UK Recorder Survey 2008 
Summary information and identification of main issues
Firstly, thank you all for taking the time to complete the survey. The information and comments gathered have been collated and are already proving essential in structuring the next phases of Recorder development in both the actual software itself and its uptake and support within English LRCs. The survey was completed by 56 Local Record Centres and centres of biological recording out of a total of 62 approached.

1. Main Repository and Migration

The main repository used by LRCs is: Recorder6 (25), Recorder2002 (14), Recorder3 (8), MapMate (4), customised systems (3), Access (1) and ArcView (1). Twenty LRCs use solely their main repository for record storage (half of these repositories being Recorder6 the remainder use at least one and up to three other systems for record storage (often this is MapMate and older versions of Recorder). 
Of those LRCs not yet using Recorder6 as their main repository, twenty plan to migrate whilst three are as yet undecided. The main obstacles to migration identified by the survey are cost, expertise required to install SQL Server, data in legacy databases and the time it may take.
Suggestions made for facilitating exchange of data between systems:

By far the most common suggestion (twelve LRCs) was a facility that enables smooth import/export of data between MapMate and Recorder (6 and 2002). Three specific suggestions within this general theme were to improve the transfer of species from Recorder6 to MapMate, link the MapMate dictionary and the various Recorder dictionaries and an ability to store Recorder keys in MapMate so that duplications etc can be traced.
Other suggestions were as follows:

· A facility in Recorder to accept eastings and northings would be useful (currently coordinates produced from a MapInfo export is converted to grid references in excel).
· Ability to import data using recorder keys (location, individual, taxon, sex/stage etc). 
· A facility to import a contact list in CSV format.    
· Ability to export all data in RAW format for data export into MapInfo/Web. 
· Essentially the ability to export all data through the report wizard and all fields.
· Consistent use and availability of taxon dictionaries and version keys.
· A facility to transfer from Recorder to ESRI/MapInfo.

· Assistance in transferring records from Recorder3 to Recorder6.

· Information on how to transfer data between Additsite and Recorder6

· Improve the import wizard for excel spreadsheets to allow the quick import of additional fields e.g. literature reference
2. Training and Reseller Support

Twenty-six LRCs have received some form of training twenty-three of which was a formal course led by a reseller. All LRCs who have received training said that they found it useful.

Suggestions made for improving the training:
· Addition of an overview of data management for LRCs (considerations of how data are managed via Survey hierarchy, data exchange between Centres (edit control).

· Local refresher sessions (between LRCs)

· More free online support

· Training to be in step with version releases
· Tailor-made training sessions for the requirements of individual LRCs

· Provision of follow-up work

· Emphasis on linking Recorder with GIS, and importing large batches of records

The main barriers to training appeared to be a lack of awareness of what is available as well as the full potential of Recorder in addition to not having time for training and that it was likely to be too expensive.

Twenty-one LRCs have reseller support and sixteen said that this support fulfils their requirements. Sixteen LRCs do not currently receive reseller support (these all use either Recorder6 or Recorder2002 as their main repository). The majority of the LRCs who did not answer the question use MapMate, Recorder3 or a customised system.
The following comments were made regarding support in general:

· Advice and support was generally good but a response is not always provided when contacting resellers by email.

· LRCs should not have to pay for transferring data from Recorder2002 to Recorder6.

3. Record Verification

Thirty-three LRCs on average spend less than half a day verifying records including four that do not verify records. Fifteen LRCs spend 1-2 days per week checking records. The majority of LRCs have several methods of record verification the most well-used being the supply of electronic data to experts (36 LRCs) and manual checking in Recorder by experts. Other methods included production of paper documents supplied to experts and a suite of automated routines. Forty-three LRCs thought that improving this area was important/very important or essential.
4. Communication around Recorder

Thirty-one LRCs felt that they were adequately informed of changes to Recorder whilst seventeen registered feeling uninformed. Roughly half of responding LRCs use both the forum and website (26 use the facilities as opposed to 24 that don’t).

The following comments were made regarding the forum:

· The forum seems to focus on Recorder6 which we do not use.
· We don’t have enough time to use it.

· There is not much for Recorder3 users

· Information covering the highly technical side of Recorder6 is off-putting
· Too many emails about what is new on the forum to keep up with

· Too difficult to navigate and no search function [until recently there was a glitch on the forum page which meant that the navigation toolbar (which contains the search facility) did not appear to load – this is now fixed].

· Didn’t know about the forum.

· Reseller keeps an eye on it

The following comments were made regarding the website:

· There is not much for users who are not using Recorder6.

· Not enough useful information available.

· Not kept up-to-date (especially future developments) and many parts of it were not working (and had not for a long time).

· No time to visit/surf the net.

· Information covering systems other than Recorder6 is scarce (with the NBN upgrade downloads removed from their site).
· The forum reports an endless stream of problems with R6 which has discouraged further investigation of trying again to use the tool.
Suggestions made for the improvement of communication around Recorder
By far the most common suggestion for the improvement of communication around Recorder was the idea regarding the notification of LRCs by email/newsletter of upgrades and changes to databases with explanations about what the upgrades cover (8 LRCs).

Other suggestions were as follows:

· Could feature in NBN News as a regular news item.
· More support for those who are not familiar with MS Access – the forum is often very technical and requires in depth knowledge of workings of Recorder.  
· Informative guides on how to apply and use Recorder to meet the daily needs of LRCs.
· Encourage non-Recorder users to feel that migrating to Recorder2002 or Recorder6 won't require a degree in IT or a dedicated post to manage data.
· Make the Recorder species dictionary tally with NHM species dictionary and NBN Gateway species.
· Ability to subscribe to forum sections and receive notification emails of new postings [this is already possible]

· More direct support

· More LRCs using Recorder6.

· Possible regional user group meetings
· A weekly summary of the salient topics on the forum
· Regular e-mail news maybe

· Much of the communication about Recorder has become inaccessible for the average user and too expert based.  There is also a need for more comprehensive up to date Help on how aspects work - such as the dictionary, importing, verification etc.
5. Local Sites and Habitats Data

Most LRCs use at least one system to store local sites data and many use up to four different systems. Thirty-seven LRCs use Recorder, thirty-two use GIS, twenty-four use paper and ten also use a custom application. Many LRCs use only one or two systems to hold habitat data and by far the most commonly used is GIS (39). Other systems used are paper (20), Recorder (15) or a customised system (11). In addition several LRCs use Access databases to store both local sites and habitats data.
Suggestions for improvements to improve Recorder’s ability to handle this information:

· Improve the mapping functionality in Recorder as it is too basic (several LRCs pointed this out).

· Ability to create quick, automated exports of species distribution data onto ArcView and MapInfo.
· Greater fluidity between Recorder and GIS - we need to be able to attach a species list to a habitat within a site. 
· Live linkage from Recorder6 to GIS to enable easy use of site and habitat boundary data in Recorder6.
· Addition of NBN keys for habitat capture in GIS. 
· Separate taxon and biotope observation lists under samples (rather than biotopes listed at bottom) (2 LRCs suggested this). 
· Filters for site status.
· We need to keep track of habitat/site changes and having an entry for current/non-current would help.
·  Ability to add own local status categories

· Display measurements in occurrences list.
· It was suggested by three LRCs that Recorder should remain focused on species records.

6. Upgrades
Twenty-six LRCs either keep up or sometimes keep up with Recorder upgrades, eight do not keep up and twenty-one LRCs didn’t answer the question. Twenty-two LRCs keep up to date with dictionary upgrades, eleven do not and twenty didn’t answer the question.
7. Species Dictionary
Thirty-two LRCs rated the current species dictionary as good or very good whilst nine thought it only average, three rated it poor and seven LRCs don’t use it.
Comments provided on the current (R6) species dictionary:
General
· Fine for the majority of records, but would be useful to get preferred lists on for the remaining groups that were covered reasonably well in the old Recorder 3 list, e.g. the remaining Hymenoptera and Hemiptera.
· There are still species missing from the dictionaries. Perhaps a little more work is needed with national organisations regarding lists such as the BAP species list that needs to be married up with the Recorder species list every time it is updated.
· Some of the 'preferred lists' are incomplete. The bird lists (and Coleoptera) are very poor, for example (several LRCs).

· The concept of multiple overlapping species lists is a backward step from the single integrated list in Recorder3.
· The Recorder3 list was much better because it offered the current name of the species regardless of the one you entered. No ambiguity at all.
· Too many checklists and complexity of preferred lists.  Would rather just one master checklist available.
· Does the current species list cover the migrant species seen in the south of England?

· The problems arise in the complexity of the so called checklists and the status information which is incorrect. The speed or lack thereof of corrections, waiting over a year creates work for many more people over and over again and leads to incorrect information being delivered. This reduces the credibility of the LRCs.
· The lists have not been put together for biological recording purposes and therefore miss out the less-than-precise taxa which are so valuable in recording.
· The status lists maintained by JNCC need to be better incorporated and updated with the dictionary.
· Incorrect synonyms for species make reporting on statuses difficult
· Still has issues:  Synonyms, Preferred English Names
· It is a very complicated subject, however it is starting to become a comprehensive source of information.  Still problems with some of the names from a user point of view ( e.g. Molluscs) - combination of trying to balance different users needs.
· Think some additional automatic alias checking would be good. Frequently I have to spend a lot of time manually matching Recorder names with ones from protected species lists etc.
· R2002 dictionary is incomplete and out of date.
Specific
· Several moth species pairs which tend to get recorded as a pair are not available in recorder.  
· Some species are listed in "additional species" and are very difficult to find until you know that that is where they are.

· Some common names are attached to the sub-species. Also there are missing some link in the synonym table (or there are some link which shouldn't be there)
8. Customised System
Three record centres who responded have created customised systems. This was done as it provided greater user flexibility and enabled them to manage their data in the way that they required. One of the reasons given by one of the record centres was that the version of Recorder available at that time was assessed and deemed to be insufficient for their requirements. For one of the record centres the enhancements that would encourage the migration to Recorder would be better reporting and an improvement in the ease of data entry.

9. Main areas for improvement 
The ranked votes (first to fourth) given for different areas of improvement in Recorder were translated into scores with first choices gaining a score of 4 through to fourth choices gaining a score of 1. Those with no choices received a score of 0. The following is a list areas of improvement in Recorder in priority order according to the ranks given by each LRC and their equivalent score (highest first, with the score in brackets). Note that not all of those voting were using Recorder 6 as their main repository.
1. Data import (80)
2. Reporting on species designations (67)

3. Improved links with other systems (65)
4. Reporting (64)
5. Dictionary and transparent use across the system (51)
6. Data entry (41)

7. Quick start for new users (20)

8. Help and documentation (19)

9. Local sites and habitats data (15)

10. General improvements to the user interface (13)

11. Mapping (13)

Other choices suggested:

· Fully implemented system for handling verification information - First choice
· Automatic Gis link allowing for adding additional local context data and clearly identifying protected, notable species etc.
