the 
World Working Group on Birds of Prey and Owls, 25/26: 15-19. 
 
Abuladze, A. 2008. Changes in the species composition and numbers of the birds of prey in 
Georgia in 1975-2007 // Research and Conservation of the Raptors in Northern Eurasia. Materials 
of 5th Conf. on Raptors of Northern Eurasia (4-7.02.2008; Ivanovo, Russia). Publishing House 
«Ivanovo State University»: 162-166 (Text in Russian). 
 
Abuladze, A., Shergalin, J. 2002. The Golden Eagle in North Caucasia and Transcaucasia // The 
Journal of Raptor research, 36, N 1, March 2002: 10-17.  
 
 

mailto:abuladze@inbox.ru
http://www.iliauni.edu.ge/index.php?lang_id=ENG&sec_id=462
http://www.iliauni.edu.ge/index.php?sec_id=1&lang_id=ENG
http://www.bcug.narod.ru/
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Andreotti 
First name Alessandro 
Position  
Department Migrating Birds Section 
University/organisation ISPRA – Institute for Environmental 

Protection and Research 
Address line 1 Via Ca’ Fornacetta 9 
Address line 2 Ozzano Emilia 
Address – town 400064 
Address – post/ZIP code Italy 
Address – country + 39 051 6512225 
Tel (with international code) + 39 328 0589651 
GSM/mobile (with international code) + 39 051 796628 
Fax (with international code) alessandro.andreotti@isprambiente.it 
Email Via Ca’ Fornacetta 9 
Website http://www.isprambiente.it/site/en-

GB/default.html 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
Bird conservation and management, in relation to different taxonomic groups and issues: 
- Drafting and implementing of action plans for the conservation of threatened species  
- Planning, coordination and/or evaluation of reintroduction interventions 
- Advising  Public Administrations on enforcement at national level of EU Directives and 
International Conventions about different aspects (bird conservation, hunting, pest control, lead 
contamination from spent shot pellets, etc.)   
 
Ceccolini et al., 2007 - Hacking and ex situ conservation programs for the Egyptian Vulture 
(Neophron percnopterus) in Italy: preliminary notes. Proceedings V National Congress of the 
Italian Society of Animal Reproduction, Sassari University: 118-120 (in Italian).  
 
Andreotti A. et al., 2008 - Spatial Distribution of the Lanner Falcon (Falco biarmicus feldeggii) 
Breeding Population in Italy. Ambio Vol. 37, No. 6: 440-444. 
 
Andreotti A. & Leonardi G. (eds.), 2009 - Italian Action Plan for the Egyptian Vulture (Neophron 
percnopterus). Quad. Cons. Natura, 30 (in Italian). 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Bildstein 
First name Keith Louis 
Position Director of Conservation Science 
Department Conservation Science 
University/organisation Hawk Mountain Sanctuary 
Address line 1 Acopian Center for Conservation Learning 
Address line 2 410 Summer Valley Road 
Address – town Orwigsburg 
Address – post/ZIP code Pennsylvania USA 17961 
Address – country USA 
Tel (with international code) 1 570p433411 ext 108 
GSM/mobile (with international code) 1 6107817358 
Fax (with international code) 1 5709432284 
Email Bildstein@hawkmtn.org 
Website www.hawkmountain.org 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
What is Hawk Mountain?  
Hawk Mountain Sanctuary (HMS) is the largest and oldest member-based raptor conservation organization 
in the world.  Founded in 1934 to stop the slaughter of hawks migrating in the Central Appalachian 
Mountains of Pennsylvania, USA, HMS remains focused on its principal mission of protecting both 
common and endangered migratory birds of prey and the habitats upon which they depend.  HMS 
maintains the longest and most complete record of raptor migration in existence. Recently HMS 
strengthened its role as a global information hub for raptor migration science, as well as global mentor to 
raptor conservationists, with its successful international internship program and its global migration 
watchsite initiative Hawks Aloft Worldwide. 
Who is Keith L. Bildstein?   
Keith is Sarkis Acopian Director of Conservation Science at Hawk Mountain, where he oversees HMS’s 
conservation science program and coordinates the activities of its graduate students, international interns, 
and visiting scientists.  He has authored or coauthored more than 100 papers in ecology and conservation, 
including 45 on raptors. His books include White Ibis: wetland wanderer (1993), The raptor migration 
watch-site manual (1995 [with Jorje Zalles]), Raptor watch: a global directory of raptor migration sites 
(2000 [with Jorje Zalles]), and Migrating raptors of the world:  their ecology and conservation (2006).  His 
co-edited works include Conservation Biology of Flamingos (2000), Hawkwatching in the Americas 
(2001), Neotropical Raptors (2007), Raptor Research and Management Techniques (2007), and The State 
of North America’s Birds of Prey (2008).    
Publications 
Bildstein, K. L. 2006.  Migrating raptors of the world:  their ecology and conservation.   

Cornell University Press, Ithaca, New York. 
Bildstein, K. L., J. P. Smith, E. Ruelas, R. R. Veit (eds.). 2008.  State of North America’s  

birds of prey.  The American Ornithologists’ Union, Washington, D. C.  
Mandel, J., K. L. Bildstein, G. Bohrer, and D. W. Winkler.  2008.  Movement ecology of  
            migration in turkey vultures.  Proceedings National Academy of Sciences 105:19102- 19107.  
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Mr 
Surname Biver 
First name Gilles 
Position  
Department Centrale ornithologique Luxembourg 
University/organisation Lëtzebuerger Natur- a Vulleschutzliga 

(BirdLife Luxembourg) 
Address line 1 5, route de Luxembourg 
Address line 2  
Address – town Kocklescheuer 
Address – post/ZIP code L-1899 
Address – country Luxembourg 
Tel (with international code) +352 29 04 04 - 308 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +352 621 29 37 94 
Fax (with international code) +352 29 05 04 
Email col@luxnatur.lu 
Website www.lnvl.lu / www.naturemwelt.lu 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
The Lëtzebuerger Natur- a Vulleschutzliga a.s.b.l. (LNVL) was founded in 1920 and is one of the 
leading nature conservation organisations in Luxembourg. LNVL works for nature conservation in 
general and is particularly concerned about field ornithology and species protection. Among 
others, LNVL coordinates national monitoring programs e.g. of Red- Milvus milvus and Black 
Kite Milvus migrans, of Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus, of Eagle Owl Bubo bubo… 
 
Conzemius, T. (2006): Die Rückkehr des Wanderfalken Falco peregrinus nach Luxemburg. 
Regulus Wissenschaftliche Berichte 21: 40-43. 

Lorgé, P. & T. Conzemius (2007): Der Uhu Bubo bubo in Luxemburg. Regulus 
Wissenschaftliche Berichte 22: 36-41. 

Biver, G. & T. Conzemius (2010): 
• Die „territoriale Saison-Population“des Rotmilans Milvus milvus in Luxemburg 2009. 

Regulus Wissenschaftliche Berichte 25: 13-27. 
• Die „territoriale Saison-Population“ des Schwarzmilans Milvus migrans in Luxemburg. 

Regulus Wissenschaftliche Berichte 25: 28-40. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.lnvl.lu/
http://www.naturemwelt.lu/
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Burfield 
First name Ian 
Position European Science & Data Manager 
Department European Division 
University/organisation BirdLife International 
Address line 1 Wellbrook Court 
Address line 2 Girton Road 
Address – town Cambridge 
Address – post/ZIP code CB3 0NA 
Address – country United Kingdom 
Tel (with international code) +44 1223 279829 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +44 7807 342558 
Fax (with international code) +44 1223 277200 
Email ian.burfield@birdlife.org 
Website www.birdlife.org 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with raptors, 
and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
BirdLife is the official authority for all birds for the IUCN Red List. This role involves collating 
information from a global network of experts and collaborating organisations, as well as from 
publications and unpublished sources, to assess each species’ extinction risk, using the categories 
and criteria of the IUCN Red List. As the criteria thresholds relate to the size and trends of each 
species’ population and range size, it is imperative that reliable and up-to-date estimates of these 
variables are available for all species. The same applies at European and EU levels, where 
BirdLife also assesses the conservation and threat status of all birds on a regular basis. The results 
of these assessments are very influential, helping to determine which species are priorities for the 
development of Species Action Plans and for funding, e.g. through the EU LIFE Programme. In 
each case, data are collected at the national level and then combined and assessed supranationally. 
Although some raptors are better monitored than many other European birds, owing to their 
popularity, others are covered very poorly, often in those countries holding large populations. 
BirdLife works closely with the European Bird Census Council (EBCC) to encourage better 
monitoring of all species, but recognises that raptor monitoring and research is often led by 
experts, institutes or groups that are not always closely affiliated with national BirdLife Partners 
or EBCC Delegates. Given the high proportion of European raptors on the IUCN Red List, the 
European SPEC list and Annex I of the Birds Directive, and the likelihood of EU Member States 
having to report on the status and trends of all bird species every six years from 2013, BirdLife is 
keen to help ensure that EURAPMON succeeds by bringing together all the relevant experts and 
data holders, identifying gaps that need filling, and improving raptor monitoring and reporting. 
 
Burfield and van Bommel (2004) Birds in Europe: population estimates, trends and conservation 

status. BirdLife Conservation Series No. 12. Cambridge, UK: BirdLife International. 
Donald, Sanderson, Burfield, Bierman, Gregory and Waliczky (2007) International conservation 

policy delivers benefits for birds in Europe. Science 317: 810-813. 
Burfield (2009) The conservation status and trends of raptors and owls in Europe. Ambio 37: 401-

407. 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr. 
Surname Casagrande 
First name Stefania 
Position Senior Marie Curie Fellow and Ornis italic 

member 
Department Evolutionary and Functional Biology 
University/organisation Parma University    
Address line 1 Via Usberti 11a, 43100 
Address line 2  
Address – town Parma 
Address – post/ZIP code 43100 
Address – country Italy 
Tel (with international code) +39 (0)521905150 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +39 3482557596 
Fax (with international code)  
Email casagrande@biol.unipr.it; 

stefania800@gmail.com 
Website www.ornisitalica.com; 

www.stefaniacasagrande.com 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
I am working within a EU project aimed at investigating which genetic, physiological and 
climatic factors can affect common kestrel timing of reproduction (with raptor).  The research is a 
collaboration between the University of Parma and Ornis Italica, an association of independent 
researchers involved in monitoring diurnal and nocturnal raptor populations breeding in nest-
boxes (for raptors). Within this collaboration we also are gathering data about bioaccumulation of 
contaminants in raptors (with raptor), biological effects of electro magnetic fields (with raptor) 
and impact of electric lines on avian populations (for raptors). 
 
Fields of interest and expertise 
endocrinology; ecophysiology; behavioural ecology; ecotoxicology; genetic of population; 
conservation; laboratory and field work skills 
 
Recent publication of interest:  
Casagrande S., Dijkstra C., Tagliavini J., Goerlich V. and Groothuis T. Differential effects of 
testosterone, dihydrotestosterone and estradiol on carotenoid deposition in an avian sexually 
selected signal.  Journal of Comparative Physiology A (In press, DOI:10.1007/s00359-010-0579-
4). 
Dell’Omo G., Costantini D., Wright J., Casagrande S. and Shore R. F. 2008. PCBs in the eggs of 
Eurasian kestrels. AMBIO 37: 452-456. 
Costantini, D., Casagrande, S., Dell’Omo, G. 2007. EMF magnitude does not affect body 
condition, pro-oxidants and anti-oxidants in Eurasian kestrel (Falco tinnunculus) nestlings. 
Environmental Research 104:361-366. 

mailto:casagrande@biol.unipr.it
http://www.ornisitalica.com/
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  dr 
Surname Dell’Omo 
First name Giacomo 
Position  
Department  
University/organisation Ornis italica 
Address line 1 Piazza Crati 15 
Address line 2  
Address – town Rome 
Address – post/ZIP code 00199 
Address – country Italy 
Tel (with international code) + 39 347 6167167 
GSM/mobile (with international code)  
Fax (with international code) + 39 0775571974 
Email giacomo.dellomo@gmail.com 
Website  
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
Onis italica manages  since many years: 
 

Ø >350 nest boxes for Eurasian kestrels (more than 3000 chicks ringed) 
Ø > 10 peregrine pairs 
Ø > 20 pairs of scops owl 
Ø other nocturnal birds of prey (tawny owls and little owls) 

 
Data on reproductive biology and contaminants in eggs are recorded since many years 
 
It runs the site: www.birdcam.it which this year has received >1.800.000 visits 
  
Some publications is available here: 
http://www.birdcam.it/pubblicazioni.php  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.birdcam.it/
http://www.birdcam.it/pubblicazioni.php
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr  
Surname Di Vittorio 
First name Massimiliano 
Position Post-doc  
Department Biologia Animale 
University/organisation Palermo 
Address line 1 Via Archirafi, 18 
Address line 2  
Address – town Palermo 
Address – post/ZIP code 90123 
Address – country Italy 
Tel (with international code) +39-091-23891826 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +39-3393204479 
Fax (with international code)  
Email divittoriomassimiliano@gmail.com 
Website  
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
The laboratory of Zoogeography and Animal Ecology (LABZEA) at the Department of Animal 
Biology is working since years on the distribution and conservation of Mediterranean raptors. 
My doctoral thesis was on the status and habitat preferences of the largest raptors in Sicily. 
Actually, my post-doc position at the department regards monitoring population of eagles and 
falcons in order to improve conservation actions in Sicily and other Mediterranean countries. 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Dombrovski 
First name Valery 
Position  
Department Laboratory of Ornithology 
University/organisation Institute of Zoology, National Academy of 

Sciences of Belarus 
Address line 1 Akademichnaia str., 27 
Address line 2  
Address – town Minsk 
Address – post/ZIP code 220072 
Address – country Belarus 
Tel (with international code) +375172949221 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +375447960375 
Fax (with international code) +375172841036 
Email valera@biobel.bas-net.by 
Website http://biobel.bas-net.by 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
Monitoring of Greater Spotted Eagle population since 2000. 
 
Research of hybridization between Lesser and Greater Spotted Eagles in Belarus and European 
Russia. 
 
Research on breeding biology of Greater Spotted Eagle in Belarus.  
 
Research on number and distribution of birds of prey in Belarus. 
 
Monitoring of birds of prey in Chernobyl contaminated zone since 1998. 
 
Establishment of special protection regime at nests of rare birds of prey species introduced in 
national Red data book. 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Mr 
Surname DUKE 
First name Guy 
Position Chairman EURAPMON/Independent 

Consultant/Member JNCC/Director Europe 
The Environment Bank Ltd 

Department n/a 
University/organisation n/a 
Address line 1 Rue Copernic 6G 
Address – town Brussels 
Address – post/ZIP code 1180 
Address – country BELGIUM 
Tel (with international code) +32-2-372-9008 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +32-475-395512 
Fax (with international code) +32-2-372-9008 
Email movalliduke@skynet.be 
Website www.esf.org/eurapmon 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
Chair EURAPMON, co-founder of EURAPMON with Paola Movalli, co-Guest Editor Ambio 
Special Issue on raptor monitoring in Europe, 2008. Also: (1) Independent Consultant on EU 
environmental policy, programming and knowledge exchange, e.g. on informing/influencing EU 
policy, for UK’s flagship environmental research programme LWEC (www.lwec.org.uk); (2) 
Executive Director Europe, The Environment Bank Ltd (www.environmentbank.com), a 
company which promotes habitat banking; (3) Independent Member, UK Joint Nature 
Conservation Committee (www.jncc.org.uk), which advises UK government on UK and 
international nature conservation. Previously, as Principal Administrator at the European 
Commission, architect of EU biodiversity policy. My interest in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors focuses on end users, both policy-makers and conservation practitioners. 
  
Movalli, P. & Duke, G. (eds). 2008. Editorial. Ambio 37(6), 393.  
 
Movalli, P., Duke, G. & Osborn, D. 2008. Introduction to monitoring for and with raptors.  In: Movalli, P. 
& Duke, G. (eds). Monitoring for and with raptors in Europe. Ambio 37(6), 395-396. 
 
Duke, G. 2008. The EU environmental policy context for monitoring for and with raptors in Europe. In: 
Movalli, P. & Duke, G. (eds). Monitoring for and with raptors in Europe. Ambio 37(6), 397-400.  
 
Above Ambio 37(6) papers available at: http://www.springer.com/environment/journal/13280  
 
European Commission. 2006. Communication from the Commission. Halting the Loss of Biodiversity by 
2010 – and Beyond. Sustaining Ecosystem Services for Human Well-being. COM(2006)216 final.  15 
pages. http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/com/2006/com2006_0216en01.pdf 
 

http://www.lwec.org.uk/
http://www.environmentbank.com/
http://www.jncc.org.uk/
http://www.springer.com/environment/journal/13280
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/com/2006/com2006_0216en01.pdf
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Mr 
Surname Eulaers 
First name Igor 
Position PhD student 
Department Biology 
University/organisation University of Antwerp 
Address line 1 Universiteitsplein 1 
Address line 2  
Address – town Wilrijk 
Address – post/ZIP code 2610 
Address – country Belgium 
Tel (with international code) 0032 3 265 22 85 
GSM/mobile (with international code) 0032 492 99 24 22 
Fax (with international code) 0032 3 265 22 71 
Email Igor.Eulaers@ua.ac.be 
Website http://www.ua.ac.be/Igor.Eulaers 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
My PhD research is situated within the cooperation between the Ethology group (Prof. Dr. Marcel 
Eens, Dr. Veerle Jaspers) and the Toxicological Centre (Prof. Dr. Adrian Covaci) of the 
University of Antwerp. My goal is to model the distribution and effects of persistent 
organohalogenated pollutants in predatory bird species. Doing so I would like to contribute to 
both fundamental toxicological and ecological knowledge on raptors as well as to lay the 
foundation of ecological risk assessment for the preservation of raptor species. 

The first objective is to validate the use of feathers as a non-destructive biomonitoring tool 
for regulated and emerging pollutants, such as brominated flame retardants (BFRs) and 
perfluorinated chemicals (PFCs). Furthermore, I will also validate feathers for stable isotope 
analysis, to unravel the influence of various ecological and behavioural confounding factors, such 
as diet, trophic position, foraging area and migration. My main goal is to analyze interactions 
between various chemical, toxicological and ecological data using Agent Based Models, and thus 
providing a basic tool for ecological risk assessment for above stated pollutants. These objectives 
will be reached by monitoring Belgian species but we aim at expanding to an international 
geographic scale and to species that are relevant for larger geographic areas. 
 
Relavant Publications 

Eulaers et al. 2010. Evaluation of the usefulness of feathers of nestling predatory birds for 
non-destructive biomonitoring of persistent organic pollutants. Part I. Accumulation levels, 
profiles and species differences. Submitted for publication to Environment International. 

Eulaers et al. 2010. Evaluation of the usefulness of feathers of nestling predatory birds for 
non-destructive biomonitoring of persistent organic pollutants. Part II. The role of feeding 
ecology determined through stable isotope analysis. Submitted for publication to Environment 
International. 

 

mailto:Igor.Eulaers@ua.ac.be
http://www.ua.ac.be/Igor.Eulaers
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Prof., Dr. 
Surname Galushin 
First name Vladimir 
Position Professor 
Department Zoology and Ecology 
University/organisation Moscow Pedagogical State University 
Address line 1   
Address line 2 Tarusskaya 6, apt.211 
Address – town Moscow 
Address – post/ZIP code 117588 
Address – country Russia 
Tel (with international code) 7-495-425-74-52 
GSM/mobile (with international code) 7-915-388-52-74 
Fax (with international code)  
Email v-galushin@yandex.ru 
Website  
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
Chairmen of the Working Group on Raptors of Northern Eurasia, ex-president of the Russian 
Bird Conservation Union (sopr@googlegroups.com) and a former vice-chairman of World 
Working Group on Birds of Prey and Owls (WWGBP@aol.com). Responsible for coordination 
of Raptor research and conservation through the majority of the former USSR Republics. For that 
purpose we monitor their study and protection as well as summarise major results mostly by 
organizing of specialised raptor conferences, publication of scientific papers and books. Most 
recent of them were V Conference on Raptors of Northern Eurasia (Ivanovo, 2008) and III 
Conference on Ukrainian Raptors (Krivoy Rog, 2008) with publication of their proceedings. The 
next VI Northern Eurasian Raptor Conference is planned for September 2012 in Krivoy Rog, 
Ukraine. Raptor population assessments were presented to BirdLife International for “Birds in 
Europe” (birdlife@birdlife-europe.nl) and to compilers of “Handbook of Birds of the World”,v.2. 
I made my raptor research almost in all regions of European Russia. Their results are published in 
a book “Forest Birds of Prey” and scientific papers as well as presented at many Russian and 
International Conferences in Spain, South Africa, Italy, Germany, Poland, Hungary, Czeckia, 
Vietnam, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, Georgia, Mongolia, United Arab Emirates, Japan, and others.  
With my active participation all raptor species were legally protected in Russia and other 
Republics of the former Soviet Union. At present we are doing our best to save the Saker and 
other large Falcons from illegal taking and trade as well as to prohibit use of Raptors for illegal 
taxidermy. Major publications: 
“Forest Birds of Prey”. 1980. Moscow, Forestry Press. 158 p. (in Russian) 
“Research priorities for bird conservation in Russia”. 1998. Avian conservation. Island press, Washington. 
pp. 355-367 (in English) 
“Raptor adaptive strategies”. 2005. Moscow Pedagogical Univ. 50 p. (in Russian) 
“Peregrine Falcon populations in European Russia at the beginning of the 21st century”. 2009. Peregrine 
Falcon populations. Janusz Sielicki and Tadeush Mizera (Eds.). Poland, pp.323-334 (in English) 
 

mailto:sopr@googlegroups.com
mailto:WWGBP@aol.com
mailto:birdlife@birdlife-europe.nl
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Prof 
Surname García-Fernández 
First name Antonio Juan 
Position Head of Toxicology and Forensic 

Veterinary 
Department Toxicology 
University/organisation University of Murcia 
Address line 1 Faculty of Veterinary 

Medicine 
Address line 2 Campus de Espinardo 
Address – town Murcia 
Address – post/ZIP code 30100 
Address – country Spain 
Tel (with international code) 34 868887021 
GSM/mobile (with international code) 34 649381321 
Fax (with international code) 34 868884147 
Email ajgf@um.es 
Website www.um.es/grupos/grupo-toxicologia 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
Interest in Monitoring with Raptor. 

1. Martínez-López E, Romero D, María-Mojica P, Martínez JE, Calvo JF, García-Fernández 
AJ. Changes in blood pesticide levels in booted eagle (Hieraaetus pennatus) associated 
with agricultural land practices. 2009. Ecotoxicol Environ Saf. 72(1):45-50.  

2. García-Fernández AJ, Calvo JF, Martínez-López E, María-Mojica P, Martínez JE. 2008. 
Raptor ecotoxicology in Spain: a review on persistent environmental contaminants. 
Ambio.. 37(6):432-9 

3. Martinez-Lopez E, Maria-Mojica P, Martinez JE, Calvo JF, Wright J, Shore RF, Romero 
D, Garcia-Fernandez AJ. Organochlorine residues in booted eagle (Hieraaetus pennatus) 
and goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) eggs from southeastern Spain. 2007Environ Toxicol 
Chem. 26(11):2373-8. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Mart%C3%ADnez-L%C3%B3pez%20E%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Romero%20D%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Mar%C3%ADa-Mojica%20P%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Mart%C3%ADnez%20JE%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Calvo%20JF%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Garc%C3%ADa-Fern%C3%A1ndez%20AJ%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Garc%C3%ADa-Fern%C3%A1ndez%20AJ%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Garc%C3%ADa-Fern%C3%A1ndez%20AJ%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Calvo%20JF%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Mart%C3%ADnez-L%C3%B3pez%20E%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Mar%C3%ADa-Mojica%20P%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Mart%C3%ADnez%20JE%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Martinez-Lopez%20E%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Maria-Mojica%20P%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Martinez%20JE%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Calvo%20JF%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Wright%20J%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Shore%20RF%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Romero%20D%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Romero%20D%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Garcia-Fernandez%20AJ%22%5BAuthor%5D
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Giordano 
First name Anna  
Position Volunteer/staff 
Department Mediterranean Association for 

Natura/WWF Italy 
University/organisation  
Address line 1  
Address line 2  
Address – town Viale della Libertà n. 19 – Messina  
Address – post/ZIP code 98121  
Address – country Italy  
Tel (with international code) 0039/090/315450 
GSM/mobile (with international code) 0039/335/8422029 
Fax (with international code)  
Email a.giordanowwf.it 
Website www.migrazione.it 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
In 1981 we discovered that several hundreds of poachers were shooting thousands of raptors 
migrating through the Straits of Messina (Sicily). Our group started immediately to contrast such 
slaughter and since 1984 we organize international camp to repress and prevent poaching held by 
Mediterranean Association for Nature (MAN) and WWF, in collaboration with NABU. Such 
activity is still going on, in 2011 it will be 30 years of action, and we have had great results in 
conservation, together with the collection of very important scientific data about raptors 
migration. Many poachers stopped to shoot, but still remain some of them that every spring can 
shoot the raptors migrating: our presence became, year after year, prevention more than 
repression. We need to continue to control the spring migration, to defend thousands of raptors 
and hundreds of storks. Moreover, new threats are coming, and the collection of data help us in 
contrasting the destruction of the habitats of the Straits of Messina and the construction of new 
obstacles to the flight of the migratory birds.  
 
1)Giordano A. 1991 “The migration of birds of prey and stork in the Strait of Messina” Birds of 
Prey Bulletin n. 4 – Editors R.D. Chancellor & B.-U.Meyburg  
2)Giordano A., Ricciardi D.,Candiano G., Celesti S., Irrera A., “Anti poaching on the Straits of 
Messina: results after 15 years of  activities” 1998 – Atti della conferenza internazionale dei 
Rapaci dell’Olartico – Badajoz (Extremadura – Spagna), 17 – 22 aprile 1995 – pag. 623 – 630 
3)Giordano A., Ricciardi D., Chiofalo G., 2005 “A 2005 Update of continuing efforts to protect 
migrating raptors and storks across the Straits of Messina (Italy)” International Hawkwatcher n. 
10; pp.11 – 15  
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Gjershaug 
First name Jan Ove 
Position Senior Research Biologist 
Department  
University/organisation Norwegian Institute for Nature Research 
Address line 1 Tungasletta 2 
Address line 2  
Address – town  
Address – post/ZIP code 7047 Trondheim 
Address – country Norway 
Tel (with international code) +47 73801433 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +47 46418141 
Fax (with international code) +47 73801401 
Email Jan.o.gjershaug@nina.no 
Website  
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
NINA is using raptor monitoring research for several purposes. In our programme for monitoring 
of the terrestrial environment (TOV), raptors are used as key indicators of the environmental 
quality, both of the habitat as such, and also as indicators of environmental pollution. Data series 
of pollutant levels in eggs date back to the early 1970s. Key species in TOV are the Golden Eagle 
and the Gyrfalcon, but many other raptor and owl species are used for pollution monitoring, such 
as the Merlin, Osprey, and the White-tailed Eagle. We are also monitoring the White-tailed Eagle 
population and productivity, especially related to the development of wind-power plants along the 
Norwegian coast. The Goshawk population is Central Norway is used as an indicator of the 
environmental quality of the spruce forest, as influenced by modern forestry. Recent concern 
about the status of the Eagle Owl in Norway has initiated a study of the population status of 
species, especially in connection with the threats of powerlines and wind-farms. GPS satellite 
telemetry is an important tool in connection with the White-tailed Eagle and Eagle owl studies. 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr. 
Surname Helander 
First name Björn 
Position Senior Scientist 
Department Dept. of Contaminant Research 
University/organisation Swedish Museum of Natural History 
Address line 1 Box 50007 
Address line 2  
Address – town Stockholm 
Address – post/ZIP code SE-104 05 
Address – country Sweden 
Tel (with international code) +46 8 51 95 41 09 
GSM/mobile (with 
international code) 

+46 708 87 68 93 

Fax (with international code) +46 8 51 95 42 56 
Email bjorn.helander@nrm.se 
Website http://www.nrm.se/en/menu/researchandcollections/de

partments/contaminantresearch/marinetoppredators.93
9_en.html 

 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
Long-term monitoring of populations and reproduction; contamination & effects &, threshold 
levels of chemical pollutants; studies (based on ringing) of migration & wintering areas, natal 
dispersal, site fidelity, lifetime reproduction & survival rates; conservation issues; population 
genetics 
 
Helander B., Axelsson J., Borg H., Holm K., Bignert A. 2009. Ingestion of lead ammunition 
and lead concentrations in white-tailed sea eagles (Haliaeetus albicilla) in Sweden. Science of the 
Total Environment 
 
Hailer, F.,Helander, B., Folkestad, A.O , GanusevichS., Garstad, S., Hauff, P., Koren, C., 
Nygård, T., Volke, V., Vila`, C. & Ellegren, H. 2006. Bottlenecked but long-lived: high genetic 
diversity retained in white-tailed eagles upon recovery from population decline. Biol. Lett. (2006) 
2:316–319. doi:10.1098/rsbl.2006.0453 
 
Helander, B., Olsson, A., Bignert, A., Asplund, L. and Litzén, K. 2002. The Role of DDE, 
PCB, Coplanar PCB and Eggshell Parameters for Reproduction in the White-tailed Sea Eagle 
(Haliaeetus albicilla) in Sweden. Ambio, 31(5):386-403.  
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr. 
Surname Herzke 
First name Dorte 
Position Senior scientist 
Department Environmental pollutants 
University/organisation Norwegian Institute fir Air  Research 
Address line 1 Hjalmar Johansen gt. 14 
Address line 2  
Address – town Tromso 
Address – post/ZIP code  
Address – country Norway 
Tel (with international code) +47 777 50 397 
GSM/mobile (with international code)  
Fax (with international code) +47 777 50 376 
Email dhe@nilu.no 
Website www.Nilu.no 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
• Analysis of persistent organic pollutants (POPs) and new emerging pollutant in biological 

samples with special emphasis on birds  
• Acquisition and management of scientific research projects and commercial analyses orders. 

Reporting to Norwegian EPA. Supervision of master and PhD students. Head of laboratory.  
• Participation in EU projects as workpackage leader 
• Coordination and participation of NRC projects 
• Participant in AMAP POP group 
• Participant in analytical method standardization  group for PFOS for EU member countries 

Relevant publications: 
 
Herzke D, Berger U, Huber S, Røv N, Nygård T (2009) Perfluorinated and other persistent 
halogenated organic compounds in European shag (Phalacrocorax aristotelis) and common eider 
(Somateria mollissima) from Norway: A suburban to remote pollutant gradient, Science of the 
Total Environment; (408): 340-348 
 
Jenssen B M, Aarnes J B, Murvoll K M, Herzke D, Nygard T. Fluctuating wing asymmetry and 
hepatic concentrations of persistent organic pollutants are associated in European shag 
(Phalacrocorax aristotelis) chicks. Science of the Total Environment 2010; (408): 578-585. 

Sonne C, Bustnes J O, Herzke D, Jaspers V L B, Covaci A, Halley D J, Moum T, Eulaers I, Eens 
M, Ims R A, Hanssen S A, Erikstad K E, Johnsen T, Schnug L, Riget F F, Jensen A L. 
Relationships between organohalogen contaminants and blood plasma clinical-chemical 
parameters in chicks of three raptor species from Northern Norway. Ecotoxicology and 
Environmental Safety 2010; (73): 7-17. 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr. 
Surname Horváth 
First name Márton 
Position species conservation manager 
Department Species Conservation Group 
University/organisation MME BirdLife Hungary 
Address line 1 Költő u. 21. 
Address line 2  
Address – town Budapest 
Address – post/ZIP code H-1121 
Address – country Hungary 
Tel (with international code) +36-1-275-62-47 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +36-30-525-40-71 
Fax (with international code) +36-1-275-62-67 
Email horvath.marton@mme.hu 
Website www.mme.hu; www.imperialeagle.hu 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
In the framework of the Species Conservation Group of MME BirdLife Hungary we are involved 
in the following main raptor monitoring programmes: 
• national coordination of species specific monitoring and conservation of strictly protected 

raptor species in Hungary since 1980, with a special emphasis on the Eastern Imperial Eagle 
(Aquila heliaca), Saker Falcon (Falco cherrug) and Red-footed Falcon (Falco vespertinus); 

• coordination of mid-winter eagle count in Hungary since 2004; 
• coordination of standard bird electrocution surveys in Hungary since 2004; 
• maintenance of wildlife poisoning database of Hungary since 2006; 
• editing Annual Hungarian Raptor Monitoring Report since 1986 (standard format in Heliaca 

journal since 2004); 
• participation in Eastern Imperial Eagle monitoring programmes in other countries 

(Azerbaijan, Turkey, Bulgaria) since 2006. 
 
Relevant publications: 
Horváth, M.B., Martínez-Cruz, B., Negro, J.J., Kalmár, L. & Godoy, J.A. (2005) An overlooked 

DNA source for non-invasive genetic analysis in birds. Journal of Avian Biology 36(1): 84-
88. 

Horváth, M. (2009): Habitat- and prey-selection of imperial eagles (Aquila heliaca). Eötvös 
Loránd University, Faculty of Science, Biological PhD Programme, Faculty of Ethology, 
Budapest. PhD thesis. 119 pp. 

Horváth, M., Szitta, T., Firmánszky, G., Solti, B., Kovács, A.& Moskát, C. (2010) Spatial 
variation in prey composition and its possible effect on reproductive success in an expanding 
eastern imperial eagle (Aquila heliaca) population. Acta Zoologica Academiae Scientiarum 
Hungaricae 56: 187-200. 

 

mailto:horvath.marton@mme.hu
http://www.mme.hu/
http://www.imperialeagle.hu/
http://www.imperialegle.hu/
http://www.imperialegle.hu/
http://www.kerecsensolyom.mme.hu/hu/content/show
http://www.kekvercse.mme.hu/hu/content/show
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.0908-8857.2005.03370.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.0908-8857.2005.03370.x/abstract
http://teo.elte.hu/minosites/ertekezes2009/horvath_m.pdf
http://actazool.nhmus.hu/56/2/AZH_56_2_Horvath.pdf
http://actazool.nhmus.hu/56/2/AZH_56_2_Horvath.pdf
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr. 
Surname Jaspers 
First name Veerle 
Position Post Doctoral Researcher 
Department Biology 
University/organisation University of Antwerp 
Address line 1 Universiteitsplein 1 
Address – town Wilrijk 
Address – post/ZIP code 2610 
Address – country Belgium 
Tel (with international code) +32 3 265 22 85 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +32 486 53 60 52 
Fax (with international code) +32 3 265 22 71 
Email Veerle.jaspers@ua.ac.be 
Website www.ua.ac.be/veerle.jaspers 

http://be.linkedin.com/in/veerlejaspers 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
During my PhD I have investigated the contamination of the Belgian environment with organic 
pollutants (e.g. PCBs, OCPs, BFRs), making use of different raptor species. For the first time it 
was investigated if organic pollutants could be quantified in bird feathers. Feathers of predatory 
birds were confirmed to be useful as a nondestructive biomonitoring tool for contamination with 
organic pollutants. Concentrations of most organic pollutants could be quantified in one single 
tail feather and these concentrations were related to the levels in the internal tissues of the birds. 
This implies that concentrations in feathers may provide information on the levels in the bird’s 
body and may anticipate potential negative effects. During my Post doctoral research I have 
already studied perfluorinated compounds (PFCs) in feathers and I will investigate if they are 
related to the concentrations in the bird's body (in collaboration with Dr. Herzke from NILU 
(Norway)). Furthermore I study accumulation, geographical variation and potential effects of 
organic pollutants on condition, reproduction and immunity in free-living birds of prey. I am also 
involved in an international project (RAPTOR 2015) studying the interactive impact of organic 
pollutants, natural stress and climate change on the survival of raptors in Northern ecosystems 
(NINA, Polar Environmental Centre, Tromsø, Norway). Together with my PhD student Igor 
Eulaers we will now start research on ecological modelling of BFRs and PFCs in raptors. Further, 
we want to investigate geographical patterns and tissue distribution of the emerging flame 
retardants HBCD and TBBPA. 
 
* Jaspers V.L.B., Voorspoels S., Covaci A., Eens M. (2006). Can predatory bird feathers be used as a non-
destructive biomonitor of organic pollutants? Biology Letters, 2, 283-285. 
* Jaspers V.L.B., Covaci A., Deleu P., Neels H., Eens M. (2008). Preen oil as the main source of external 
contamination with organic pollutants onto feathers of the common magpie (Pica pica). Environ Int, 34: 
741- 748. 
* Jaspers V.L.B., Covaci A., Deleu P., Neels H., Eens M. (2009). Concentrations in bird feathers reflect 
regional contamination with organic pollutants. Sci Total Environ, 407, 1447-1451. 

http://www.ua.ac.be/veerle.jaspers
http://be.linkedin.com/in/veerlejaspers
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Mr 
Surname Kovács 
First name András 
Position External expert 
Department - 
University/organisation MME BirdLife Hungary 
Address line 1 Koszorú u. 46 
Address line 2 - 
Address – town Eger 
Address – post/ZIP code 3300 
Address – country Hungary 
Tel (with international code) - 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +36 30 260 55 33 
Fax (with international code) - 
Email kovacs.andras@mme.hu 
Website www.imperialeagle.hu, www.mme.hu 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
Own experience: 

Monitoring and conservation of raptors and their habitats, habitat mapping and satellite 
tracking. Specialization on the conservation of the Eastern Imperial Eagle Aquila heliaca.  
Development and application of conservation policies, species management plans and habitat 
management guidelines, reconciling raptor conservation, economy and land use.  
Conservation strategy and project planning and implementation. Spatial data analysis with 
Geographic Information Systems in relation to the conservation of raptors and their habitats.  

Relevant publications: 
Kovács, András, Ubbo C.C. Mammen and Chris V. Wernham (2008) European Monitoring for 

Raptors and Owls: State of the Art and Future Needs. Ambio (Royal Swedish Academy of 
Sciences): Vol. 37, No. 5. 408-412.  

Kovács, András, M. Horváth, I. Demeter, I. Fatér, J. Bagyura, K. Nagy, T. Szitta and G. 
Firmánszky (2008) Current efforts to monitor and conserve of the Eastern Imperial Eagle 
Aquila heliaca in Hungary. Ambio (Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences): Vol. 37, No. 6. 
457-459. 

Kovács, András, Demeter, I., Horváth, M., Fülöp, Gy., Frank, T. (2005) Imperial Eagle 
management guidelines. MME, Budapest. 

   MME profile relating to raptors: 
Monitoring and conservation of raptors and owls. 
Planning and implementing complex raptor conservation projects including conservation policy 
actions, advocacy, monitoring, research, site and habitat conservation and practical management 
of raptor populations. Awareness rising about the cultural and ecological importance of raptors. 
National and international networking in the abovementioned areas. 
 
 

http://www.imperialeagle.hu/
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Lindberg 
First name Peter 
Position Senior Scientist 
Department Department of Zoology 
University/organisation University of Gothenburg 
Address line 1 Box 463 
Address line 2  
Address – town Göteborg 
Address – post/ZIP code SE-405 
Address – country SWEDEN 
Tel (with international code)  
GSM/mobile (with international code) +46702092315 
Fax (with international code)  
Email peter.lindberg@zool.gu.se 
Website www.pilgrimsfalk.se 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
The Swedish Peregrine Falcon Project conducted by The Swedish Society for Nature 
Conservation in collaboration with the Swedish Environmental Protection Board and University 
of Gothenburg. Annual monitoring of population development and reproduction, collection of 
addled eggs for analyses of PBDEs, PFAS, PFOS etc, 
 
Organiser of the Fennoscandian colour-ringing scheme for peregrines (Sweden, Finland, Norway 
and Denmark).    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 160
 

PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Mr 
Surname Lusby 
First name John 
Position Raptor Conservation Officer 
Department Conservation 
University/organisation BirdWatch Ireland 
Address line 1 Midlands Office,  
Address line 2 Crank House, 
Address – town Banagher, Offaly 
Address – post/ZIP code n/a 
Address – country Ireland 
Tel (with international code) 00 353 579151676 
GSM/mobile (with international code) 00 353 857201892 
Fax (with international code)  
Email jlusby@birdwatchireland.ie 
Website www.birdwatchireland.ie 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
I work as Raptor Conservation Officer for BirdWatch Ireland (BirdLife International partner). Raptor 
monitoring and research is at an early stage in Ireland compared with other European countries, however 
has gained significant momentum in recent years with the establishment of numerous effective research and 
conservation initiatives. BirdWatch Ireland aims to work with relevant bodies to expand this platform to 
establish an effective raptor monitoring protocol; to determine and manage the issues which impact our 
raptor species and to achieve a favourable conservation status for our raptor populations.  
 
One of my primary interests is Barn Owl ecology and conservation. I initiated the Barn Owl Research 
Project in 2006, the main aim of which is to increase the level of understanding of the ecology of the 
species in Ireland in order to understand the reasons behind population declines, and to draft an effective 
research-based conservation plan for the species. I am currently completing a PhD on this work which is 
due for submission in 2011. I also manage specific projects on Kestrel (research & monitoring) and Merlin 
(monitoring), as well as general monitoring of a range of other raptor species. One current area of research 
which I am involved in is assessing the impacts of introduced small mammal species on certain raptor 
populations. I am also interested in the impacts of rodenticides on small mammal specialists, currently 
conducting work which will inform future guidance and regulations on the use of these substances in 
Ireland. I am also currently working with government bodies to draft new legislation regarding the use of 
poisons in Ireland in order to reduce the threat posed to birds of prey. I hope to work towards initiating a 
formal protocol for monitoring exposure of toxins in raptors in Ireland in the near future. Although my 
background is primarily research and monitoring, within my role as Raptor Conservation Officer I am also 
involved with and promote general raptor related conservation issues in the public spectrum.  
. 
I am a licensed ringer and have experience with various research techniques including radio tracking, 
dietary analysis, nest monitoring technology and toxicology analysis. 
 
 
 

mailto:jlusby@birdwatchireland.ie
http://www.birdwatchireland.ie/
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)   
Surname Mammen 
First name Ubbo 
Position Chairman 
Department  
University/organisation MEROS – Monitoring of European Raptors 

and Owls 
Address line 1 Buchenweg 14 
Address line 2  
Address – town Halle (Saale) 
Address – post/ZIP code 06132 
Address – country  
Tel (with international code) +49 345-6869884 
GSM/mobile (with international code)  
Fax (with international code) +49 345-6869967 
Email monitoring@greifvogelmonitoring.de 
Website www.greifvogelmonitoring.de 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
The MEROS project (Monitoring of European Raptors and Owls) aims to obtain comprehensive 
data on population development of all raptor and owl species in Europe. On one hand, the 
database provides the basis for protection programmes, and on the other, it demonstrates that 
changes in the populations of the species can be indicators of environmental changes that remain 
otherwise undetected. 
Although the project comprises data from all over Europe on raptors and owls, after 20 years the 
main source and focus of the data still is in Germany, where the project originated.  
We want to encourage other countries to use our experiences (work with volunteers, database …) 
and join the project.  
 
MAMMEN, U. & STUBBE, M. (eds) (2009): Population Ecology of Raptors and Owls – 
Proceedings of the 5. International Conference “Population Ecology of Raptors and Owls” 
Meisdorf/Harz 2006; 485 p. 
KOVACS, A.; MAMMEN, U. C. C.; WERNHAM, C. V. (2008): European Monitoring for Raptors 
and Owls: State of the Art and Future Needs. - Ambio 37: 408-412. 
 
Mammen, U. (2003): No Chance for an European Monitoring of Raptors and Owls? - Ornis 
Hungarica, Proceedings 15th EBCC Conference BIRD NUMBERS 2001, Nyiregyhaza: 267-270. 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 

Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Martinez-Haro 
First name Mónica 
Position PhD 
Department Ecotoxicology 
University/organisation Instituto de Investigación en Recursos Cinegéticos 

(CSIC-UCLM-JCCM)  
Address line 1 Ronda de Toledo s/n 
Address line 2  
Address – town Ciudad Real 
Address – post/ZIP code 13071 
Address – country Spain 
Tel (with international code) +34 926 29 54 50 
GSM/mobile (with 
international code) 

+34 657 59 83 19 

Fax (with international code) +34 926 29 54 51 
Email monica.martinez@uclm.es 
Website http://www.uclm.es/irec/investigacion/grupos/ecotoxicologia/ 

 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 

I currently work on various projects studying the effects of lead (Pb) ammunition and pesticides on 
wildlife within the Ecotoxicology group of the Instituto de Investigación en Recursos Cinegéticos 
(Spain). My research to date (as a PhD student) has focussed on the effects of Pb shot ingestion, 
mainly by waterfowl. It is also well recognised that raptors are commonly affected by Pb poisoning 
when they ingest prey (by hunting or scavenging) that have Pb ammunition in their flesh. Currently, 
international efforts to “get the lead out” are being promoted by the African-Eurasian Migratory 
Waterbird Agreement, and by organisations such as Wetlands International. Raptor research and 
monitoring programs are essential for conservation, and the results produced can aid in such efforts, 
whereby, in the future, Pb ammunition will hopefully be replaced by less toxic alternatives, for the 
benefit of all affected wildlife. I also work on the effects of pesticides on wildlife. Predatory birds 
are good indicators and sentinels of contamination in the environment, since certain pollutants can 
bio-concentrate/-accumulate along food chains, at the top of which sit top predators such as raptors. 
Furthermore, raptors tend to have large foraging areas, and so can assimilate diffuse contaminants 
from across relatively wide geographical areas. In addition, a wide range of raptor species are 
commonly affected by secondary poisoning. Publications: 
Martinez-Haro, M., Mateo, R., Guitart, R., Soler-Rodríguez, F., Pérez-López, M., María-Mojica, P., 
García-Fernández, A.J. 2008. Relationship of the toxicity of pesticide formulations and their 
commercial restrictions with the frequency of animal poisonings Ecotoxicology and Environmental 
Safety 69 (3), pp. 396-402. 
 
 
 

http://www.uclm.es/irec/investigacion/grupos/ecotoxicologia/
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dra. 
Surname Martínez-López 
First name Emma 
Position Lecturer  
Department Toxicology 
University/organisation University of Murcia 
Address line 1 Faculty of Veterinary 

Medicine 
Address line 2 Campus de Espinardo 
Address – town Murcia 
Address – post/ZIP code 30100 
Address – country Spain 
Tel (with international code) 34 868887022 
GSM/mobile (with international code) 34 620304454 
Fax (with international code) 34 868884147 
Email emmaml@um.es 
Website www.um.es/grupos/grupo-toxicologia 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
Interest in Monitoring with Raptor. 

1. Martínez-López E, Romero D, María-Mojica P, Martínez JE, Calvo JF, García-Fernández 
AJ. Changes in blood pesticide levels in booted eagle (Hieraaetus pennatus) associated 
with agricultural land practices. 2009. Ecotoxicol Environ Saf. 72(1):45-50.  

2. García-Fernández AJ, Calvo JF, Martínez-López E, María-Mojica P, Martínez JE. 2008. 
Raptor ecotoxicology in Spain: a review on persistent environmental contaminants. 
Ambio.. 37(6):432-9 

3. Martinez-Lopez E, Maria-Mojica P, Martinez JE, Calvo JF, Wright J, Shore RF, Romero 
D, Garcia-Fernandez AJ. Organochlorine residues in booted eagle (Hieraaetus pennatus) 
and goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) eggs from southeastern Spain. 2007Environ Toxicol 
Chem. 26(11):2373-8. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Mart%C3%ADnez-L%C3%B3pez%20E%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Romero%20D%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Mar%C3%ADa-Mojica%20P%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Mart%C3%ADnez%20JE%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Calvo%20JF%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Garc%C3%ADa-Fern%C3%A1ndez%20AJ%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Garc%C3%ADa-Fern%C3%A1ndez%20AJ%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Garc%C3%ADa-Fern%C3%A1ndez%20AJ%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Calvo%20JF%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Mart%C3%ADnez-L%C3%B3pez%20E%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Mar%C3%ADa-Mojica%20P%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Mart%C3%ADnez%20JE%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Martinez-Lopez%20E%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Maria-Mojica%20P%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Martinez%20JE%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Calvo%20JF%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Wright%20J%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Shore%20RF%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Romero%20D%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Romero%20D%22%5BAuthor%5D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=%22Garcia-Fernandez%20AJ%22%5BAuthor%5D
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Mateo 
First name Rafael 
Position Researcher/Professor 
Department Instituto de Investigación en Recursos 

Cinegéticos (Institute of Game and 
Wildlife Research) 

University/organisation CSIC-Universidad de Castilla-La Mancha 
Address line 1 Ronda de Toledo s/n 
Address line 2  
Address – town Ciudad Real 
Address – post/ZIP code 130071 
Address – country Spain 
Tel (with international code) +34 926 295450 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +34 651095432 
Fax (with international code) +34 926295451 
Email rafael.mateo@uclm.es 
Website http://www.uclm.es/irec/ 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 

- Ecotoxicology (my own group): Lead poisoning, intentional and secondary poisonings, 
organochlorine compounds, heavy metals and metalloids. 

- Ecology (other member of my Institute). 
 
Gangoso, L, Álvarez-Lloret, P. Rodríguez-Navarro, A.B., Mateo, R., Hiraldo, F., Donázar, J.A. 
(2009). Long-term effects of lead poisoning on bone mineralization in Egyptian vultures 
(Neophron percnopterus) exposed to ammunition sources. Environmental Pollution 157: 569-
574. 
 
Olea, P.P, Sánchez-Barbudo, I.S., Viñuela, J., Barja, I., Mateo-Tomás, P., Piñeiro, A., Mateo, R., 
Purroy, F.J. (2009). Lack of scientific evidence and precautionary principle in massive release of 
rodenticides threatens biodiversity: old lessons for new reflections. 
Environmental Conservation 36: 1-4.  
 
van Drooge, B., Mateo R., Vives, I., Cardiel, I., Guitart, R. (2008).  Organochlorine residues in 
livers of birds of prey from Spain: relationships with diet and migratory patterns. Environmental 
Pollution 153: 84-91. 
 
 
 
 

mailto:rafael.mateo@uclm.es
http://www.uclm.es/irec/
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Mee 
First name Allan 
Position Chairman 
Department  
University/organisation Irish Raptor Study Group 
Address line 1 Direen 
Address line 2 Black Valley 
Address – town Beaufort 
Address – post/ZIP code Co Kerry 
Address – country Ireland 
Tel (with international code) +353-6466-25007 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +353-873117608 
Fax (with international code)  
Email allan.mee@goldeneagle.ie 
Website www.goldeneagle.ie 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
My interests focus at present mainly on conservation biology of raptors and vultures as well as 
recovery/reintroduction of threatened or locally extinct species. Recent work included research on 
the reintroduced populations of the endangered California Condor (USA), principally breeding 
ecology and effects of contaminants on recovery. Presently managing reintroduction of White-
tailed Sea Eagles Haliaeetus albicilla in SW Ireland, monitoring using telemetry including GPS 
satellite tracking to study dispersal, habitat use and survivorship. As chair of the IRSG, along 
with colleagues in Northern Ireland Raptor Study Group, am seeking to establish a long-term 
monitoring scheme for raptors in Ireland to determine population trends for breeding raptors. 
IRSG (under Dr. Marc Ruddock) is currently carrying out a national census of Hen Harriers 
Circus cyaneus in the Republic of Ireland.   
 
Relevant publications: 
 
Mee, A. & N.F.R. Snyder (2007) California Condors in the 21st Century: conservation 
problems and solutions. In California Condors in the 21st Century (A. Mee & L. S. 
Hall, Eds.) Series in Ornithology No. 2. American Ornithologists’ Union and Nuttall 
Ornithological Club. 
 
Mee, A., B.A. Rideout, J.A. Hamber, J.N. Todd, G. Austin, M. Clark, and M.P. Wallace. 2007. 
Junk ingestion and nestling mortality in a reintroduced population of California Condors 
Gymnogyps californianus. Bird Conservation International 17: 1-13. 
 
 
 
 

http://www.goldeneagle.ie/
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname MOVALLI 
First name Paola 
Position Senior Researcher, Coordinator 

EURAPMON 
Department Institute for Environmental Studies 
University/organisation VU University, Amsterdam 
Address line 1 Rue Copernic 6G 
Address – town Brussels 
Address – post/ZIP code 1180 
Address – country BELGIUM 
Tel (with international code) +32-2-372-9008 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +32-473-865544 
Fax (with international code) +32-2-372-9008 
Email paola.movalli@ivm.vu.nl 
Website www.esf.org/eurapmon 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
Coordinator EURAPMON, co-founder of EURAPMON with Guy Duke, co-Guest Editor Ambio 
Special Issue on raptor monitoring in Europe, 2008. Previously European Commission Marie 
Curie Fellowships at UK Centre for Ecology and Hydrology (2005-07) and at University of 
Palermo (2007-2010), with focus on raptor ecotoxicology (lanner falcon, Sicily) and 
establishment of the EURAPMON network. Particularly interested in research and monitoring 
with raptors, specifically contaminants. 
 
Movalli, P.A. (2010). Understanding chemical and other pressures on lanners, in European Commission. 
In: European Commission (2010). Marie Curie Actions – Inspiring Success. European Commission, 
Brussels. 40-43. http://ec.europa.eu/research/mariecurieactions/docs/inspiring_researchers_en.pdf 
 
Movalli, P. & Duke, G. (eds). (2008). Editorial. In: Movalli, P. & Duke, G. (eds). Monitoring for and with 
raptors in Europe. Ambio 37(6), 393. 
 
Movalli, P., Duke, G. & Osborn, D. (2008). Introduction to monitoring for and with raptors.  In: Movalli, 
P. & Duke, G. (eds). Monitoring for and with raptors in Europe. Ambio 37(6), 395-396. 

 
Movalli, P., Lo Valvo, M., Gloria Pereira M. & Osborn, D. (2008). Organochlorine pesticides and 
polychrominated biphenyl congeners in lanner Falco biarmicus feldeggi Schlegel chicks and lanner prey in 
Sicily, Italy. In: Movalli, P. & Duke, G. (eds). Monitoring for and with raptors in Europe. Ambio 37(6), 
445-451. 
 
Above Ambio 37(6) papers available at: http://www.springer.com/environment/journal/13280  
 
Movalli, P.A. (2000). Heavy metal and other residues in feathers of laggar falcon Falco biarmicus jugger 
from six districts of Pakistan. Environmental Pollution 109: 267-275. 
 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/mariecurieactions/docs/inspiring_researchers_en.pdf
http://www.springer.com/environment/journal/13280
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Müller 
First name Claudia 
Position Scientific collaborator 
Department Monitoring (former Ecology) 
University/organisation Swiss Ornithological Institute 
Address line 1 Seerose 1 
Address line 2  
Address – town Sempach 
Address – post/ZIP code CH-6204 
Address – country Switzerland 
Tel (with international code) +41 41 462 97 64 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +41 79 272 29 67 
Fax (with international code) +41 41 462 97 10 
Email claudia.mueller@vogelwarte.ch 
Website www.vogelwarte.ch 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
• I did my PhD with the effects on stress on postnatal development in Eurasian kestrels. I’m 

generally interested in the ecology and monitoring of raptors.  
• The Swiss Ornithological Institute monitors the Swiss breeding raptor populations 

(monitoring common breeding birds including raptors, monitoring rare breeding raptors, 
Swiss breeding bird atlas (distribution and density from 1972-76 and 1993-96) and visiting 
raptors. Results of this monitoring activities can be found e.g. in the Swiss Red List of 
endangered bird species, in the Swiss Bird Index (yearly updated, index of the past 20 years) 
or in publications on national species responsibilities. In this context, the Swiss 
Ornithological Institute is interested in trends of raptor populations in other regions of Europe 
and all Europe. 

• Research activities of the Swiss Ornithological Institute concerning raptors include 
o Effects of stress on morphology, the immune system and cognitive    

   performance in raptors 
• The use of ecological compensation areas by raptors 

o Conflicts between raptors and humans (wind farms, electrocution,   
         climate change, …) 

• Raptor migration in the Mediterranean Area 
o In this context, the Swiss Ornithological Institute is interested in ongoing research 

activities on raptors in Europe. 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Mr 
Surname Munoz Arroyo 
First name Gonzalo 
Position Head of Research 
Department Program Migres 
University/organisation Fundacion Migres 
Address line 1 Ctra. N-340, km 96,7 
Address line 2 Huerta Grande, Pelayo 
Address – town Algeciras 
Address – post/ZIP code 11390 
Address – country Spain 
Tel (with international code) +34956679857 
GSM/mobile (with international code)  
Fax (with international code)  
Email gonzalo.munoz@fundacionmigres.org 
Website http://www.fundacionmigres.org 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
Monitoring raptors migration across the Strait of Gibraltar. 
http://www.fundacionmigres.org/Programa_Migres.html 
 
Monitoring and mitigation of the effects of wind farms on bird populations. 
 
Raptors Ringing Program. 
 
Remote and Satellite tracking of Raptors 
 
Other conservation actions concerning Short Toed Eagles, Montagu’s Harrier, Lesser Kestrel, 
among others species 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:gonzalo.munoz@fundacionmigres.org
http://www.fundacionmigres.org/
http://www.fundacionmigres.org/Programa_Migres.html
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 

Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Mrs 
Surname Nikolenko 
First name Elvira 
Position Program Coordinator 
Department Raptor Conservation Program 
University/organisation NGO Siberian Environmental Center 
Address line 1 Tereshkovoy str. 48-410 
Address line 2  
Address – town Novosibirsk 
Address – post/ZIP code 630090 
Address – country Russia 
Tel (with international code) +7 383 330 57 86 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +7 923 150 12 79 
Fax (with international code) +7 383 363 00 59 
Email elnik2007@ya.ru 
Website http://www.sibecocenter.ru/en/raptors.htm  
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
Russian Raptor Research and Conservation Network, that I represent, it is informal organization, 
which join efforts of collective and individual members in Research and Conservation of raptors. 
Work of the Network is presented in the Raptors Conservation bulletin – bilingual newsletter of 
the raptors of the East Europe and North Asia (http://www.sibecocenter.ru/RC.htm).  
The main activities are: 

• Research and long-term monitoring of rare raptors in Russia (the Volga-Ural and the 
Altai-Sayan regions) and Kazakhstan. 

• Maintenance of united database of raptors. 
• Unify of methods of raptors monitoring and estimation of populations number. 
• Conservation projects: erection of artificial constructions, the problem of bird deaths 

caused by electrocution, the problem of illegal catching of birds and others. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.sibecocenter.ru/en/raptors.htm
http://www.sibecocenter.ru/RC.htm
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Mr 
Surname Onrubia 
First name Alejandro 
Position Biologist 
Department  
University/organisation Fundacion Migres 
Address line 1 Ctra. N-340, km 96,7 
Address line 2 Huerta Grande, Pelayo 
Address – town Algeciras 
Address – post/ZIP code 11390 
Address – country Spain 
Tel (with international code) +34956679857 
GSM/mobile (with international code)  
Fax (with international code)  
Email aonrubia@fundacionmigres.org 
Website http://www.fundacionmigres.org 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
Monitoring raptors migration across the Strait of Gibraltar. 
http://www.fundacionmigres.org/Programa_Migres.html 
 
Monitoring and mitigation of the effects of windfarms on bird populations. 
 
Raptors Ringing Program. 
 
Remote and Satellite tracking of Raptors 
 
Other conservation actions concerning Short Toed Eagles, Montagu’s Harrier, Lesser Kestrel, 
among others species 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

mailto:aonrubia@fundacionmigres.org
http://www.fundacionmigres.org/
http://www.fundacionmigres.org/Programa_Migres.html
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Palma 
First name Luís 
Position Researcher 
Department  
University/organisation CIBIO, Centro de Investigação em 

Biodiversidade e Recursos Genéticos - 
http://cibio.up.pt/ 

Address line 1 Av. Francisco Sá Carneiro, Bloco 1, 8º 
Esq. (personal address) 

Address line 2  
Address – town Olhão 
Address – post/ZIP code 8700-313 Olhão 
Address – country Portugal 
Tel (with international code)  
GSM/mobile (with international code) + 351 919 478 072 
Fax (with international code)  
Email luis.palma@mail.icav.up.pt 
Website  
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
CIBIO has been primarily engaged in genetic studies of Bonelli’s eagle populations of Portugal 
and other countries – Spain, Morocco and Cyprus, with my own participation. Sampling has been 
done so far within the scope of other projects and institutions, linked to monitoring and ecological 
studies. I will be follow up being engaged in these and other demographic and ecological studies, 
as well as in the ongoing monitoring and conservation of Bonelli’s eagle and other raptors within 
CIBIO in the near future.  
 
Palma, L., P. Beja, P. C. Tavares and L. R. Monteiro 2005. Spatial variation of mercury levels in 
nesting Bonelli’s eagles from Southwest Portugal: effects of diet composition and prey 
contamination. Environmental Pollution 134: 549-557. 
 
Palma L., P. Beja, M. Pais and L. C. da Fonseca 2006. Why do raptors take domestic prey? The 
case of Bonelli’s eagles and pigeons. Journal of Applied Ecology 43, 1075–1086. 
 
Moleón M., J. A. Sánchez-Zapata, J. Real, J. A. García-Charton, J. M. Gil-Sánchez, L. Palma, J. 
Bautista and P. Bayle (in press). Large scale spatio-temporal shifts in the diet of a predator 
mediated by an emerging infectious disease of its main prey. Journal of Biogeography. 
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2699.2009.02078.x. 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Pereira 
First name Glória 
Position Senior researcher  
Department   
University/organisation Centre for Ecology & Hydrology  (CEH) 
Address line 1 Lancaster Environment Centre  
Address line 2 Library Avenue, Bailrigg  
Address – town Lancaster  
Address – post/ZIP code LA1 4AP  
Address – country UK  
Tel (with international code) ++ 44 (0)1524 595963  
GSM/mobile (with international code)  
Fax (with international code) ++ 44 (0)1524 61536  
Email mdgds@ceh.ac.uk  
Website  
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
I am a senior researcher working on the Predatory Bird Monitoring Scheme (PBMS;   
http://pbms.ceh.ac.uk/), the umbrella project for the Centre for Ecology & Hydrology’s (CEH) 
long-term national contaminant monitoring and surveillance work on avian predators.  It involves 
quantifying the concentrations of contaminants in the livers and eggs of selected species of 
predatory and fish-eating birds in Britain. The Scheme is funded jointly by CEH, Natural 
England, the Environment Agency and the Campaign for Responsible Rodenticide Use (CRRU) 

The PBMS aims to detect and quantify current and emerging chemical threats to the environment 
and in particular to vertebrate wildlife. It provides scientific evidence to determine how chemical risk 
varies over time and space, as may occur due to market-led or regulatory changes in chemical use or 
due to larger-scale phenomena such as global environmental change. The project also assesses 
whether detected contaminants are likely to be associated with adverse effects on individuals and 
their populations.  Overall, the PBMS provides a scientific evidence base to inform regulatory 
decisions about whether mitigation of exposure is required and what measures might be effective.  It 
also provides the data by which the success of mitigation can be evaluated.   

Pereira, M.G., Walker, L.A., Wright, J., Best, J., Shore, R.F.  2009. Concentrations of polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in the eggs of predatory birds in Britain.  Environmental Science 
& Technology 43 9010-9015 

Pereira, M.G., Walker, L.A., Best, J. & Shore, R.F.  2009.  Long term trends in mercury and PCB 
congener concentrations in gannet (Morus bassanus) eggs in Britain.  Environ. Pollut. 157, 155-
163 

Walker, L.A., Shore, R.F., Turk, A., Pereira, M.G., & Best, J. 2008. The Predatory Bird 
Monitoring Scheme (PBMS) — identifying chemical risks to top predators in Britain. Ambio 37 
466-471). 

http://pbms.ceh.ac.uk/
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname PINAUD 
First name David 
Position Research Engineer 
Department Centre d'Etudes Biologiques de Chizé 
University/organisation CNRS 
Address line 1 La Canauderie 
Address line 2  
Address – town Villiers-en-Bois 
Address – post/ZIP code 79360 
Address – country France 
Tel (with international code) 33 549 093 558 
GSM/mobile (with international code)  
Fax (with international code) 33 549 096 526 
Email pinaud@cebc.cnrs.fr 
Website http://www.cebc.cnrs.fr/GB_index.htm 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
The CEBC focuses on understanding the ecology of wild animals (mainly vertebrates) in their 
natural environment, as well as the impacts of global climate change and anthropogenic activities 
(changes in land use, fisheries etc.). At the initiative of this lab and the French league for the 
protection of birds (LPO), a nationwide study was conducted in 2000-02 in France to estimate 
raptors distribution and abundance and finally to propose the first quantitative assessment of their 
overall breeding population size for this country. This study was based on intensive sampling in 
more than 1200 squares of 25 km², and is conducted now every year since 2004 with ~100 
random squares to monitor changes in population size and distribution. We are now able to study 
distribution of the 25 raptor species breeding in France, and predict their abundance in relation to 
environmental variables and/or conspecific distribution. The effect of protected areas on raptor 
abundance can be also studied.  
I am currently leading the data analysis in this program. 
Book: 
Thiollay & Bretagnolle (2004) - Rapaces nicheurs de France : distribution, effectifs et 
conservation. Delachaux et Niestlé 
Links (in French): 
http://www.cebc.cnrs.fr/Fidentite/pinaud/pinaud.htm 
http://www.agripopchize.fr/d5/sites2.php 
http://www.agripopchize.fr/d4/connaissances.php 
http://www.lpo.fr/rapaces/index.shtml 
 
 
 

http://www.cebc.cnrs.fr/Fidentite/pinaud/pinaud.htm
http://www.agripopchize.fr/d5/sites2.php
http://www.agripopchize.fr/d4/connaissances.php
http://www.lpo.fr/rapaces/index.shtml
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Riley 
First name Helen 
Position Secretariat 
Department  
University/organisation Scottish Raptor Monitoring Scheme 
Address line 1 15 2F2 Royal Park Terrace 
Address line 2  
Address – town Edinburgh 
Address – post/ZIP code EH8 8JB 
Address – country UK 
Tel (with international code) +44 131 661 6507 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +44 7887 924899 
Fax (with international code)  
Email helentriley@aol.com 
Website  
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
I have provided the Secretariat for the Scottish Raptor Monitoring Scheme 
(http://www.scottishraptorgroups.org/srmscheme.php) since it was established in 2003 and have 
been involved in all aspects of the Scheme development including the production of a manual on 
survey techniques (Hardey et al. 2009, Raptors: a field Guide to Surveys and Monitoring, TSO, 
Edinburgh), reporting, review of data and analysis of trends, and coordinating the development of 
conservation frameworks for individual species (e.g. Whitfield et al. 2008, A conservation 
framework for Golden Eagles: implications for their conservation and management in Scotland. 
Scottish Natural Heritage Commissioned Report No. 193). I have experience of bird surveys on a 
range of species, participated in national (UK) surveys for hen harrier and golden eagle, and have 
recently joined the Scottish Raptor Study Groups. I was also lead editor in revising the second 
edition of the Poyser monograph on the golden eagle on behalf of the late Jeff Watson (Watson, 
2010, The Golden Eagle, T & A D Poyser). As an ecological consultant I am involved in the 
preparation of Environmental Impact Assessments for wind farms for which effects on raptors are 
often a key consideration.  
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Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Ruddock 
First name Marc 
Position Secretary 
Department  
University/organisation Northern Ireland Raptor Study Group 
Address line 1 Cemetery Cottage, 12 Church Street 
Address line 2 12 Church Street 
Address – town Greyabbey 
Address – post/ZIP code BT22 2NQ 
Address – country Northern Ireland 
Tel (with international code) +4428942788309 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +4477621222755 
Fax (with international code) none 
Email marcruddock@hotmail.com 
Website www.niraptorsstudygroup.co.uk 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
The Northern Ireland Raptor Study Group has several aims:  
i) to study, survey and monitor birds of prey across Northern Ireland  
ii) to encourage the conservation of raptors in Northern Ireland and elsewhere  
iii) to provide information on breeding raptors to relevant statutory bodies in Northern Ireland 
(particularly where this assists in land/conservation manager decision making processes)  
iv) to raise awareness and profile of all native raptor species and the issues facing them  
v) to inform and assist the PSNI and wildlife legislative authority regarding suspected illegal 
persecution of raptors  
vi) we seek to collaborate with other researchers and research organisations to assist in future 
raptor research and monitoring programmes  
Approximately 30-40 volunteers and professional fieldworkers contribute to the collection of 
approximately 500 – 800 raptor records annually primarily of peregrine, hen harrier, merlin, 
buzzard and sparrowhawk. We undertake colour ringing programs of peregrine falcons and are 
involved in satellite tagging of hen harriers and nest visits are carried out routinely and under 
licence of all native raptor species. We have 3 years funding (until 2013) from the Northern 
Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA) to provide monitoring and a raptor database. We are 
involved in a proposal for an All-Ireland Raptor Monitoring Program with our partner 
organisation the IRSG in the Republic of Ireland and are at a an early stage of development with 
this progamme. The EURAPMON scheme is something we would like to support and learn from 
in order to maximise the monitoring efforts within Northern Ireland to contribute effectively to 
the European-wide scheme. 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Mr 
Surname SÁNDOR 
First name ATTILA 
Position Biologist, counsellor 
Department Protected Areas and Biodiversity 
University/organisation Environmental Protection Agency, Mures 
Address line 1 Str. Podeni 10 
Address line 2  
Address – town Targu Mures 
Address – post/ZIP code RO-540253 
Address – country ROMANIA 
Tel (with international code) ++40 265 314984 
GSM/mobile (with international code) ++40 740 499146 
Fax (with international code) ++40 364 113 677 
Email adsandor@gmail.com 
Website http://www.apmms.ro/ 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
I’m currently involved in PhD dealing with the impact of EU accession () on the threatened bird 
species, analysing the extent of Natura2000 and EU agricultural policies have on a number of 
selected bird species. I study with a small team the usefulness of Natura2000 designation and 
management on the populations of a number of raptors, searching ways to: (1) improve the 
coverage of Natura2000 sites for certain species; (2) to find viable models of sustainable 
management for conservation of bird species. My model organisms are: owls (Strix uralensis, 
Glaucidium passerinum, Aegolius funereus) and diurnal raptors (Falco vespertinus, Falco 
cherrug. Aquila pomarina, Pernis apivorus). Through monitoring the populations and the trends 
we would like to assess the coverage and suitability of the existing Natura2000 network in 
Romania and provide policy oriented suggestions for improvement of Natura2000 network and/or 
raptor conservation in Romania. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:adsandor@gmail.com
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Prof. 
Surname Sarà 
First name Maurizio 
Position Associate Professor  
Department Biologia Animale 
University/organisation Palermo 
Address line 1 Via Archirafi, 18 
Address line 2  
Address – town Palermo 
Address – post/ZIP code 90123 
Address – country Italy 
Tel (with international code) +39-091-23891825 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +39-3683712821 
Fax (with international code)  
Email mausar@unipa.it 
Website  
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
The laboratory of Zoogeography and Animal Ecology (LABZEA) at the Department of Animal 
Biology, I lead, is working since years on the distribution, population trends and conservation of 
Mediterranean raptors. Actually, at the lab we are dealing with the monitoring projects of: Lesser 
kestrel, Golden eagle, Bonelli’s eagle, Egyptian vulture. 
 
Main references documenting raptor research at LABZEA: 
SARA' M., SIGISMONDI A., ANGELINI J. (2009) Status of Red Kite in Italy. Proceedings of the Red 

Kite international Symposium, October 2009, France. pp 24-27. 
 
SARA' M., GRENCI S., DI VITTORIO M. (2009). Status of Egyptian vulture (Neophron percnopterus) in 

Sicily. J. Raptor Research, 43(1): 
 
ANDREOTTI A, LEONARDI G, SARA' M., BRUNELLI M, DE LISIO L, DE SANCTIS A, MAGRINI 

M, NARDI R. (2008). Landscape-scale Spatial Distribution of the Lanner Falcon (Falco biarmicus 
feldeggii) Breeding Population in Italy. AMBIO. vol. 37(6), pp. 440-444.  

 
SARA' M. (2008). Breeding abundance of threatened raptors as estimated from occurrence data. IBIS. vol. 

150, pp. 766-788. 
 
MASCARA R., SARA' M. (2006). Densità e biologia riproduttiva del grillaio Falco naumanni nella piana 

di Gela (Sicilia). AVOCETTA. vol. 30, pp. 51-59 ISSN: 0404-4266. 
 
SARA' M., DI VITTORIO M. (2003). Factors influencing the distribution, abundance and nest-site 
selection of an endangered Egyptian vulture (Neophron percnopterus) population in Sicily. Animal 
Conservation 6, 317-328. 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Prof. 
Surname Saurola 
First name Pertti 
Position researcher emeritus 
Department Monitoring team 
University/organisation Finnish Museum of Natural History, 
Address line 1 P.O. Box 17 
Address line 2  
Address – town  
Address – post/ZIP code FI-00014 University of Helsinki 
Address – country FINLAND 
Tel (with international code) +358-9-19128850 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +358-50-4024042 
Fax (with international code)  
Email saurola@cc.helsinki.fi 
Website http://www.luomus.fi/english/zoology/monito

ring/henkilosto_en.htm 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
I have been strongly involved in all raptor monitoring in Finland. In 1971 I started the nation-
wide Osprey monitoring project, in 1982 the Raptor Grid and in 1986 Raptor Questionnaire 
projects to monitor “common” birds of prey in Finland. In addition, I have been a member from 
the start of Finnish working groups for monitoring endangered species of raptors: the White-
tailed Eagle, Golden Eagle, Peregrine and Gyrfalcon.  
In all these projects carried out for raptors, material (addled eggs, dead nestlings and moulted 
feathers) needed when working with raptors has been collected, as well. 
In this workshop I am interested in learning (1) what has been done elsewhere both for and with 
raptors and (2) whether there are realistic possibilities to develop Pan-European monitoring 
programs both for and with raptors. 
 
Publications 
  
  Saurola, P 2008. Monitoring birds of prey in Finland: a summary of methods, trends, and 
statistical power. Ambio 37 413–419 

  Francis, C. M. & Saurola, P. 2009. Estimating demographic parameters from complex data sets: 
a comparison of Bayesian hierarchical and maximum-likelihood methods for estimating survival 
probabilities of Tawny Owls, Strix aluco in Finland. In: Modeling Demographic Processes in 
Marked Populations. Thomson, D. L..; Cooch, E. G.; Conroy, M. J. (Eds.). Environmental and 
Ecological Statistics , Vol.3: 617–637. 

  Saurola, P. 2009. Bad news and good news: population changes of Finnish owls during 1982–
2007. Ardea 97(4): 469–.482. 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Sergio 
First name Fabrizio 
Position Researcher (life position) 
Department Conservation Biology 
University/organisation Estación Biológica de Doñana 
Address line 1 c/ Americo Vespucio 
Address line 2  
Address – town Seville 
Address – post/ZIP code 41092 
Address – country Spain 
Tel (with international code) 0039-0332-732152 
GSM/mobile (with international code) 0034-676679212 
Fax (with international code)  
Email fsergio@ebd.csic.es  
Website  
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
The Estación Biológica is one of the leading institutes for raptor research in Europe. Between 
stable researchers, PhD students, and post-docs, there are probably more than 100 people 
currently involved in raptor research within the institute. 
Fields of investigation range from behavioural analyses to conservation-based work, demography, 
radio-tagging etc. (www.ebd.csic.es ). 
 
My own research focuses on raptor demography, habitat selection, predatory interactions and 
biodiversity conservation. Most of it is based within Doñana National Park. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:fsergio@ebd.csic.es
http://www.ebd.csic.es/
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Prof  
Surname Shore  
First name Richard  
Position Section Head  
Department   
University/organisation Centre for Ecology & Hydrology  (CEH) 
Address line 1 Lancaster Environment Centre  
Address line 2 Library Avenue, Bailrigg  
Address – town Lancaster  
Address – post/ZIP code LA1 4AP  
Address – country UK  
Tel (with international code) ++ 44 (0)1524 595867  
GSM/mobile (with international 
code) 

++ 44 (0)7738696393  

Fax (with international code) ++ 44 (0)1524 61536  
Email rfs@ceh.ac.uk  
Website http://www.ceh.ac.uk/staffWebPages/ProfessorRichardShore 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
I am the Principle Investigator for the Predatory Bird Monitoring Scheme (PBMS;   
http://pbms.ceh.ac.uk/), the umbrella project for the Centre for Ecology & Hydrology’s (CEH) 
long-term national contaminant monitoring and surveillance work on avian predators.  It involves 
quantifying the concentrations of contaminants in the livers and eggs of selected species of 
predatory and fish-eating birds in Britain. The Scheme is funded jointly by CEH, Natural 
England, the Environment Agency and the Campaign for Responsible Rodenticide Use (CRRU) 

The PBMS aims to detect and quantify current and emerging chemical threats to the environment 
and in particular to vertebrate wildlife. It provides scientific evidence to determine how chemical risk 
varies over time and space, as may occur due to market-led or regulatory changes in chemical use or 
due to larger-scale phenomena such as global environmental change. The project also assesses 
whether detected contaminants are likely to be associated with adverse effects on individuals and 
their populations.  Overall, the PBMS provides a scientific evidence base to inform regulatory 
decisions about whether mitigation of exposure is required and what measures might be effective.  It 
also provides the data by which the success of mitigation can be evaluated.   

Walker  L.A. Lawlor AJ, Llewellyn N., Peréira MG, Potter, E, Townsend J, Turk, A, & Shore, RF (2010). 
The Predatory Bird Monitoring Scheme (PBMS) Report 2006-7. A contract report from the Centre for 
Ecology & Hydrology to Natural England, 65 pp.   
http://pbms.ceh.ac.uk/docs/AnnualReports/PBMSreport_2006_2007_FINAL.pdf 

Pereira, M.G., Walker, L.A., Best, J. & Shore, R.F.  2009.  Long term trends in mercury and PCB congener 
concentrations in gannet (Morus bassanus) eggs in Britain.  Environ. Pollut. 157, 155-163 

Walker, L.A., Shore, R.F., Turk, A., Pereira, M.G., & Best, J. 2008. The Predatory Bird Monitoring 
Scheme (PBMS) — identifying chemical risks to top predators in Britain. Ambio 37 466-471). 

http://pbms.ceh.ac.uk/
http://pbms.ceh.ac.uk/docs/AnnualReports/PBMSreport_2006_2007_FINAL.pdf
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Mr 
Surname Sielicki 
First name Janusz 
Position Vicepresident 
Department  
University/organisation Society for Wild Animals “Falcon” 
Address line 1 Al. Jerozolimskie 113/115/13 
Address line 2  
Address – town Warszawa 
Address – post/ZIP code 02-017 
Address – country Poland 
Tel (with international code)  
GSM/mobile (with international code) +48 502 19 60 61 
Fax (with international code)  
Email j.peregrinus@gmail.com 
Website www.peregrinus.pl 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
Society for Wild Animals “Falcon” conducts a monitoring programme on Peregrine and has data 
for last 20 years. We also conduct a reintroduction project aimed at tree-nesting population of the 
Peregrine.  We ring and collect DNA samples from all wild /if available/ and released falcons for 
testing. This year we started a satellite monitoring of Peregrines available online at 
http://peregrinus.pl/pl/telemetria-satelitarna.  In this project we cooperate with Hungarian 
ornithologists. 
 
We cooperate with other ornithological organisation, especially with the Eagle Conservation 
Committee, which aim is monitoring of large predators.  
We cooperate with Ministry of Nature, which conducts a state bird monitoring programme, which 
includes Monitoring of Birds of Prey (Pernis apivorus, Milvus milvus, Milvus migrans, 
Haliaeetus albicilla, Accipiter gentilis, Buteo buteo, Circus aeruginosus, Circus pygargus, Aquila 
pomarina, Falco tinnunculus, Falco subbuteo), and separate projects of census monitoring for  
Aquila chrysaetos, Aquila clanga, Pandion haliaetus.  
Results are available at http://www.monitoringptakow.gios.gov.pl, in Polish only.  We discuss 
possibility to add Peregrine Falcon to the list in future. The Ministry is open for idea of 
international cooperation.  
 
There are no large scale projects of monitoring pollution with birds of prey in Poland. 
 
 
 

http://peregrinus.pl/pl/telemetria-satelitarna
http://www.monitoringptakow.gios.gov.pl/
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Mister 
Surname URCUN 
First name Jean-Paul 
Position Coordinator 
Department Regional Observatory of Bird Migration 
University/organisation LPO Aquitaine 
Address line 1 Erdoia 
Address line 2  
Address – town LUXE-SUMBERRAUTE 
Address – post/ZIP code 64120 
Address – country FRANCE 
Tel (with international code) 0033559659713 
GSM/mobile (with international code) 0033676524646 
Fax (with international code)  
Email Jeanpaulurcun.lpo@neuf.fr 
Website http://www.lpo.fr/reseau/lpo-

aquitaine.shtml 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
Since 1979, a monitoring survey of bird migration based on visual counts is held in the French Pyrenees in 
order to evaluate fluctuation in population. For more details see for example results for Organbidexka Pass 
 
http://www.migraction.net/index.php?m_id=112&year=2010&graph=synthesis&frmSpecies=0&frmSite=22 
 
Four other sites are monitored in South-West of France with the same protocol in our Regional observatory 
of Bird Migration (ORMO) til more than 20 years. 
 
Our organisation take part in the Mission Migration Network in France and to Euromigrans at european 
level. We now are involved in an Interreg program with Government of Navarra (Spain). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.migraction.net/index.php?m_id=112&year=2010&graph=synthesis&frmSpecies=0&frmSite=22
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Väli 
First name Ülo 
Position Senior researcher 
Department Institute of Agricultural and Environmental 

Sciences 
University/organisation Estonian University of Life Sciences 
Address line 1 Riia 181 
Address line 2  
Address – town Tartu 
Address – post/ZIP code 51014 
Address – country Estonia 
Tel (with international code) +372 7311891 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +372 56477549 
Fax (with international code)  
Email ulo.vali@emu.ee 
Website http://www.zbi.ee/~yvali/personal/index.htm 

http://pk.emu.ee/en/ 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
I represent NGOs Eagle Club and Estonian Ornithological Society and. These organisations 
conduct monitoring of  eagles and other raptors in Estonia. In addition to participation in 
international raptor monitoring network, we are interested in increasing our knowledge on raptor 
toxicology and related topics.  
 
Väli, Ü; Einarsson, A.; Waits, L; Ellegren, H. (2008). To what extent do microsatellite markers 
reflect genome-wide genetic diversity in natural populations? Molecular Ecology, 17, 3808 – 
3817. 
 
Väli, Ü.; Saag, P.; Dombrovski, V.; Meyburg, B.-U.; Maciorowski, G.; Mizera, T.; Treinys, R.; 
Fagerberg, S. (2010). Microsatellites and single nucleotide polymorphisms in avian hybrid 
identification: a comparative case study. Journal of Avian Biology, 41(1), 34 - 49. 
 
Väli, Ü.; Dombrovski, V.; Treinys, R.; Bergmanis, U.; Daroczi, S.J.; Dravecky, M.; Ivanovski, 
V.; Lontkowski, J.; Maciorowski, G.; Meyburg, B.-U.; Mizera, T.; Zeitz, R.; Ellegren, H. (2010). 
Widespread hybridization between the Greater Spotted Eagle Aquila clanga and the Lesser 
Spotted Eagle A. pomarina (Aves: Accipitriformes) in Europe. Biological Journal of the Linnean 
Society, 100, 725 - 736. 
 
 
 
 

mailto:ulo.vali@emu.ee
http://www.zbi.ee/~yvali/personal/index.htm
http://pk.emu.ee/en/
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr. 
Surname Van den Brink 
First name Nico 
Position Sr. Scientist 
Department Molecular ecology, ecotoxicology and 

wildlife management 
University/organisation Alterra, Wageningen UR 
Address line 1 Box 47 
Address line 2  
Address – town Wageningen 
Address – post/ZIP code NL6700AA 
Address – country The Netherlands 
Tel (with international code) +31-317-485796 
GSM/mobile (with international code) None 
Fax (with international code) +31-317-419000 
Email Nico.vandenbrink@wur.nl 
Website www.alterra.nl 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
Alterra is involved in ecotoxicological research on owls and other (local) raptors. This is focussed 
on risks of environmental chemicals like heavy metals and halogenated compounds. We are 
currently applying for grants for side effects of rodenticides on owls and possibly other raptors. 
 
At Alterra people are involved in persecution of illegal activities regarding raptors. At Alterra we 
perform forensic sections on raptors and other animals found dead. Suspicious specimens are 
further investigated on the cause of death (illegal hunting, poisoning ….). Furthermore, in case of 
birds in captivity and trade, Alterra is involved with molecular techniques to assess whether 
chicks in captivity are bread from cached birds or collected illegally from the wild.  
 
van den Brink, N.W., Groen, N.M., De Jonge, J. & Bosveld, A.T.C. (2003). 

Ecotoxicological suitability of floodplain habitats in The Netherlands for the little owl 
(Athene noctua vidalli). Environmental Pollution 122:127-134 

 
In Dutch (for local prosecution officers) 
Jansman, H. 2000: Herkenning en opsporing van roofvogelvervolging (Recognition and 
determination of raptor persecution). 56 pagina’s. Werkgroep Roofvogels Nederland, Appelscha.  
http://www.werkgroeproofvogels.nl  
 
 
 
 

mailto:Nico.vandenbrink@wur.nl
http://www.alterra.nl/
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Mr 
Surname Vermeersch 
First name Glenn 
Position Senior scientist 
Department Species diversity 
University/organisation Research Institute for Nature and Forest 

(INBO) 
Address line 1 Kliniekstraat 25 
Address line 2  
Address – town Brussels 
Address – post/ZIP code 1070 
Address – country Belgium 
Tel (with international code) 00 32 2 5250355 
GSM/mobile (with international code) 00 32 (0)478 24 09 81 
Fax (with international code)  
Email Glenn.vermeersch@inbo.be 
Website www.inbo.be 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
The Research Institute for Nature and Forest (INBO) is a scientific institute of the 
Flemish Government in Belgium. Monitoring local fauna is one of INBO's major tasks. We do 
short-term inventories as well as long-term monitoring of specific regions to assess the status of 
Flemish animals. These data are often collected with the help of volunteers. Personally, I 
coordinate the common bird census programme in Flanders. 

 
Vermeersch, G.; Anselin, A.; Devos, K. (2007). Status and trends of birds of prey breeding in 
Flanders Natuur.oriolus : Flemish ornithology journal 73(3): 41-44 
 
Vermeersch, G.; Anselin, A.; Onkelinx, T.; Bauwens, D. (2007). Monitoring common 
breeding birds in Flanders: a new step towards an integrated system Bird census news : 
newsletters of the european bird census council 20(1): 30-35 
 
De Bruyn, L.; Anselin, A.; Bauwens, D.; Colazzo, S.; Devos, K.; Maes, D.; Vermeersch, G.; 
Kuijken, E. (2003). Red lists in Flanders : scale effects and trend estimation The harmonisation 
of red lists for threatened species in Europe : 111-120 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Mr 
Surname Vietrov 
First name Vitalii 
Position teacher 
Department Department of biology 
University/organisation Luhansk State Pedagogical University 
Address line 1  
Address line 2 Internatsionalnaya Str., 73 (home) 
Address – town Luhansk 
Address – post/ZIP code 91055 
Address – country Ukraine 
Tel (with international code) +38 064 2528218 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +38 067 9176880 
Fax (with international code)  
Email vetrov.vit@gmail.com 
Website www.raptors.org.ua 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
Ukrainian Birds of Prey Research Centre: 

• Improvement of coordination of researches of ornithologists dealing with birds of prey in 
Ukraine; 

 
• Building of information exhange among ornithologists of Ukraine and other countries on 

achievements in study and conservation of raptors; 
 

• Organization of conferences; 
 
• Development and implementation of monitoring programmes to study population status 

of raptors, publication of scientific results of these studies; 
 

• Improvement of awareness of local population, local and central authorities, hunters, 
staff-workers of forestry and agriculture about conservation issues of birds of prey 
through development of information website, publication of brochures, posters, giving 
materials to mass media; 

 
• Improvement of raptor habitats of through biotechnical measures (placing of artificial 

nest platforms etc.) 
 
The priority is given to globally threatened species: monitoring of their populations, 
conservation activities through biotechnical measures, promotion of conservation of 
raptors and owls among local people, hunters and foresters. www.raptors.org.ua 

http://win.mail.ru/cgi-bin/readmsg_letter/1283588310432/sentmsg?compose&To=vetrov.vit@gmail.com
http://www.raptors.org.ua/
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr. 
Surname Vrezec 
First name Al 
Position Research Associate 
Department Department of Freshwater and Terrestrial 

Ecosystems Research 
University/organisation National Institute of Biology 
Address line 1 Vecna pot 111 
Address line 2  
Address – town Ljubljana 
Address – post/ZIP code SI-1000 
Address – country Slovenia 
Tel (with international code) +38659232735 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +38651631921 
Fax (with international code) +38612412980 
Email al.vrezec@nib.si 
Website http://www.nib.si/ 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
In the research activities at the National Institute of Biology (Ljubljana, Slovenia) the following 
research and monitoring activities on raptors were/are conducted so far: (1) population 
monitoring of forest owls species (Ural, Tawny, Tengmalm’s Owl) conducted as annual territory 
survey from 1997 on including monitoring of small mammal population fluctuations; (2) 
population monitoring of breeding population of Long-eared Owl conducted annually between 
1984 and 2000 including monitoring of small mammal population fluctuations; (3) large scale 
national surveys of owl populations (Ural, Tawny, Tengmalm’s Owl); (4) breeding biology 
studies of Ural, Tawny, Temgmalm’s and Long-eared Owls; (5) studies of interspecific 
interactions and a role of raptors as top predators in ecosystems; (6) bioacoustics of owls; (7) 
review studies on the status, distribution, trends and populations size of selected raptors (i.e. Ural 
Owl, White-tailed Eagle); (8)other surveys aiming to establish local breeding density or habitat 
selection patterns (e.g. Scops Owl, occupancy of old or abandoned buildings by owls, i.e. Tawny, 
Barn and Little Owl). 
 
Selection of relevant publications: 
VREZEC, A. & D. TOME (2004): Habitat selection and patterns of distribution in a hierarchic 
forest owl guild. Ornis Fennica 81: 109-118.  
VREZEC, A. (2007): The Ural Owl (Strix uralensis macroura) – Status and overview of studies 
in Slovenia. pp. 16-31 In: MÜLLER J., W. SCHERZINGER & C. MONING (eds.): European 
Ural Owl workshop. – Nationalparkverwaltung Bayerischer Wald, Grafenau. 
VREZEC A., BORDJAN D., PERUŠEK M. & HUDOKLIN A. (2009): Population and ecology 
of the White-tailed Eagle (Haliaeetus albicilla) and its conservation status in Slovenia. Denisia 
27: 103-114.  
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr  
Surname Wilson 
First name Mark  
Position Postdoctoral Researcher 
Department School of Biological, Earth and 

Environmental Sciences 
University/organisation University College Cork 
Address line 1 Enterprise Centre, Distillery Fields 
Address line 2 North Mall 
Address – town Cork 
Address – post/ZIP code NA 
Address – country Ireland 
Tel (with international code) +353 21 4904661 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +353 86 3470353 
Fax (with international code) +353 21 4904664 
Email mark.wilson@ucc.ie 
Website www.ucc.ie/en/planforbio/ 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
I am part of a research group in University College Cork, directed by Prof. John O’Halloran, that 
is investigating the ecology and population biology of Hen Harrier (Circus cyaneus) in Ireland, as 
part of the PLANFORBIO programme of research. Since 2007 we have been monitoring the 
number of breeding pairs and their reproductive success in four study areas, and wing-tagging 
nestlings in order to gain information on dispersal of young birds and recruitment into the 
breeding population. Ecological aspects of the study include investigation of habitat selection for 
foraging (using GPS tags) and nesting, parental behaviour (monitored using nest cameras), and 
diet (through pellet analysis). 
 
Wilson, M. W., Irwin, S., Norriss, D. W., Newton, S. F., Collins, K., Kelly, T. C. & 

O'Halloran, J. 2009. The importance of pre-thicket conifer plantations for nesting Hen 
Harriers Circus cyaneus in Ireland. Ibis (London) 151: 332-343. 

 Wilson, M. W., O’Mahony, B., Dell’Omo, G., Irwin, S., Kelly, T. C. & O’Halloran, J. 2009. 
GPS tracking of Hen Harriers  (Circus cyaneus) using a novel system combining VHF 
and GPS. In 7th Conference of the European Ornithologists' Union. eds. V. Keller & J. 
O'Halloran. Zurich, Switzerland: Swiss Ornithological Institute. 

Wilson, M. W., O’Donoghue, B., O’Mahony, B., Cullen, C., O’Donoghue, T., Oliver, G., 
Ryan, B., Troake, P., Irwin, S., Kelly, T. C. & O’Halloran, J. In review. Breeding 
success of Hen Harriers Circus cyaneus nesting in forested landscapes in Ireland. Ibis in 
review. 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Dr 
Surname Winter 
First name Marten 
Position PostDoc 
Department Community Ecology 
University/organisation Helmholtz Centre for Environmental 

Research - UFZ 
Address line 1 Theodor-Lieser-Str. 4 
Address line 2  
Address – town Halle (Saale) 
Address – post/ZIP code 06114 
Address – country Germany 
Tel (with international code) 0049 (0)3455585316 
GSM/mobile (with international code) 0049(0)1724931775 
Fax (with international code)  
Email marten.winter@ufz.de 
Website www.ufz.de/index.php?en=7081 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
My personal interest with respect to EURAPMON is the aspect of the networking of European 
experts for a pan-European monitoring of Raptors. I was some years ago involved in DAISIE, an 
European network of experts for alien species. 
Moreover, I will help Ubbo Mammen coordinating the Eruopean aspect of the “Monitoring of 
Raptors and Owls Europe”. 
I was also involved in Germany in the production of climate change monitoring and the 
monitoring of mammals at a regional level. But not only climate change but also general global 
change effects (land use intensity, nitrogen input) are of interest and therefore I’m also interested 
in the way, how the contamination data will be used, integrated and gathered. 
Me, as macroecologist use often for most of large scale analyses large databases of distributional 
species data. So, I’m really interested to see (help) how a pan-European Raptor monitoring 
develops a database for its information.  
 
Dormann, C.F., Gruber, B, Winter, M., Herrmann, D. (2009) Evolution of climate niches in 
European mammals? Biology Letters, online (DOI:10.1098/rsbl.2009.0688). 
 
Winter M. , Schweiger O., Nentwig W., Andriopoulos, P., Arianoutsou, M., Basnou, C., 
Delipetrou, P., Didziulis, V., Hejda, M., Hulme, P.E., Lambdon, P., Pergl, P., Pysek, P., Roy, D., 
Kühn, I. (2009): Plant extinctions and introductions lead to phylogenetic and taxonomic 
homogenization of the European flora. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the 
United States of America, 106 (51): 21721-21725; (DOI: 10.1073/pnas.0907088106). 
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PARTICIPANT FORM 
 
Title (Prof/Dr/Mr/Mrs etc)  Prof. 
Surname Yosef 
First name Reuven 
Position Professor-Lecturer 
Department Life Sciences 
University/organisation Ben Gurion University/ International 

Birding & Research Centre in Eilat 
Address line 1 P. O. Box 272 
Address line 2  
Address – town Eilat 
Address – post/ZIP code 88000 
Address – country Israel 
Tel (with international code) +972777671290 
GSM/mobile (with international code) +972577671290 
Fax (with international code) +97286376922 
Email ryosef@eilatcity.co.il 
Website www.birdsofeilat.com 
 
Summary of your and/or your organisation’s interests in relation to R&M for and with 
raptors, and max. 3 relevant publications (NB: do not exceed this page)  
 
 
Conducted raptor foraging and migration studies at Sede Boqer and at Eilat, Israel. In addition to 
the foraging, breeding, hunting tactics, and visual migration counts, include environmental impact 
studies for establishment of wind farms, international airport, etc.  
 
Published ms's can be downloaded from our website: birdsofeilat.com. 
 
Examples of raptor related work: 
 
Zduniak, P., R. Yosef, T. H. Sparks, P. Tryjanowski and H. Smit. 2010. Rapid advances in the 

spring passage migration timing of the Steppe Eagle Aquila nipalensis through Israel. Climate 
Research 42:217-222. ( doi:10.3354/cr00900)  

Yosef, R., and L. Fornasari. 2004.  Simultaneous decline in Steppe Eagle(Aquila nipalensis) 
populations and Levant Sparrowhawk (Accipiter brevipes) reproductive success: coincidence or a 
Chernobyl legacy?  Ostrich 75:20-24. 

Yosef, R., L. Fornasari, P. Tryjanowski, M. Bechard, G. Kaltenecker, and K. L. Bildstein. 2003. 
Differential spring migration of adult and juvenile Levant Sparrowhawk Accipiter brevipes 
through Eilat, Israel. Journal of Raptor Research 37:31-36. 

Yosef, R., P. Tryjanowski and K. Bildstein. 2002. Spring migration of adult and juvenile Buzzards 
Buteo buteo through Eilat, Israel: timing and body size. Journal of Raptor Research 36:115-120. 
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