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Wellands [nternational

This Newsletter seeks to be a contact organ to inform the members of the Woodcock and Snipe Specialist Group (WSSG), a
research unit of Wetlands International (WI) and of IUCN-The World Conservation Union. The subjects of WSSG are species of
the genera Scolopax, Gallinago and Lymnocryptes that in several respects differ remarkably from all other wader species. For
this reason a separate research unit was established.
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Editorial

Our Woodcock & Snipe Specialist Group has continued to develop in 2006. Many of the work
are still in progress or just achieved and should give very important results in 2006 in terms
of population management. For Woodcock, these are for example a genetics study in
Portugal, effects of disturbance in France, a breeding survey in Great-Britain, behavioural
ecology in a Mediterranean area in Italy, evolution of breeding habitat in Russia. Some
publications on these topics could be available in the course of 2007.

Besides that, breeding and wintering Woodcock surveys are underway in Russia, France and
Switzerland. Associations of Woodcock hunters and national Institutes are continuing to
collect data on hunting bags in France, Italy, Ireland, Switzerland, Spain, Denmark, Sweden,
Finland, Russia, Hungary. In this framework, relationships with the FANBPO (Federation of
European Woodcock Hunter Associations) are always very strong. Meetings with dynamic
Welsh and Irish representatives has shown us that an important “Woodcock activity” could be
expected in these European regions in the coming years.

Research on snipes is also going on but unfortunately at a lower level than Woodcock
research. A Common Snipe survey is continuing in Russia, to get an estimation on breeding
numbers. A Snipes network was created in France, the aim of which is to develop ringing of
Snipe species. A strong collaboration with CICB (French Snipes Hunter Association) should
allow us to increase our knowledge on wintering numbers thanks to an analysis of hunting
bags in 30 reference areas.

A great satisfaction for 2006 was to have a very pleasant contact with an Ecuadorian
ornithologist specialised in snipes of South America. You will find his paper in this Newsletter
and will surely be interested in it. This corresponds exactly to my wish to extend the WSSG
to countries outside Europe and North America and to other Woodcock and Snipe species.
Such initiatives must be encouraged.

Two important facts must also be mentioned.

Our North American colleagues organised the 10™ American Woodcock Symposium in
October 2006 at Roscommon, Michigan. About 100 participants attended the Symposium
and 30 communications were presented. Thanks to the efficiency and kindness of Al Stewart
(Department of Natural Resources in Michigan), this Symposium was a real success.
American Woodcock populations seems to be still globally decreasing but everything is being
done to stop this decrease through a dialog between researchers, hunters, administration,
foresters and farmers, as a special session of the Symposium has proven. We are eager to
read the Proceedings.

The 4™ edition of Waterbird population estimates has been published. The most recent
information on the conservation status of Woodcock and Snipe species are therefore
available. Of course, the WSSG participated in this publication by providing information
gathered by the members.

| wish you a very happy New Year and much success with your scientific work.

Yves Ferrand
Coordinator

Office national de la chasse et de la faune sauvage
Research Department — Migratory Birds Unit

BP 20

F — 78612 Le Perray-en-Yvelines Cedex

Telephone : +33 1 30 46 60 16/00 ; Fax : +33 1 30 46 60 99
e.mail : y.ferrand@oncfs.gouv.fr
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News from.......

ECUADOR

A preliminary approach to the Snipes (
remarks on their distribution in Ecuadorian IBAs an

conservation status

Gallinago) of Ecuador, with
dits

DIEGO F. CISNEROS-HEREDIA, Aves&Conservacion (Corporacion Ornitolégica det&dor -
BirdLife Ecuador), Casilla Postal 17-17-906, QuEguador.

E-mail: diegofrancisco_cisneros@yahoo.com

The Snipe genusGallinago is currently
composed of 17 species distributed in Asia,
Europe, Africa, and America (Bankst al
2002, BirdLife 2006, Delany 2006, Remsen

al. 2006). Eight species of snipes inhabit
America, including Gallinago delicata G.
paraguaiae G. anding G. nobilis G.
jamesoni andG. imperialis(Fjeldsa & Krabbe
1990, Ridgely & Greenfield 2001, BirdLife
International 2006, Delany 2006, Remsral
2006). Little has been written on the American
species ofzallinago, and except for the North
American G. delicata all taxa are poorly-
known in terms of their distribution, ecology,
population trends, and conservation status
(BirdLife International 2006, Delany & Scott
2002, Delany 2006). In fact, the most poorly
known populations of woodcocks and shipes
occur in Asia and South America (Delany
2006). Even the taxonomy of American
Gallinago is controversial, and species limits
are mostly based on anecdotal data (Meyer de
Schauensee 1970, Fjeldsd & Krabbe 1990,
Sibley & Monroe 1990, Ridgely & Greenfield
2001, Remseret al 2006). Delany & Scott
(2002) and Delany (2006) presented
information on the population estimates and
trends for all Snipes in the world, but data was
available only for threeGallinago delicataG.
paraguaiae magellanicaand G. stricklandi)

out of eight American species. Current
conservation assessments have classified two
American snipes as threatendd. (mperialis
and G. stricklandi), both under the Near-
Threatened IUCN  category  (BirdLife
International 2006, Delany 2006). Herein |
present some considerations about the snipes
of Ecuador, with emphasis on their
distributional range, their relation to the
Ecuadorian Important Birds Areas (IBAs), and
their conservation status.
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Material and Methods

Field records on various species @4llinago
were gathered from 1993 to 2006, while

participating in surveys along Ecuador.
Specimens were examined from the
ornithological collection of the Museo

Ecuatoriano de Ciencias Naturales, Quito,
Ecuador (MECN). Literature records were
compiled from published and trustworthy-
unpublished sources, including the reports
from the Neotropical Waterbird census
coordinated in Ecuador by

Aves&Conservacion (BirdLife Ecuador), and
from personal communications with different
ornithologists (see acknowledgments).
Nomenclature and sequence follow the
proposal by the South American Classification
Committee of the American Ornithologists'
Union (Remseret al 2006). The geographic

location and elevation of localities were
determined using collector's field notes and
revised in accordance with the 2000 physical
map of the Republic of Ecuador (1:1'000 000)
(IGM 2000), and NGA (2006). Classification

of vegetation formations in Ecuador follows
Sierra (1999). Information related to the
Important Birds Areas (IBAs) of Ecuador

follows Freile & Santander (2005).

Results and Discussion

Overview: Six species of snipes have been
recorded in the Republic of Ecuador (Table 1,
Figure 1). Three species have breeding
populations in the country (Noble Snipe -
Gallinago nobilis Andean Snipe - G.
jamesonj and Imperial Snipe . imperialig;
one species is a casual boreal winter visitant
(Wilson's Snipe -G. delicatg. The status of
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two species is currently uncertain due to the
paucity of records (South American Snip@.-
paraguaiae and Puna Snipe 6. anding.
Three species inhabit the western and eastern
most Andean highlands while four species
occur in a small range on the extreme
southeastern Andean highlands. Two species
have most of their records in the lowlands on
each side of the Andes (Table 1). All six
species neither occur in sympatry at any
locality nor do they all overlap at any
elevation. The maximum number of snipes
species found at a single locality was four
(Cordillera Las Lagunillas), but two species
per locality were regularly recorded. All
resident highland species have similar
elevational distribution ranges (Table 1). Two
species G. nobilisandG. jamesor)i have the
broadest geographical ranges, distributed
across the Ecuadorian highlands on both sides
of the Andes. Hilty & Brown (1986) pointed
out a consideration for Colombian populations
of G. nobilis / G. jamesonithat seems also
valid for Ecuadorian ones “[Noble Snipe is]
partially sympatric with Cordilleran Snipe
(= Andean Snipe) but its center of abundance
is apparently lower”. The Imperial Snip®.
imperialis occurs widely on the eastern slopes
but in the western slopes it is apparently
restricted to the northern pariGallinago
nobilis and G. jamesoniare species mostly
found in grassland habitats, whiB imperialis

is a species from forested habitats (in the
timberline between montane forest and
paramo).Gallinago nobilisis commonly found

in wetland environments whil€&. jamesoni
andG. imperialisare less tied to water and also
inhabit areas far from it.

Gallinago imperialisis a rare species, whose
populations are classified under the Near-
Threatened IUCN category, both at global and
national levelsGallinago nobilishas suffered
from drastic declines in several areas across its
Ecuadorian distributional range, driven by
habitat destruction and overhunting. The global
population ofG. nobilisis currently evaluated
as Least Concern, but with considerations
presented herein the Ecuadorian population is
classified under the Near-Threatened IUCN
category. Gallinago jamesoniis a fairly
common species in Ecuador and its population,
although it shows a declining trend, does not
approach the thresholds for the population size
criterion of the IUCN Red ListGallinago
andina and G. paraguaiae probably hold
resident populations in Ecuador, but currently
their population status is uncertain, thus both
are better evaluated as Data Deficient at a
national level until further information is
acquired. Gallinago delicata is apparently
present in Ecuador only in small numbers, as a
vagrant species, and it is a Least Concern
species both at global and national levels
(Table 1).

Species Status’ Distribution2 Altitudinal range Conservation status
(m elevation) in Ecuador?

Gallinago delicata oV W lowlands 750 - 1300 LC

Wilson's Snipe

Gallnago paraguaiae U E lowlands 250 - 300 DD

South American Snipe

Gallinago andina Extreme SE

Puna Snipe U highlands 8300 bD

Gallinago nobilis RB W& E highlands 2900 - 4100 NT

Noble Snipe

Gallinago jamesoni RB W &E highlands 2800 - 4400 LC

Andean Snipe

Gallinago imperialis RB NW&E highlands 2700 - 3800 NT

Imperial Snipe

Table 1. Snipe species (Gallinago spp.) that occur in tepublic of Ecuador, with population status,
distribution, and altitudinal rangé. CV = casual boreal winter visitant; U = uncertaifRB = resident
/ breeding populatiorﬁW = western; E = eastern; SE = southeastérbC = Least Concern; DD =

Data Deficient; NT = Near Threatened.
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Species Accounts

Gallinago delicata- Wilson's Snipe

This species occurs in Ecuador as a casual
boreal winter visitantGallinago delicatawas
first reported in Ecuador by Orces (1944)
based on a specimen (now apparently lost)
from Mapoto, province of Tungurahua,
collected in October 1939. There is only one
additional confirmed record, at Mindo,
province of Pichincha, between December
1997 and January 1998 (1997 Christmas Bird
Count data — L. Miller pers. comm., Ridgely &
Greenfield 2001). Besides, a new record has
been reported: one individual Gallinagowas
observed on the"2 of November 1998 on a
wet open pasture next to a shallow cattle-pond
in Hacienda La Joya (00°05’'N, 78°59'W, 750—
800 m elevation), near San Vicente de Andoas,
c. 7 km E (by road) from Pedro Vicente
Maldonado, province of Pichincha. Based on
the plumage, date, and west-location, this
individual was identified a$. delicata thus
extending the species altitudinal migratorial
range in Ecuador to c. 750 m elevation
(previously reported between 1200 and 1300 m
elevation, Ridgely & Greenfield 2001). This
species was previously considered as a
subspecies of the Common Snipes.
gallinago, but it is herein treated as a separate
species following Miller (1996), Bankst al
(2002), and Remseret al (2006), among
others. This treatment is not followed by the
BirdLife Taxonomic Working Group because
the morphological differences are limited, and
it favors non-recognition of a species-status
pending further research (BirdLife
International 2005).

Present records o®allinago delicatalocate
the species in at least two Ecuadorian IBAs,
the Rio Caoni IBA (EC040), and the Mindo y
Estribaciones Occidentales del Volcan
Pichincha IBA (EC043). Since the species is
apparently only a vagrant in Ecuador, those
IBAs would not hold representative numbers
of G. delicata However, the extensive
deforestation in western Ecuador, and the
subsequent creation of grass fields and pastures
that get partially damp during the rainy season
(at the same time as the migration Gf
delicatg could be increasing the availability of
habitats for the migrar®. delicatain western
Ecuador (the species was reported as regular in
western Colombia, Hilty & Brown 1986).
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Gallinago paraguaiae South American Snipe

This species is known from records in northern
Amazonian Ecuador, including Limoncocha,
Zancudococha, and Cuyabeno (Ridgely &
Greenfield 2001). It is currently unknown
whether the species is a wanderer with no
resident populations in the country or whether
it breeds in Ecuador. Three additional
observations corresponding @. paraguaiae
based on the plumage, date, and east-location,
have been reported: one individual observed
amidst the shore vegetation on the Laguna
Grande, Cuyabeno Reserve, province of
Sucumbios, on 23 March 1999; one individual
foraging on a flooded grass field next to the
Pompeya-Iro road (00°40'S, 76°24'W, c. 250
m elevation), province of Orellana, on July
1999; and two individuals observed on a
flooded grass field next to the Comuna Nueva
Juventud (c. 00°05'S, 76°12’'W, 290 m
elevation), province of Sucumbios, on 16 July
2000. Present records &. paraguaiaglocate
the species in at least two Ecuadorian IBAs:
the Reserva de Produccion Faunistica
Cuyabeno IBA (EC091), and the Gran Yasuni
IBA (EC093). If the species is eventually
found to have a breeding population in
Ecuador, the Cuyabeno IBA (EC091) would be
important for its conservation in Ecuador due
to its large wetlands system.

Gallinago andina- Puna Snipe

This species remains known in the country
from a single sighting at the Cordillera Las
Lagunillas, province of Zamora-Chinchipe, on
27 October 1992 (M. B. Robbins in Ridgely &
Greenfield, 2001). The status &f andinain
Ecuador is currently uncertain. The species is
otherwise known from extreme northern Peru
(reported from Cruz Blanca, Huancabamba
Depression region, Parker et al. 1985) south of
northern Chile and northern Argentina (Fjeldsa
& Krabbe 1990). Several other species, whose
distributional range is from Peru to the south,
are known in Ecuador only from the Cordillera
Las Lagunillas, e.g., the Andean Hillstar,
Oreotrochilus estella(Trochilidae), and the
Andean Flicker,Colaptes rupicola(Picidae)
(Ridgely & Greenfield 2001). The Cordillera
Las Lagunillas is part of the Bosque Protector
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Colambo-Yacuri IBA (EC086), an area that
would be important for the conservation of

G. andinain
population.

Ecuador if it holds a breeding

elevation in m

Figure 1: Map of the Republic
Ecuador showing its gener
location in America (South
America lowe-left insert,
Ecuador in black); and it
political division (in Provinces)
1 = Esmeraldas, 2 = Manabi, 3
= Guayas, 4 = Los Rios, 5 = El
Oro, 6 = Carchi, 7 = Imbabura,
8 = Pichincha, 9 = Cotopaxi, 10
= Tungurahua, 11 = Bolivar, 12
= Chimborazo, 13 = Cafar, 14
= Azuay, 15 = Loja, 16 =
Sucumbios, 17 = Napo, 18 =
Sucumbios, 19 = Pastaza, 20 =

kilometers

E' 3021%% Morona-Santiago, 21 = Zamora-
[ 600 - 1300 Chinchipe, and 22 = Galapagos
boroo (insular province, upper right

W 3000 - 4300 insert in grayscale as no Snipes
[ 4300 - 8500 occurs there).

Gallinago nobilis- Noble Snipe

Locally uncommon to rare in wetlands and
adjacent grass fields across the Andean
highlands of Ecuador between 2900 and 4100
m elevation. The species is distributed in the
provinces of Carchi (e.g., Paramo de El Angel,
rio Bobo drainage, Santa Marta valley),

Imbabura (e.g., Mojanda lagoons,
Yahuarcocha lagoon), Pichincha (e.qg.,
Yanacocha, Pasochoa, ElI Chaupi, Volcan

Pichincha), Napo (e.g., Paramo de Guamani —
Papallacta, Antisana), Cotopaxi (e.g., Cotopaxi
volcano especially in the Limpiopungu lagoon,
Los Anteojos lagoon), Chimborazo (e.g., Atillo
lagoons), Tungurahua (e.g., Pisayambo
lagoon), Cafar (lake in paramo near Cafar),
Azuay (e.g., Bestion, Paramo de EI Cajas),
Loja (e.g., Acanama, Cordillera de
Cordoncillo), and Zamora-Chinchipe (e.qg.,
Cajanuma) (Chapman 1926, Robbies al
1994, Cresswellet al 1999, Ridgely &
Greenfield 2001, Santander & Mufioz 2005, N.
Krabbe pers. comm. 2006,
Aves&Conservacion — 2005/2006 Neotropical
Waterbird census data, MECN catalog data, D.
F. Cisneros-Heredia pers. obsallinago
nobilis occupies the following vegetation
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formations in Ecuador: lacustrine grasslands,
high-montane evergreen forests, herbaceous
paramos, Espeletia paramos, and shrubby
paramos. The species has been declining over
the last years. In the last 30 — 40 years,
between 20 — 65% of the habitats@f nobilis
have been desiccated, transformed into
agricultural lands, or suburban areas (Sietra
al. 1999). The species is commonly hunted
across its range, both by local indigenous
people and by sport hunters, and in some areas
over-hunting and habitat degradations are
decimating local populations. The population
of G. nobilisin the surroundings of La Mica
lagoon, in the Antisana volcano slopes, has
declined markedly over the last 13 years.
During a five-day sampling in July 1993, a
mean of 3.0 individuals / hour-person were
found around the lagoon and as far as 500 m
on the adjacent grasslands. During the same
period, at least 12 snipes were killed by sport
hunters in the area. In August 1997 a lower
mean value was recorded (1.9 individuals /
hour-person). In the late 90's, a dam was built
to create a reservoir in the lagoon, increasing
the lagoon size from 1.8 to 3.6 km2, flooding
c. 180 hectares of the surrounding wetlands
and grasslands (Mufioz & Olmedo 2001).
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Between October 1999 and December 2000,
only 4 snipes, probablyG. nobilis were
observed in the lagoon area (Mufioz & Olmedo
2001). In October 2006, almost 6 years after
the construction of the dam, several areas of
wet grasslands have been recovered especially
towards the northeastern side of the lagoon, yet
only one individual ofG. nobiliswas observed
after a 6 hour-survey, and one dead individual,
killed by gunfire, was found on the side of the
lagoon. In the paramos of El Angel (province
of Carchi) and Guamani (provinces of
Pichincha and Napo), and in the Mojanda
lagoons (province of Imbabura), similar
patterns of population decline have been
observed, probably driven by over-hunting and
burning of large areas (especially in EI Angel
and Mojanda). There is a fairly stable large
population of G. nobilis in the Limpiopungu
lagoon, Cotopaxi volcano; where hunting,
burning, and other significant habitat
alterations are forbidden because it is part of
the Cotopaxi National Park (Ridgely &
Greenfield 2001, pers. obs.). In the Yanacocha
area, a private protected area, the population of
G. nobilis is small and local but apparently
stable; during surveys in December between
1996 and 2002 (1 day-surveys, usually during
the Christmas Bird Counts), between 1 and 5
individuals were observed. Ridgely &
Greenfield (2001) reported that the species was
apparently declining but did not consider it as a
threatened species. The Red Data Book of the
Birds of Ecuador (Granizet al 2002) did not
includeG. nobilisas a threatened species in the
country. However, the declining trend &f.
nobilis, at least in Ecuador, seems to be greater
than previously estimated, and although it does
not seem to qualify under a threatened
category, Gallinago nobilis may deserve a
Near-Threatened status.

Since Gallinago nobilis is considered as a
biome-restricted species (to the Northern
Andes), several Important Bird Areas where it
occurs are classified under the IBA criteria A3.
Also, some IBAs seem to maintain important
populations of the species, and also qualify
under the IBA criteria A4i. For criteria A4i, the
critical biogeographic level o6. nobilis was
established in 250 individuals by Boyla &
Estrada (2005) based on a population estimate
of 10.000 to 25.000 individuals. Yet, the
critical biogeographic level db. jamesonias

G. stricklandii jamesoni was established in
100 individuals, with a population estimate of
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less than 10.000 individual&allinago nobilis
inhabits an area from southwestern Venezuela
to southern Ecuador, while the distributional
range of G. jamesoni is from western
Venezuela to western Bolivia (Ridgely &
Greenfield 2001). Those population estimates
thus seem to be over and under-estimated,
respectively, and a critical biogeographic level
of 100 individuals forG. nobilis (population
estimate c. 10.000 individuals, declining trend)
seems more adequate under current
circumstances. The following IBAs are
classified under the criteria A3 and Adi
(underlined) forG. nobilis EI Angel-Cerro
Golondrinas (IBA EC036)Reserva Ecolégica
Cotacachi-Cayapas (EC037) Intag-Toisan
(EC038),_Mindo vy Estribaciones Occidentales
del Volcdn Pichincha (EC043) Reserva
Ecolégica Los lllinizas y Alrededores
(EC045), Estacion Biologica Guandera-Cerro
Mongus  (EC046), _Reserva  Ecoldgica
Cayambe-Coca (ECO049)Reserva Ecolégica
Antisana (EC052)Refugio de Vida Silvestre
Pasochoa (EC053), Parque Nacional Cotopaxi
(EC055) Pargue Nacional Llanganates
(EC056) Parqgue Nacional Sangay (EC061)
Yanuncay-Yanasacha (EC064), Acanama-
Guashapamba-Aguirre  (EC068), Parque
Nacional Podocarpus (EC085and Bosque
Protector Colambo-Yacuri (EC086)

Gallinago jamesoni Andean Snipe

The most frequently recorded and probably the
most abundant snipe in Ecuador. It is
distributed across the Andean highlands in
different habitats, including paramo (wet or
dry), bogs, pastures, and shrubby and
woodland areas between 2800 and 4400 m
elevation (Ridgely & Greenfield 2001, pers.
obs.). The species is distributed in the
provinces of Carchi (e.g., Paramo de El Angel,
Cerro Mongus), Imbabura (e.g, Mojanda
lagoons), Pichincha  (e.qg., Pasochoa,
Yanacocha, Volcan Pichincha, San Marcos
lagoon), Napo (e.g., paramo de Guamani —
Papallacta, Antisana), Cotopaxi (e.g., Cotopaxi
volcano slopes, Los Anteojos lagoon),
Chimborazo (e.g., Chimborazo volcano
slopes), Tungurahua (e.g., Cordillera de los
Llanganates), Cafiar (e.g., Mazar), Azuay (e.g.,
lllincocha, Mazar, Guagualoma, Bestion), Loja
(e.g., Acanama, Cordillera Las Lagunillas),
Zamora-Chinchipe (e.g., Cajanuma), and
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Morona-Santiago (paramos de Matanga)
(Chapman 1926, Robbinset al 1994,
Cresswellet al 1999, Ridgely & Greenfield
2001, Santander & Mufioz 2005, N. Krabbe
pers. comm. 2006, G. Buitrén-Jurado pers.
comm. 2006, Aves&Conservacion —
2005/2006 Neotropical Waterbird census data,
MECN catalog data, D. F. Cisneros-Heredia
pers. obs.). The lower elevation reported by
Ridgely & Greenfield (2001) fofs. jamesoni
was 3100 m; however, there are two specimens
of G. jamesoni deposited at the MECN
collected at the city of Quito on 17 September
1996 (MECN 7002, female) and 12 March
1999 (MECN 7452), at 2800 m elevation, thus
increasing the lower elevational range of the
species.

Gallinago jamesonis widely sympatric across
its range withG. nobilis The records from the
Cordillera Las Lagunillas (N. Krabbe unpubl.
record) suggest its possible sympatry wah
andina Gallinago jamesoni occupies the
following vegetation formations in Ecuador:
herbaceous paramos[Espeletia paramos,
shrubby paramos, lacustrine grasslands, and
high-montane evergreen forest&allinago
jamesoni is markedly less tied to wetland
environments tharG. nobilis thus having a

larger occupancy area. There are no estimates

for the population of5. jamesoniin Ecuador,
and while it suffers (likés. nobili§ from over-
hunting and habitat destruction, its wide
distribution, abundance at some localities, and
adaptability to secondary habitats suggest that
its population is not threatened. The species is
fairly common and recorded periodically at the
paramos of the Antisana and Cotopaxi
volcanoes, and at Yanacocha, a private
protected area, the population is small and
local but apparently stable; during surveys in
December between 1996 and 2004 (1 day-
surveys during the Christmas Bird Counts),
between 2 and 6 individuals were observed.
Freile & Santander (2005) and Boyla &
Estrada (2005) treatedjamesoni as a
subspecies ofG. stricklandij and as such

considered it as a Near-Threatened species; but

currently  BirdLife International (2006)
recognizes them as separate species, @Gnd
jamesoni as non-threatened. The Red Data
Book of the Birds of Ecuador (Granizo et al.
2002) did not includeG. jamesonias a
threatened species in the country.

Gallinago jamesonis found in all IBAs across
the Ecuadorian highlands, and some apparently
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qualify for criteri A4i. The critical
biogeographic level ofG. jamesoni(as G.
stricklandii jamesoni was established in 100
individuals, with a population estimate of less
than 10.000 individuals by Boyla & Estrada
(2005). Yet, based on considerations presented
in the G. nobilis account, a critical
biogeographic level of 250 individuals f@3.
jamesoni(population estimate 10.000 — 25.000
individuals, declining trend) seems more
adequate.Gallinago jamesonioccurs in the
following Ecuadorian IBAs (those classified
under criteria A4i are underlined): Bosque
Protector Molleturo Mullopungo (EC032), El
Angel-Cerro Golondrinas (EC036)Reserva
Ecolbgica Cotacachi-Cayapas (ECQ3Iftag-
Toisdan (EC038), _Mindo y Estribaciones
Occidentales del Volcan Pichincha (ECQ43)
Reserva Ecoldgica Los lllinizas y Alrededores
(EC045) Estacion Biologica Guandera-Cerro
Mongus  (EC046) Reserva Ecolégica
Cayambe-Coca (ECO049)Reserva Ecolégica
Antisana (EC052)Refugio de Vida Silvestre
Pasochoa (EC053), Volcan Atacazo (EC054),
Parque Nacional Cotopaxi (ECO55Parque
Nacional Llanganates (ECO056) Corredor
Ecolégico Llanganates-Sangay (EC057),
Pargue Nacional Sangay (ECO061Bosque
Protector Dudas-Mazar (EC06Zajas-Mazan
(EC063) Yanuncay-Yanasacha (EC064)
Acanama-Guashapamba-Aguirre (EC068),
Parque Nacional Podocarpus (ECQ&50sque
Protector Colambo-Yacuri (ECO086Reserva
Comunal Bosque de Angashcola (E087).

Gallinago imperialis- Imperial Snipe

Locally rare to fairly uncommon species that
occurs along and below the timberline in
highlands of Ecuador, between 2700 and 3800
m elevation. Gallinago imperialis was
originally described by Sclater & Salvin (1869)
from a specimen collected in the vicinity of
Bogota, Colombia. The species remained
known from a single additional specimen, until
it was rediscovered in 1967 at the Cordillera de
Huancabamba, central Peru (Terborgh &
Weske 1972). In 1990, the species was
recorded for the first time in Ecuador, at
Yanayacu, in the northwestern slopes of the
Pichincha volcano (Krabbe 1992), and later the
species was found to be continuously
distributed along the entire eastern Andean
slopes of Ecuador, and along the northwestern
slopes south to the lllinizas volcanoes (Krabbe
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et al 1997, Krabbe 1998). There are records of
Gallinago imperialisin the provinces of Carchi
(e.g., Cerro Mongus), Imbabura (e.g., Intag),
Pichincha (e.g., Yanacocha, Corazo6n volcano,
Pichincha volcano), Napo (e.g., below
Oyacachi), Tungurahua (e.g., Cordillera de Los
Llanganates), Loja (e.g., Acanama), Zamora-
Chinchipe (e.g., Cajanuma, Cerro Toledo,
Cordillera Las Lagunillas, Tapichalaca), and
Morona-Santiago (paramos de Matanga)
(Krabbe 1992, Poulsen 1993, Krabket al
1997, Ridgely & Greenfield 2001, N. Krabbe
pers. comm. 2006, D. F. Cisneros-Heredia
pers. obs.)Gallinago imperialisoccupies the
following vegetation formations in Ecuador:
cloud montane forests and high montane
evergreen forests; occurring inside the forests
but also on the borders and adjacent bogs. The
habitat of the species in the western slopes of
the Andes has drastically declined over the last
years. In the last 30 — 40 years, between 33 —
53% of the habitats d&. imperialishave been
transformed into agricultural lands, suffering
from burning and grazing (Sieret al 1999).

At Corazén volcano, habitat destruction has
reduced the population significantly, and it is
probably extirpated. At Yanacocha, a private
protected area, the species is regularly
recorded, and probably holds a healthy size
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population; during surveys in December
between 1996 and 2004 (1 day-surveys during
the Christmas Bird Counts), between 2 and 10
individuals were  observed. Gallinago
imperialis is considered as a Near-threatened
species  (BirdLife International  2006).
Although Granizeet al (2002) did not list the
species under any IUCN category (even NT),
the species should certainly be classified as
Near-Threatened in Ecuador, as suggested by
Ridgely & Greenfield (2001).

There are records of5. imperialis at the
following IBAs (criteria Al, IBAs whereG.
imperialiswas not listed by Freile & Santander
[2005] are underlined): Reserva Ecoldgica
Cotacachi-Cayapas (ECO037), Intag-Toisan
(EC038) Mindo y Estribaciones Occidentales
del Volcdn Pichincha (EC043), Reserva
Ecolégica Los lllinizas y Alrededores
(ECO045), Estacion Biologica Guandera-Cerro
Mongus  (EC046) Reserva Ecolégica
Cayambe-Coca (EC049), Reserva Ecoldgica
Antisana  (EC052) Parque Nacional
Llanganates (EC056), Parqgue Nacional Sangay

(EC061) Acanama-Guashapamba-Aguirre
(EC068) Parque Nacional Podocarpus

(EC085), Bosque Protector Colambo-Yacuri
(EC086), and_Reserva Tapichalaca (EC088)
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News from

RUSSIA

Autumn hunting bags of Woodcock, Common Snipe and o

waders in the Moscow Region

ther

YURI BLOKHIN , Federal State Office “Centrokhotkontrol”, Teterigsine, 18, build. 8, Moscow,

109004, RussieE-mait yuri-blokhin@yandex.ru

In the last few years in the Moscow Region, as
in other regions of Russia, hunters were given
“personal licenses” (PL) for all sorts of game
birds including waders, separately in spring
and summer-autumn periods. PL is an official
form which is not only required for hunting but
also for the census of different game species
hunting bags. In a PL form, space is provided
for the hunter to register data on his bag : shot
species and date of shooting. The process of
data collection and analysis has been
described previously (Blokhin & Fokin 2005;
Blokhin et al. 2006). All information on
hunters’ hunting bags is finally summarized by
state hunting management structures for each
region.

As a result of the initial generalization of PL
data made by hunting management officials, a
substantial part of the information coming
from hunters is lost. Summary tables’ data on
game bird hunting bags become of little use for
further statistical treatment and analysis.
Besides, we have doubted the reasonableness
of data treatment in regions, generalized in
summary tables (Blokhiret al. 2002, 2005,
2006).

Material and methods

In total, 20,290 PLs were analysed to estimate
hunting bags in the Moscow Region. They
made up 60% of the number of PLs given for
game bird hunting by the Moscow Hunters and
Fishermen Society (MOQIR) which is the first-
rate hunters association in Russia, and some
other hunters societies, in the summer-autumn
2005 hunting season.

The popularity of hunting is determined by the
rate of the total number of PLs returned by
hunters for all game bird species, and the
number of PLs with information on a specific
game species. We should note that hunters are
not given specific PLs for Woodcock, Great
Snipe or Common Snipe, but they receive
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general PLs which include other game birds.
As a result, a problem arises: many hunters
receive such licenses but do not hunt waders,
preferring for instance ducks, hazel grouse or
other game birds, and this is mostly not
recorded in PLs. Thus, we only know how
many PLs are purchased for the right to hunt
waders and the number of PLs returned by
hunters. Therefore, we do not know the
proportion of hunters who received special
game birds PLs but really hunt waders and
how many of them did not bag any Woodcock
or Common Snipe.

In summer-autumn 2005 hunting season, a
hunter purchased from 1 to 8 game bird PLs
for different numbers of days. But the
overwhelming majority of hunters purchased
only one license for the season. However, we
have no precise information about this . That is
why the average individual bag was estimated
for one PL on the basis of the total number of
PLs we processed for each wader species, and
the total number of waders shot with these
licenses for each specific species. The total
bag for each wader species was calculated on
the basis of the average bag index per single
PL and the total bag per each category of PL.

Results and discussion
Species compaosition of shot waders

In autumn, hunting is allowed in Russia for
many wader species except for example those
included in The Federal or Regional Red
books. In the Moscow Region, 35 wader
species can be observed among which only 13
species are allowed to be hunted. However,
even among these 13 species, only 5 are
relatively common:Vanellus vanellusTringa
ochropus Gallinago gallinago G. media
Scolopax rusticolaThe other waders are rare:
Pluvialis  squatarola Tringa glareolg
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Lymnocryptes minimysr accidentally present
migratory  birds: Eudromias morinellus
Arenaria interpresTringa erythropusLimosa
lapponica Numenius phaeopusPLs are
written out for different species and groups of
game bird including waders, such as
“Woodcock”, “Common Snipe”, “Great
Snipe”, “Curlew”, “other waders”, “marsh-
meadow game bird”. In the group “marsh-
meadow game bird”, not only are all other

wader game species included, but also Quail
and Corncrake for instance. During summer-
autumn hunting, Woodcock is allowed to be

shot with PLs given for “pine forest game

bird”, which includes Hazel Grouse .

Among waders shot in 2005, hunters

commonly reported Common Snipe (74.8%)
and Woodcock (20.4%), rarely Great Snipe
(4%) and Jack Snipe (0.8%) (Figure 1).

408 20,4

W W oodcock

OGreat Snipe
OJack Snipe

E Common Snipe

74,8

Figure1: Distribution of
different waders species in
autumn hunting bags in
Moscow region (%).

Hunting periods and wader bag limits

In 2005, summer-autumn hunting for Common
Snipe (and also for one more representative of
marsh-meadow game: Corn Crake) opened
late, on the 1% of August 2005, and only for
pointer owners. For the other hunters, wader
hunting was allowed from the 2®f August to

the 30" of November. Moreover, as in the
previous years, hunting was closed two days a
week before the 150f September. For a 2005
hunting season duration of 100 days, the
average hunting time for a wader hunter ((and,
from the same PLs, for other game birds) was
4.18+ 0.09 days per 1 PL. The maximum was
40 days (n = 1,394). However, it is very likely
that hunters spent substantially less time than
indicated for wader hunting, but from PLs it is
impossible to estimate how much time exactly
they spent. This results from the fact that
hunters purchase PLs for different sorts of
game birds, including waders, and never take
PLs to shoot only waders.

In autumn 2005, marginal hunting bag rates
per hunter and per hunting day were as
follows: Woodcock: 5, Common Snipe, Great
Snipe, Curlew, “other waders” (without any
species indication): 10 birds each.
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Individual hunting efficiency and bag size

95% and 87% of Woodcock and Common
Snipe hunters who had respectively PLs for
these game birds, did not succeed to shoot it
(but the majority, probably, did not hunt at all)
(Figure 2). 85% and 73% of Woodcock and
Common  Snipe  “successful”  hunters
respectively shot at most 1 to 3 birds (Figures
3 & 4). The maximum individual bag per
season was made up of 13 woodcocks, 36
common snipes, 23 great snipes. The average
bag for each species was 048.01, 0. 44t
0.02 and 2.7& 0.69, respectively (Figure 5).
According to our estimation, the autumn
hunting bag in the Moscow Region is made up
of about 3,100 common snipes, 1,200
woodcocks, 600 great snipes and 900 “other”
waders (probably including also Great Snipe,
Jack Snipe and others). Moreover, according to
hunting inspectors data, 9 Curlew were shot in
the Moscow Region. Information on Great
Snipe and Jack Snipe are the least reliable,
because PLs rarely included records of shot
great snipes, and no PL at all was written out
with a shot Jack Snipe. These species were
thus probably hunted with PLs that allowed
to shoot Common Snipe and “other” waders.
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Among various game birds most often shot by A comparison of our own estimations with

hunters in autumn (n = 21,845), Common those given by the official methods provided

Snipe ranks in the™7place after Mallard, Teal, by the hunting inspectors department, revealed

Garganey, Corncrake, Hazel Hen and Coot. that the official data for almost all game

Woodcock and all the other waders are not species are understated by 3.1 times for Great

included in the first ten species. Snipe, by 2.6 for Woodcock and by 2.1 times
for Common Snipe and other waders.

waders  Woodcock Common  Great  Jack Snipe  marsh
indefinite Snipe Snipe game

35,00
30,00 -

25,00 A

20,00 A

%

15,00 -

10,00 -
5,00 -

0,00 -
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 >11

n. shot common snipes

Figure 3: Proportion of PLs in which at lec
one shot Common Snipe is mentioned for the
2005 summer-autumn hunting season in the
Moscow region.
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Figure 4: Proportion of PLs in which at lec
one shot Woodcock is mentioned for the :
summer-autumn hunting season in the
Moscow region.
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Conclusion

Our analysis leads us to determine the species
composition of shot waders and suggests a
really low individual hunting efficiency for
game birds and a low individual hunting
activity in the Moscow Region. Very similar
results can be found in spring and autumn
hunting seasons in terms of average bag for 1
PL, average hunting time, etc. Experience
reveals that the low hunting efficiency is not
only due to low numbers of waders or their
low availability, but to a great extent
explained by the fact that these small game
birds should be of no interest at all for many
hunters. To the number of PLs given, the
majority of hunters registered in MOOIR did
not hunt at all, either waders or other game

WI-WSSG Newsletter n°32 15

birds. Those who hunted, spent 4 days per
season on average hunting, which made up
only 4% of the autumn hunting duration.

On the whole, from PLs it was possible to
determine some important statistical hunting
parameters for different bird species and their
bag sizes (only roughly). We were also able to
compare the obtained information with the
official statistical data (on the basis of which
monitoring of game bird bags is carried out),
and to improve the quality of the initial
information. In particular, a difference in
estimations of bag sizes for several game
species could be explained by different
approaches to the interpretation of PLs data,

different methods of calculation and
extrapolation of this information.
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Woodcock spring hunting in Russia in 2006
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Spring hunting of roding Woodcock is very
popular in the forest areas of Russia. It
corresponds to an old tradition as in other
Eastern European countries. For the last 100
years, Woodcock spring hunting in Russia was
forbidden only in 1929 and during a short
period at the beginning of the 1960's.

Spring hunting was again forbidden in 2006 in
several Russian regions (oblasts) owing to
avian influenza. All spring hunting was
forbidden in 43 regions and Woodcock spring
hunting was forbidden in 62 regions.
Therefore, roding Woodcock hunting was
officially allowed only in 23 regions

( Tablel).

In some forest-taiga regions, onlyetrao
urogallus and Tetrao tetrix hunting on the
leks was opened. Traditional spring hunting of
males ducks was opened only in 7 regions
(Orel, Irkutsk and 5 regions of Far East).
Finally, Geese spring hunting was opened in
16 regions.
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Hunting periods

The spring hunting season started on thefl
April in Orel region (Central area) and ended
on the 24 of May in the northern area (Komi
Republic). In European Russia, where
Woodcock hunting was allowed, the total
duration of the hunting season in spring 2006
was 59 days. This is almost 2 weeks less than
in the previous years. Remember that
Woodcock hunting is only allowed for periods
of 10 continuous days in a given region.

In te Asian part, spring woodcock shooting
started on the °1 of May in one of the
southernmost regions of eastern Siberia
(Bouriatia). At Sakhalin Island and in 2 regions
of East Siberia, shooting was allowed on May
the 8" — 7". Hunting duration was 17 days in
Irkutsk (2 periods), 15 days in Bouriatia and at
Sakhalin (2 periods) and 10 days in
Krasnoiarsk (1 period).
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Number of licenses

In spring 2006, hunters of 19 European Russia
regions were awarded about 95,700 licenses
for Woodcock shooting — more than twice less
than in the previous year. Many licenses were
issued in North (45,600 - 47.6%), Central
(20,200 - 21.1%), and Volga-Viatka (about
14,700 - 15.4%) areas. Few were issued in
Ural (8,000 - 8.4%), North-West (4,400 -
4.6%), and Volga (2,800 - 2.9%) areas.

The greatest numbers of hunters, who received
licenses for roding hunting were registered in
the Arkhangelsk (15,900) and Vologda
(15,600) regions, then in the Nizhni Novgorod
(9,400), Yaroslavl' (6,200), Kirov (5,400),
Ivanovo (3,600) and Moscow (3,300) regions.
In most regions the numbers were quite similar
to that of the previous years, however for the
Moscow region, the figure was ten times less.
In fact, many hunters of the Moscow region
were afraid of avian influenza.

Woodcock hunting bags

The majority of woodcocks were shot in the
Central Area (45,700 birds - 44%). In the
north-western, Volga-Viatka and northern
areas, the numbers of shot woodcocks were
10,200, 17,400, and 19,500 respectively (in
total about 45% of the total number of shot
birds). In the Ural and Volga areas, numbers of
shot woodcocks were significantly less [7,500
(7%) and 3,700 (7.2%), resp.] However, both
absolute and relative numbers of shot
woodcocks increased in these areas.

More than 10,000 woodcocks were shot in the
Moscow (22,700), Vologda (13,300), Nizhni
Novgorod (11,200) and Yaroslavl' (10,300)
regions; 8,900 in the Sakhalin, 6,900 in
Novgorod, 6,200 in Kirov, and 3,200-4,000 in
each of the Arkhangelsk, Pskov, Briansk,
Ivanovo and Penza regions.

In European Russia, 1.09 woodcocks in
average were shot per license. This is
significantly more than in the previous years.
The higher values are observed in the North-
West (2.32), Central (2.27), Volga [Penza
(1.33)] and East Siberia (1.52) areas. The
lower ones appear in the North (0.43), Ural
(0.93) and Far East (Sakhalin - 0.91) areas.
Hunters in the Moscow region were the most
successful (6.82 shot woodcocks per license).
Such a high value is registered for the first
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time and is probably related to the prohibition
of duck shooting and consequent changes in
game statistics. Novgorod is in the second
position (2.72), followed by Irkutsk [2.33 (an
unexpectedly high result for Siberia] and
Briansk (2.03). In 2 regions, the mean bag
exceeds 1.5 woodcock per license [Pskov
(1.79), Yaroslavl' (1.67)]. Yaroslavl' was in
the second position in 2005 (1.52). In 4 other
regions the mean bag exceeds 1 woodcock per
license [Tcheliabinsk (1.39), Penza (1.33),
Nizhni Novgorod (1.20), Kirov (1.15)]. In
previous spring hunting seasons, Tcheliabinsk
hunters were usually leaders (2.32 in 2005).

In spring 2006, a special questionnaire form
called "Individual card of roding Woodcock
hunting” was distributed to hunters in the
Moscow and lvanovo regions. We collected
and analyzed 123 such forms. 37.3 %
respondents attended roding only one day out
of the 10 allowed, 79.7 % hunted 2 to 5 days,
and 12.7 % during all the 10-day spring
hunting period. The opinion of 49.5 % was that
roding activity was worse compared to
previous years, and for 36.7 % it was better
(n = 109). 20.3 % hunters didn't shoot any
woodcocks in spring 2006. Successful hunters
shot 2.4 woodcocks in average (2.4D47).
The maximal spring bag was 15 woodcocks for
one hunter. Losses of wounded birds
accounted for 23.7 % of shot birds, i.e. 0.61 +
0.08 woodcock lost per hunter.

Final estimation of Woodcock spring bag
size in European Russia in 2006 is 104,100
birds. This bag size is significantly less than
the estimations of the 1996-2005 period:
between 140,000 and 165,000 woodcocks. The
total size of the hunting bag in all of Russia
was around 114,000 woodcocks, including the
Asian part. Of course, this is less than usual,
because hunting was forbidden in most
regions. On the opposite, individual bag size is
much larger than in the previous years in the
most of regions. An explanation could be the
wide-scale restrictions of waterfowl shooting
due to the risk of avian influenza. Thus,
hunters received licenses only for woodcock
shooting, and therefore the bag size reflects the
shooting results of a greater number of
“woodcock specialists”, a part of them being
usually only duck hunters.
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Table 1. Woodcock spring hunting in Russia in 2006 (acaogdb official information of Russian
Ministry of Agricultural).

Official Russian Region Period of Hunting bag Federal regions
Number (oblast) hunting* (thousands
woodcocks)
1 KARELIA 30.04-15.05 1,93
2 KOMI 05.05-29.05 0,35
3 ARKHANGELSK 30.04-16.05 4,0
4 VOLOGDA 29.04-10.05 13,2
5 KALININGRAD forbidden 0 North-West
6 ST-PETERSBURG forbidden 0
7 MURMANSK forbidden 0
8 NOVGOROD 29.04-08.05 6,85
9 PSKOV 29.04-08.05 3,36
10 BELGOROD forbidden 0
11 BRIANSK 14.04-23.94 3,28
12 VLADIMIR forbidden 0
13 VORONEZH forbidden 0
14 IVANOVO 22.04-01.05 3,24
15 KALUGA forbidden 0
16 KOSTROMA 22.04-01.05 6,0
17 KURSK forbidden 0 Central
18 LIPETSK forbidden 0
19 MOSCOW 14.04-30.04 22,7
20 OREL 01.04-23.04 0,3
21 RYAZAN’ forbidden 0
22 SMOLENSK forbidden 0
23 TAMBOV forbidden 0
24 TVER’ forbidden 0
25 TULA forbidden 0
26 YAROSLAVL' 22.04-01.05 10,3
27 BASHKORTOSTAN forbidden 0
28 MARI-EL forbidden 0
29 MORDOVIA forbidden 0
30 TATARSTAN forbidden 0
31 UDMURTIA 28.04-08.05 1,85
32 CHUVASHIA forbidden 0
33 KIROV 22.04-08.05 6,18
34 NIZH. NOVGOROD 21.04-07.05 11,19 Volga
35 ORENBURG forbidden 0
36 PENZA 15.04-24.04 3,74
37 PERM 29.04-14.05 3,63
38 SAMARA forbidden 0
39 SARATOV forbidden 0
40 ULIANOVSK forbidden 0
41 KOMI-PERM AO 29.04-14.05 0,29
42 ADYGEA forbidden 0
43 DAGESTAN forbidden 0
44 INGUSHETIA forbidden 0
45 KABARDINO-BALKARIA forbidden 0
46 KALMYKIA forbidden 0
47 KARACHAEVO-CHERKESSIA | forbidden 0
48 NORTH OSETIA forbidden 0 South
49 CHECHNIA forbidden 0
50 KRASNODAR forbidden 0
51 STAVROPOL’ forbidden 0
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52 ASTRAKHAN’ forbidden 0
53 VOLGOGRAD forbidden 0
54 ROSTOV forbidden 0
55 KURGAN forbidden 0
56 EKATERINBURG forbidden 0
57 TUMEN' forbidden 0
58 CHELIABINSK 26.04-05.05 1,73
59 KHANTY-MANSISK forbidden 0
60 YAMALO-NENETSK forbidden 0
61 BURIATIA forbidden 0
62 ALTAI REPUBLIK forbidden 0
63 TYVA forbidden 0
64 KHAKASSIA forbidden 0
65 ALTAI KRAI forbidden 0
66 KRASNOJARSK 05.05-14.05 0,25
67 IRKUTSK 06.05-22.05 0,90
68 KEMEROVO forbidden 0 Siberia
69 NOVOSIBIRSK forbidden 0
70 OMSK forbidden 0
71 TOMSK forbidden 0
72 CHITA forbidden 0
73 TAIMYR forbidden 0
74 UST-ORDYNSKY forbidden 0
75 EVENKIA forbidden 0
76 PRIMORIE forbidden 0
77 KHABAROVSK forbidden 0
78 AMURSKAYA forbidden 0
79 KAMCHATKA forbidden 0
80 MAGADAN forbidden 0 Far-East
81 SAKHALIN ISLAND 12.05-21.05 8,88
82 JEWISH REPUBLIC forbidden 0
83 KORIAKSKY forbidden 0
84 CHUKOTKA forbidden 0
85 YAKUTIA forbidden 0
Total 114,09

* Total period of hunting, including all districtd this region. In every district hunting seasoriogd only
during 10-days period and sometimes less.

WI-WSSG Newsletter n°32

19

December 2006



