
RARITIES COMMITTEE NEWS AND 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 

A vacancy for BBRC membership will arise on 1st April 1997. 
We have already requested nominations to be sent to me, with 
names and addresses of two supporters, by 31st October 1996 
(Brit. Birds 89: 176). The Committee itself does not propose to 
nominate anyone, in order to encourage nominations without a 

perceived fear of 'losing' to the 'official candidate'. Candidates should have a 
proven ability in the field and a wide experience of a substantial proportion of 
the species on the Committee's list; experience of record assessment, with an 
objective and fair-minded approach to the subject; knowledge of the national 
rarity scene; an ability to deal with paperwork in an organised fashion; and time 
to spend assessing reports, which will require several hours per week in most 
months of the year for several years. 

In November 1996, a list of candidates will be sent to county/regional 
recorders and bird-observatory wardens, with a voting slip. In widening the 
electorate, the BBRC decided that the greater contact with more observers 
normally experienced at a county level should be reflected in a higher number of 
votes available to counties than to observatories. Many observatory wardens and 
some of their committees have regular contact with observers, but most birders 
who visit observatories no longer stay there, nor in many cases even enter the 
buildings or speak to the staff. 

We propose, therefore, that each observatory may cast two votes, while each 
county or regional recorder shall have five votes. These may be allocated in any 
combination. We want to extend voting to regional record committees, bird-club 
committees and other interested parties who deal with the BBRC and observers. 
Rather than using a complex system of returns, however, we leave it to recorders 
and their respective clubs and committees to ensure that everyone is properly 
involved: a discussion at a committee meeting, or over a pint, might be the best 
way to decide the allocation of votes. 

Our fear early in 1996 was that we would be swamped with difficult 
submissions of Arctic Redpolls Carduelis homemanni. That we shall be swamped 
is beyond doubt; but, so far, submissions have been of a commendably high 
standard, to the credit of observers, and also of county recorders, who have 
helped greatly by sorting reports and submitting them in properly organised 
batches. Rather than heaps of reports from dozens of people reporting different 
numbers, on different days, from overlapping locations, it is immensely helpful 
to have received organised submissions that reflect the full picture at each site. It 
is all too easy to assume that 'someone else is doing it', so, if you have seen a 
rare bird that has not, to your knowledge, so far been submitted to us, or one 
from past years that has not appeared in a Report, please let us know, preferably 
via the appropriate recorder, so that the record can be made as complete as 
possible. 
R. A. HUME 
IS Cedar Gardens, Sandy, Bedfordshire SG19 1EY 
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