Workshop on the protection of the Lesser White-fronted Goose

Lammi, Finland 1–2 April 2005

Minutes

Friday 1 April 

Session 1

Present state and major threats of the species 
Chairman Mr Seppo Vuolanto, Finland 

Seppo Vuolanto: Opens the meeting. Welcomes the participants and introduces the programme of the meeting. Szabolcs Nagy and Petteri Tolvanen will keep record of the presentations and discussion.

Evgeniy Syroechovski: Status and conservation Lesser White-fronted Goose in Russia and Central Asia. The development of a national strategy for Russia has started. It will be presented in St. Petersbourg in October. Field surveys in Putorana Plato, Kalmykiya, Azerbaijan, Chukotka and Vorkuta..Successful satellite tracking showing the route to a wintering place in Iraq, but the picture is going to be complicated. Started collaboration with hunting organisation and fundraising with companies. They are going to start new satellite tracking in this year in Putorana Plato with transmitters of neck-collar type. Strong hunting pressure (also in spring) along Ob River. They have found some locations of wintering geese (mostly GWfG) in Turkmenistan close to the border with Afganistan. Satellite tracking has reconfimed the importance of the Samur River delta for LWfG. There are also new data from Azerbaijan. Knowledge is still missing on main wintering ground for the western population. It is still not known where 80% of the breeding birds are and also most of stopover sites for the eastern populations. Main threats at wintering and stopover areas are still assumed, but no exact mechanisms are known. Next priorities and plans for Russia: improvement of knowledge through field surveys, satellite tracking, genetic studies; creation of network of protected areas in key stopover sites; creation of GIS database on distribution of LWfG; co-operation with hunters to decrease hunting pressure; creation of national strategy with AEWA and collaboration with RBCU. 

Ingar Jostein Oien: Update on the work done on the Fennoscandian population. Main work within Fennoscandia is still annual monitoring before breeding and of breeding success at Valdak. In the meantime catch some birds for colour ringing and these birds are observed along the European migration route where established monitoring takes place. A LIFE project application (lead by WWF Finland) submitted to protect this migration route. There are further plans for further satellite tracking focusing at breeding sites, because breeding grounds might change, and at the moment the breeding grounds are mainly unknown.  The breeding population is between 20-30 pairs (this figure refers to adult and subadult birds [i.e. 3rd cy] appearing in pairs). At Valdak 40-45 birds were observed in spring. Significant drop from 60-70 to 40-45 happened around 2000; since then the population size has been more or less stable. Most birds colour-ringed in Norway are observed along the European migration route., but based on the analysis of the individual belly patch pattern we don’t have full control on the Fennoscandian population(= not all of the Fennoscandian LWfG staging at Valdak).

Sergey Yerokhov: Lesser White-fronted Goose in Kazakhstan. Main stop over sites are located in the Kustanay region, which is characterised by changing semi-static water bodies. Long draught period has affected the species negatively, therefore birds now occur more to the south from the Kustanay region. According to their results the total number is not changing significantly: 7,000-10,000 (1997-2004). The age structure (share of juveniles) is changing from yeat to year. The staging in Kustany region population may have even increased in the latest years. Last year the average flock size was 3-400 birds as opposed to 30-40 birds per flock earlier. He suggests that the Western population is increasing.  Two wawes: September and October. The latter mostly families. Most birds are probably wintering in the Caspian region and at water reservoirs in Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan. A GEF project started (Integrated conservation of globally important wetlands in Kazachstan) which includes actions to improve legislation, to establish new protected areas and to improve protection. Another regional project is starting to Establish a network of habitats along the flyway of Siberian Crane and other globally threatened species including Kazachstan (including Naurzum, Zharsor-Urkash and Kulukol lakes in Kustanay region), China andRussia and Iran. Four areas included in the Kustanay region (incl. the Kulikol Lake) and one in the Naurzum region. New protected areas as a result of the project hopefully established by 2009. He invites collaboration from foreign organisations.

Juha Markkola. Review the global the protection and major threats of Lesser White-fronted Goose. Main threats  are hunting and poaching; habitat degradation; global climate change (e.g. through changing rodent cycles). Hunting: mortality rate of juveniles is very high (78%). An old data set from Finland and  Sweden shows that was is a big difference in number of captive-born, reintroduced LWfG birds shot in between the two countries. In Russia hunting takes place during the whole summer. Also along the European flyway the LWfG is still frequently confused with WfG by hunters.  The annual (autumn) goose bag in Kustanay region, Kazakhstan is supposed to be 5,000-60,000 and it is assumed that 270-3,000 LWfG are shot annually in the area. Hunting has increased in former Soviet Union, even in protected areas. No information about the hunting pressure in Turkey and Irak. In the eastern flyway, most of the mortality supposed to take place in the wintering sites (East Donting Lake in China). Minimum adult mortality during the wintering period in the East Dongting Lake area is assumed as low as 0.9% based on estimating missing parents. Poisoning is a big problem here. In the temparate zone LWFG prefers natural steppes with high calcium concentration. Rise of level of Caspian sea has flushed former grazing areas (e.g. in Azerbaijan). Water regulation in the Yangtze river will lower floods (monsoon rains in summer, spring) and raise the winter water level - habitats will be reduced? . In the Nordic countries growing reindeer stocks have caused serious deterioration of vegetation, lack of rodent peaks and increased predation pressure on birds (by Red Fox). Legal protection: become protected in Romania, Turkmenistan, Lithuania and also included in the national Red List of Kazakhstan in 2002, but accidental shooting still happens. Regional initiatives: national LWfG conservation projects in Nordic countries since 1980’s, Nordic co-operation since 1988, Geese (and Swans and Ducks) Study Group of Eastern Europe and Northern Asia (RGG) since 1995, Chinese researchers. JAWGP Japan Association for Wild Geese Protection since 1997. EU LIFE projects: Greece 1996-1998, Finland (and Russia and Kazakhstan) 1997-2000. List the involvement of international organisations (Wetlands, BirdLife, WWF, AEWA, IUCN, UNEP). Lists action plans: Birdlife/IWRB, Regional action plan for the Caspian sea, national action plan for Greece. Hunting free zones are established in Kazakhstan, Bothnian Bay coast, Finland, protected areas only a few breeding sites are protected, but more along the flyway (Kanin, Hortobágy, Kazakhstan, East Dongting Lake). The IBA network is important for the species. Habitat conservation in Bothnian Bay coast, Finland; Hortobágy.

Chairmans conclusions by Seppo Vuolanto: It was surprising that the migration is increasing in Kazakhstan, but other speakers have told that the species is still declining. Evgeniy Syroechkovski overview concorded with the presentation about the Fennoscandian population. Hunting and poaching is still the most important factor, but also habitat deterioration and the unknown impact of climate change. We got a good overview of the present status of the species, but there is still a lot not known about breeding and wintering grounds and threats. The situation is fairly critical at the moment especially in Europe.

COFFEE BREAK

Session 2

On-going and planned conservation activities

Chairman Mr Seppo Vuolanto, Finland 
Åke Andersson: Swedish reintroduction project – history and results. Since 1981 Barnacle Geese have been used as foster parents for leading young captive-born LWfG to new wintering grounds in the Netherlands. There will be surveys carried out in the summer 2005 to check whether any breeding pairs still occur in the wild in Sweden. In total 300 young and 44 1y old and 3 2y old birds were released (1981-1999). Between 1981-1983 74 birds were released without marking. After that all birds marked. Of birds released as sub-adults, females have a higher (22%) tendency to return to the release area than males (4%). Rate of return of birds released as young has increased to 43% for males, 57%  for females after 1994. Some males apparently form pairs with Barnacle females (4-5 observations) and follows the females back to the breeding grounds. Released birds have been observed in Estonia, Norway and Finland, some individual even on Novaya Zelmlya. There is a supposed moulting migration of some birds to the east (observations from Salla in NE Finlandmand on Russian White Sea coast). In 1999, it was discovered that some birds in captivity carry mtDNA and nuclear DNA from A. albifrons, and the reintroduction was discontinued immediately and a DNA study was started by Håkan Tegelström (later on Anna-Carin Andersson) and Minna Ruokonen. At least 36% of the Swedish captive LWfG were found to carry either mtDNA or nuclear DNA of A. albifrons. Number of fledgings of the Swedish reintroduced LWfG population born in the wild increased from <5 before 1992, <10 before 1998 to >15 since 2000 (8 families). Current estimate of the size of the reintroduced breeding population in Sweden: 10-15 pairs. It seems that birds are making a non-stop flight from Swedish moulting area to the Netherlands in the autumn, while making several stops on spring migration. 13 SPA areas on the migration area. Returning frequency >75%.  Conclusions: in 25 years a breeding population has been established with migration route to the Netherlands, but contains A. albifrons genes. The survival rate of youngs seems to be satisfactory, but the population size is small.

· Gerard Boere comment : notes that if wild breeding pairs remained in Sweden, then the Swedish project is rather restocking than reintroduction. ÅA agrees with this.

Johan Mooij: A new migration route for Lesser White-fronted Goose. The aim of this strategy to establish a new, safer migration route for LWfG. He argues that field identification (separating WfG and LWfG) is not possible under the conditions hunting takes place. Pellet shot scatters and causes collateral damage. There is a high percentage of cripple loss because the average distance is too long in practice. He shows a picture about 123 WfG including 3 LWfG from Bulgaria. In areas where both species are present accidental shooting still happens. If the first strategy fails then the need for reintroduction should be considered. He argues that manipulation, change of migration route is not exceptional. 1990-2005 LWfG 80 individuals per year were observed in Germany. Argues that the Fennoscandian population is genetically not different from more eastern populations. All females has only one halotype, while the males have all other neighbouring halotypes. Despite the moratiorium on release the Swedish reintroduced population is still viable, however the imprint with Barnacle is a problem. That could be avoided by guiding them by ultra-lights. The Aktion Zwerggans group would like a new LWfG reintroduction project based on the ultra-light planes either in Sweden or in Finland in 2006.

Ivan Russev: Projects to reduce the impact of hunting. It’s known that high mortality due to hunting is the most important reason for the decline of the LWfG populations. LWfG resembles and often occurs in mixed flocks with the common and heavily hunted WfG.. There’s a need to let the hunters know about LWfG, explain the differences between two species WfG and LWfG, tell them about the problems in the conservation of the species, and the methods how to avoid killing LWFG during hunting. Refers to the campaigns in Finland and in the Eastern Europe (stickers, posters). The largest single campaign so far to raise the awareness amongst hunters has been the poster and sticker campaign, run by the Norwegian Ornithological Society and the Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds. This material (in national languages) was spread widely in Kazakhstan, Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary, Azerbaijan, Russia and Ukraine. A brochure was produced in Russian and Kazakh languages and distributed in 10,000 copies.  In 2003-2004 poster was produced about endangered species in Kazakhstan. He estimates that 200-300 LWfG are shot in Ukraine every winter. Many flocks are distributed on agricultural fields. Hunting inspection suffers from lack of resources to be effective. The new president of Ukraine has promised to close all hunting in 10 years. Reports plans about special training to hunters, lectures to pupils. Collaboration with decision-makers. He stress the importance of collaboration with hunters. 

Petteri Tolvanen: New EU LIFE-Nature project application: the conservation of Lesser White-fronted Goose on the European migration route. This project (application submitted in the autumn 2004) is dealing with European Flyway which is used by at least half of the Fennoscandian population.Also the European flyway population is still slowly declining. This route is now located almost entirely in the EU. The project is based on the conservation priorities defined in the International Action Plan for the LWfG , including the location of key areas, promote the legal protection of the species and reduce the hunting pressure and manage the habitats. It aims to eliminate the most important threats to the population. It includes 11 partners and co-financiers (authorities and environmental NGOs) from Norway, Finland, Estonia, Hungary and Greece. Project actions will include catching and colour ringing Fennoscandian birds, satellite and radio tracking, preparation of national action plans in Norway, Finland, Estonia, restoration and management in Matsalu Bay, Estonia and in Hortobágy, Hungary, raising awareness amongst hunters, farmers and land owners in Hungary, Estonia. Greece], monitoring of the LWfG population and the effect of the project actions at all key sites. The project period would be from spring 2005 until the year 2008. EU decision expected during late spring/summer 2005.

Antti Haapanen: He represents the Friends of Lesser White-fronted Goose. Much attention has been paid to whether this population is separate from the rest of the population. He disputes the conclusion of the study of Ruokonen et al. (Ruokonen, M., Kvist, L., Aarvak, T., Markkola, J., Morozov, V.V., Øien, I.J., Syroechkovsky Jr., E.E., Tolvanen, T., and Lumme, J. 2004:Population genetic structure and conservation of the lesser white-fronted goose (Anser erythropus). Conservation Genetics 5 (4): 501-512.) because the Fennoscandian birds migrate to the same wintering grounds as the West Russian population and argues that the Fennoscandian population should be not regarded as a separate management unit. The Friends of the Lesser White-fronted Goose  wrote to the Finnish Ministry of Environment expressing doubt that the Fennoscandian population can be saved with the present measures and that the key factors causing the decline of the population (overhunting) can be removed overnight. They have suggested to take supportive actions for the reintroduction of the species to Finland. The Ministry has replied that the captive population is contaminated by alien genes and cannot be cleaned and according to the Finnish legislation  such a captive population cannot be used for reintroduction, but agreed to hold a meeting with wide participation. He express disagreement with the Ministry because of the Kholodova study shows that although some captive birds carry alien genes,  a high percentage of the captive birds are identical with the wild population, therefore disagrees with the Ministry on the interpretation of the Nature Conservation Law. He states the Finnish Ministry of the Environment has not fullfilled its national and international responsiblities in the conservation of the species, and calls for immediate reintroduction actions. 

Discussion

· Juha Markkola: Questions Mooij’s statement that LWfG can be only protected where there is no hunting of WfG. 

· Johan Mooij: Corrects saying that reintroduction should be tried only in countries where hunting of WfG is not allowed. 

· Gerard Boere: Question about the importance of hunting as a threat for the species on the European migration route, cf LWfG killed in Bulgaria in Johan Mooij’s presentation.

· Sergey Dereliev: Says that the birds shown by Mooij the picture are poisoned, not shot and poisoning is an important threat on the Balkans.

· Ingar Oien: The LWfG seen in Bulgaria mixed with WfG are mainly Russian birds, coming there for winter from NE with the WfG  and Red-breasted Geese; Fennoscandian LWfG use a more western route (from E Hungary to N Greece, not visiting Black Sea coast) and they occur mainly in own pure flocks.

· Evgeniy Syroechkovski Stress the importance of working with hunters from the beginning. He also points that most actions deal with the Fennoscandian population and not with the rest of the flyways.

· Timo Asanti: Asks Evgeniy Syroechkovski how the knowledge gaps should be filled?

· Evgeniy Syroechkovski: He expects that collaboration can be developed during the meeting. 

· Antti Haapanen: He stress that the action plan shall cover the whole flyway of the western part of the world population, but there are special problems of the  reintroduced population and those needs shall be addressed separately.

· Szabolcs Nagy: Asks Johan Mooij about how legislative changes in the Netherlands and Germany will be taken into account?

· Johan Mooij: answers that the birds will be not lead to the Netherlands, they will stay in the Lower Rhine area in Germany.

· Gerard Boere: He adds that the goose hunting in the Netherlands will be very restricted. He asks Evgeniy Syroechkovski about the Russian position regarding using Russian birds for reintroductions.

· Evgeniy Syroechkovski: Birds for restocking can be considered, but not for Russia where they will focus on the protection of the wild population.

· Martti Soikkeli: Asks about what is known about the status of LWfG in the Kola peninsula. 

· Vladimir Morozov: 10 pairs is estimated on the basis of observations of Finnish birdwatchers. 

· Petteri Tolvanen: Suppose that all of the Fennoscandian population stage on the Kanin Penninsula. About half of the birds in Kanin may come from the Kola Penninsula and this supports the guesstimate that the Kola Peninsula is more or less equivalent in size to the western Fennoscabdian (Norwegian/Finnish/Swedish) wild population. They have seen c 100 individuals on the Kanin Peninsula staging site in autumn 1996, but this is not a total estimate of the LWfG population staging in the area.
· Martti Soikkeli: clarifies that the biogeographical term Fennoscandia includes (in addition to Norway, Finland and Sweden) also Karelia and Kola Peninsula in Russia.

Conclusions by chair Seppo Vuolanto: Good overview about the Swedish reintroduction project and plans about the German plans. Interesting points about the genetic aspects. News about the Russian population were also useful. The points about working with hunters were very important. It was especially interesting to hear that the new President of Ukraine is supportive to nature conservation. He notices the difference in opinions regarding reintroduction of LWfG between the Swedish and Finnish WWF organisations and he hopes that these differences can be resolved. 

LUNCH BREAK

Session 3

Genetics

Chairman Dr Gerard Boere, Netherlands

Gerard Boere, chair of the session: Introduces himself and the next session. 

Juha Merilä: Protection of genetic biodiversity – conservation and management units with special reference to the LWfG. Aims to seek answer whether the Fennoscandian population is a separate management unit from the Russian population. He emphasize the need to protect the genetic variability for the adoption to environmental change. He argues that populations show significant differentiation neutral marker genes and/or genes coding adaptive traits may require separate management. The main problems are associated with lack of reliable information, delimination criteria is not always clear. He refers to Moritz (1994) definitions on Evolutionary Significant Units (ESU) and Management Units (MU). The MU have more subtle differences between populations and there are no set numerical criteria for separating them. One major shortcomings with MUs. These  are defined on the basis of neutral marker genes only and ignore adaptive differences. This leads to two problems. (1) Populations can be diffeentiated in genes coding quantitative traits while not showing differentiation neutral marker genes. The MU would fail to protect these populations. (2) Populations could be differentiated in neutral marker genes while not showing adaptive differentiation. MU approach could lead to misdirected conservaton efforts and even cause further loss of genetic diversity when populations might actually beneft from gene flow. This might accelerate the decline of the species. Microsatellite data in Fs and RU population shows no difference in level of genetic diversity and allelic richness, which shows that the population do not show decline of genetic diversity. He refers to Crandall et al. (2000) defining management units on the basis of exchangebility. This takes into account genetic (neutral marker genes) and ecological (genetic coding adaptive traits) in different timeframe (recent and historical). MtDNA studies show that FSc birds are well differentiated from NW and NE Russian birds and suggest limited current and historical gene flow (exchangeability).  Low, but significant degree of differentioation between FSc and RU birds in microsatellites shows low, but significant difference. 3/9 loci shows significant difference. This suggests limited gene flow (exchangeability). He argues that there is an element of unique element. Evidence for genetic differentiation in adaptive traits: it is not studied yet, but there is no reason to assume that there is none, because the difference in quantitative traits differentiation is always higher than in neutral marker genes. He concludes that the Fennoscandian LWfG populations should be considered as separate MU and preserving the unique genetic characteristics of the FSc population. 

Anna-Carin Andersson & Minna Ruokonen (and Håkan Tegelström †),: Genetic results on wild and captive populations of the lesser white-fronted goose. 125 captive LWfG form 6 from Swedish farms, 1 Belgian (12) farm and 15 from Hailuoto farm in Finland. Birds from 10 farms (incl. Öster-Malma, Boda, Nordens Ark, Hailuoto, Belgium) tested, birds from five farms (Öster-Malma, Boda, Hailuoto, Nordens Ark, Belgium) used in introduction. All of the captive stocks are more or less related to one another. Sampled around 100 wild WfG and c. 100 wild LWfG including individuals from all over the  the distribution area. The three species (LWfG, WfG, Greylag Goose) can be identified on the basis of mtDNA. No introgression from one species to another in the wild. They express that hybridization may occasionally take place in nature, but has not lead to introgression of the species in the wild. In the captive LWfG there altogether 8 different mtDNA haplotypes were found. 4 of these mtDNA haplotypes came from LWfG, 3 from WfG and 1 from Greylag Goose. 4 individual of the French ultralight project (birds from Belgian farm) had Greylag Goose mtDNA. The latter problem occurs also in the Finnish Hämeenkoski  farm: ca 30% of the tested individuals from that farm carry Greylag Goose mtDNA . Nuclear genetic variation: 128 captive LWfG studied. Tested 26 microsatelite loci. Only 10 of those suitable for the study. 98 alleles found in total. 63% of all microsatellite alleles can be found in both species ; 32 private alleles for the wild WfG, 1 private allele for the wild LWfG, 3 private alleles for the captive LWfG. The nuclear variation of the 10 microsatellites support the species, however variation is not enough to identify hybrid ancestry. It is not possible to identify the hybrid individuals. Indication of hybrid origin was based on the private microsatellite alleles. Unfortunately, most private alleles found in low frequency. 12 microsatellite could be used. They have used assignment test. Most of the individuals carrying the WfG haplotypes have low probability to be assigned to wild LWfG. In conclusion: no hybrids were found in the wild, mtDNA from three Anser species were found in the captive LWfG stocks; a few hybrids can be identified in captive stock, but not all. Other markers would show other hybrid individuals. Therefore, it is not possible to estimate the amount of nuclear genes from Greater White-fronted Goose in the captive LWfG stocks. They do not recommend the use of the present captive stocks if reintroduction are to be continued. 

Marina Kholodova: Russian genetic analyses on LWfG. Skips over her scheduled presentation.
Javier Gonzales: Comments on genetics of Anser erythropus. Speaks on behalf of Prof. Wink. The genetic distribution of many species is a legacy of glacial time. He raises the question about how genetics can help? It shall be used to resolve taxonomic uncertainties, defining management units, minimizing inbreeding and loss of genetic diversity, population structure and detecting hybridization. Anser, Branta and Cygnus are clearly separate, but ND2 mtDNA did not show differentiation between A. erythropus and  other Anser species. Similar result on the basis of DNA Control region. Inter Simple Sequence Repeats (ISSR) is an easy and time effective procedure. L18 of two species of Anser shows similarity again. There is more variation in A. erythropus However, the LWfG sample came from captive birds (which have hybridised with WfG and Greylag Goose, cf. A-C Andersson and Ruokonen above). Tried also MW4 marker and the result is also similar. The question relates to whether this pattern is linked to sex or hybridization. Fingerprints for owls show more differences both at species and subspecies level. He concludes that LWfG and WfG are very close relatives and it is difficult to differentiate through genetic fingerprinting, because of the species are very close relatives, belongs to genetic pools with on-going hybridization. Fly with the geese but knowing what do they carry.

Questions and discussion
Marina Kholodova: All LWfG populations are endangered, especially the Fennoscndian population at risk for extinction. Genetically the poorest population is the Fennoscandian one and both species (LWfG and WfG) are very close relatives. She emphasises that based on the mtDNA the Fennoscandian LWfG population is not genetically unique. She reminds on the very small effective population size. The risk of extinction of this population is very high. She refers to the example of the Saiga Antelope where they have established four rescue populations with 200 individuals. They have applied “genetic passports” for captive individuals. She suggest to establish similar rescue populations for LWfG in Russia and Fennoscandia. Exclude the clearly hybrid birds in the captive stocks, but use the rest. States that she has no reason to question the Swedish and Finnish DNA studies. Free living birds in Sweden seems to be hybrids, can be “cleaned” with increasing the number of release of genetically pure birds. This has happened with European Bison hybridized with American Bison. 

· Torsten Larsson: He reminds that the distribution area of LWfG was more or less continuous in the past. Now the population is much less and fragmented. He can understand that in this situation there is a limited genetic flow, but in his opinion the gene flow should be restored. He refers to the IUCN recommendation on Capercailie in Scotland where there is a low gene flow between the six existing subpopulations and suggest to increase the connectivity between the populations. 

· Minna Ruokonen: Suggest that the conservation strategy should be based on whether this exchange has really taken place in the past. On contrary to the Scotland Capercaillie case (fragmentation of previously continuous range), the differentiation of LWfG population is historical and not due to the recent fragmentation.

· Johan Mooij: Suggest that genetic experts come together and give a consolidated expert advise. 

· Lauri Kahanpää: Comments that the count of 100 birds on Kola Peninsula was 10 years ago. However, the numbers have gone down in Hortobágy and Norway by 70%. 

· Juha Merilä: Comments that he has not heard so far in the discussion any contradictory arguments on the genetics of the wild and captive LWfG as presented here by Merilä, A-C Andersson and Ruokonen. Asks how many genetic expert should give the opinion to be enough. 

· Wolfgang Scholtze: Replies to Merilä that the Aktion Zwerggans group has had contradictory opinions on some of the genetic issues, but can not specify it.

· Javier Gonzales: Explains that the problem is that the change of genes is different and the answer depends on at what time scale do we want to work.

· Konstantin Litvin: He says that Scandinavian birds are flying together with Russian birds, at least partially. This means that there has to be gene flow between the populations. 

· Ingar Øien: questions whether there is any study showing that LWfG also forming pairs in winter. He refers to their experience at Valdak (pairs forming still in May).

Conclusions by chair Gerard Boere: The presentations show that care is needed with the release of the captive birds. The present captive stocks are genetically problematic. He supports that a separate meeting of professional geneticists should be held. 

COFFEE BREAK

Session 4

Preview of the international Action Plan for Lesser White-fronted Goose

Chairman Dr Gerard Boere, Netherlands

Szabolcs Nagy: An action plan is a start of a process, not an end. The purpose is to define actions to reach agreed conservation goals. The Action Plan should build consensus among the organisations and individuals who are in the position to influence the outcome;

facilitate the exchange of experience; form the basis of decisions at international level;

provide framework for more detailed planning at national level. The existing LWfG Action Plan was published in 1996, approved by EU and Bern Convention, with the geographic coverage of Europe and Kazakstan. Main threats as defined in the 1996 Action Plan: hunting, predation, disturbance and habitat loss on the breeding ground, habitat loss on the staging/wintering grounds. In the short term, the aim of the 1996 Action Plan is to maintain the current population of LWfG in known areas throughout its range. In the medium to long term, the aim is to ensure an increase in LWfG population. Conservation priorities of the 1996 Action Plan: Locate and assess key areas; Promote the use of international conventions for the protection of the species together with direct discussions between range states; Promote the legal protection of the species and key sites; Reduce the hunting pressure;  Manage habitats and prevent further losses in the staging and wintering grounds; Monitor the remaining populations and carry out research on the biology of the species;  Raise public awareness of the species particularly amongst hunters and landowners. There’s the following needs to review the 1996 Action Plan: 1) The action plan should have been reviewed and up-dated in every three years (but this proved to be unrealistic); 2) The short term aims were not achieved over the last decade; 3) Wintering sites are not covered by the plan but fall under the scope of AEWA.. Monitoring of the implementation of the Action Plan: is progress made in the implementation of the plan? Up-date of the Action Plan: what has changed since drafting the plan? Review of the Action Plan: what are the problems now and how should we better protect the species? The standard AEWA format for a single species action plan includes the following parts: Biological assessment; Available key knowledge; Threats; Policies and legislation relevant for management; Framework for action; Activities by country; Implementation; References and the most relevant literature; Annex 1: key sites; Annex 2: Signatory status. In the review process of the LWfG Action Plan, a “problem tree analysis” will be carried out (to be drafted here in the Lammi meeting), and in the new Action Plan the framework of the conservation actions will be defined in the following way: purpose/description of the action > expected results > objectively verifiable indicators for each action. National activities will be defined for each result, and the priority, time scale and responsible organisation will be defined for each national action. During the Lammi meeting, we should agree on the problems, agree on the conservation objectives, and evaluate the pros and cons of possible conservation strategies. The planned schedule of the review process is the following:

	31 Mar – 2 Apr 2005
	Action Plan Workshop in Lammi, Finland

	(13 Apr 2005), moved to 20 April 2005
	1st draft to workshop participants asking also for additional information (subsequent consultation if needed + resolving still disputed issues by leading troika of the LWfG working group, Tim Jones, Gerard Boere, Sergey Dereliev, Bart Ebbinge, Szabolcs Nagy & European Commission)

	25 May 2005
	2nd draft to range states

	29 Jun 2005
	3rd draft incorporating official comments

	25 Aug 2005
	Final draft to be submitted to the European Commission, AEWA and Bern Convention Secretariat

	29 Sep 2005
	Ornis SWG

	23-27 Oct 2005
	AEWA Meeting of the Parties

	24 Oct 2005
	Ornis Committee

	End of Nov 2005
	Bern Convention Standing Committee


Saturday 2 April
Chairman Dr Gerard Boere, Netherlands

Session 5

Problem analysis of LWfG conservation

Szabolcs Nagy: introduces the problem tree methodology.

· The problem tree was drafted during this session (file Problem tree Workshop2.jpg)
High adult mortality
· Hunting: Some people don’t know that such a species exists, let alone be able to distinguish Lesser and Greater White-fronts in the field.

· Hunting: Hunting disturbance can lead to loss of condition and contribute to adult mortality, even if it’s not a direct cause.

· Poisoning by pesticides and other chemicals: use of chemicals for control of rodents is locally an important threat (e.g. Bulgaria, probably also many other Eastern European countries

· Hunting by poisoning (alphachlorolose) is a very serious threat locally at the wintering site (East Dongting Lake nature reserve) of the eastern flyway population in China; this is so important that it has to be mentioned in the Action Plan although it is (probably) not relevant for the AEWA region. Gerard Boere comment: detailed solutions will focus on the AEWA area, but problems can be described at global level.

· Lead poisoning; could be a risk at least locally in countries where lead shots are allowed in waterbird hunting; not directly from shooting (the pellets capsulate in the muscles) but through ingestion of lead pellets

· Moulting catch in Russia: is illegal, but might still happen locally; need to increase control and awareness

· Killing by power lines: a potential factor, but importance unknown; no direct evidence on LWfG; also windmills.; has to be taken into account in EIAs

Mortality of eggs and goslings, reproduction success

· Predation by Foxes (Arctic and Red);  the Arctic Fox is nowadays very rare in the Nordic countries (and not a serious threat for LWfG), but the Red Fox has recently expanded to the tundra areas and is a potential threat; in Russian breeding grounds Arctic Fox can locally be a threat for LWfG

· Reindeer trampling probably happens (but is not a very important threat); in the Snow Goose even predation of eggs by Reindeer has been reported in Canada. Locally (in Russia) also distubance by the reindeer herders could be a problem.

· Bad weather (several bad breeding years in a row) is a potential (stochastic) threat for small populations like the Fennoscandian LWFG population, but what can we do about that

· Competition with other goose species? Locally a potential threat, more research needed on the possible impact

· Disturbance by other species: Distubance by the White-tailed Eagle has become a harm for LWfG (less time for feeding, when the eagles are repeatedly chasing the geese away) at the staging area in the Porsangen Fjord (Norway) in recent years, because the White-tailed Eagle population has increased

· Disturbance: Also disturbance from researchers (e.g. catching/satellite tracking) is a potential risk; does not mean that such activities should be stopped, but extreme caution has to be exercised

· Disturbance from tourism at moulting areas may contribute to poor body conditions; also disturbance by air traffic (e.g. fishing tourism in the mountain areas) is a problem in Fennoscandia

Habitat loss/conversion

· Natural cycles of water bodies in arid zones: Locally affecting the LWfG, at least in the staging areas on the steppes of Kazakstan. 

· The Mesopotoamian marshes in Iraq and Iran: has been an enormous and very important wetland (alos for LWfG), huge areas (over 90% of the total area) drained for political reasons during the Saddam regime, and at the moment only less than 10% of the original wetland remain. Probably still a very important wintering area for LWfG. Huge areas of the drained wetlands could be restored quite easily. 

· Overgrazing by livestock is a problem in the breeding areas in Finland, Sweden and Norway (= heavy overgrazing by Reindeer). Stimulated by national agriculture policies, less so in Norway,  where it’s a political cop-out to avoid being seen as harassing a minority. Need to improve knowledge on the effects of the overgrazing. Overgrazing also a problem in some staging/wintering areas, e.g. Evros Delta

· Abandonment of agriculture: locally important threat for LWfg, e.g. in Azerbaidjan; special projects (to support the agriculture) needed in key areas to maintain good feeding sites along the flyway; locally also lack of domestic (grazing) animals is a probem

· Impact of drought and natural cycles on staging and wintering areas. (Insert link with climate change).

· Privatization of land causes smaller field sizes in some areas of staging and wintering areas – especially mentioned for Ukraine.

· Oil and gas industry is a large scale problem (destroying natural habitats) in the Russian Arctic

· “Paper parks”: the conservation status of some protected areas (especially in Russian and other former Soviet Union countries) is not satisfactory. The protected area on Kanin (Shoininsky Zakasnik) is a good example of this.

Genetic introgression

· Genetic introgression relates to the hybridisation of LWfG with other species in the captive and introduced LWfG populations. Based on the DNA studies of wild LWfG and WfG populations, no introgression from one species to another has been found. Several cases of hybridisation with White-fronted Goose and at least one case of hybridisation with Greylag Goose have taken place during the captive history of LWfG. In addition, the Swedish reintroduced LWfG population has hybridised several times in the wild with the Barnacle Goose foster parents. At the moment the risk of genetic introgression of the reintroduced birds and wild LWfG only applies in Fennoscandia. 

COFFEE BREAK

Session 6

Objectives of LWfG conservation

Szabolcs Nagy: introduces the objective tree methodology, based on the problem tree drafted in the previous session

· The objective tree was drafted during this session (file Objective tree Workshop2.jpg)

General Long term aim: restore continuous historical breeding range of LWfG.

· Antti Haapanen comment: the LWfG sub-populations are not really isolated as they meet during migration and wintering.

General Short-term aim:  stop and reverse the rapid decline of LWfG populations 

· Question: What does short-term mean?

· Szabolcs Nagy answer: institutions now suggest 10 years as realistic/foreseeable time scale.

High adult mortality

Hunting

· Szabolcs Nagy: makes preliminary prioritisation of threats: adult mortality first, then habitat loss, then we’ll deal with others first. Do we agree on that high adult mortality is the key issue

· general agreement: yes

· Szabolcs Nagy: Is hunting the most important reason for this?
· general agreement: yes

· Discussion on how to formulate the objective to reduce hunting mortality as a result

· Johan Mooij: most of problems are for fledged birds as soon as they start to move around the world.

· Ingar: Øien: separate juvenile and adult mortality as significance of factors varies.

· Petteri Tolvanen: juvenile and adult mortality have to be separate as adult mortality is significantly more important, as demonstrated by the population elasticity analysis by Petri Lampila
· Subsistence hunting of LWfG in Russia is illegal by definition (the species is protected). Target should be to enforce the hunting law.

· Lauri Kahanpää: Manipulating migration routes to safe areas by reintroduction is a good solution for the high hunting mortality

· no consensus on this 

· Sergey Yerohov: LWfG are often very approachable compared to other geese, and thus more vulnerable for hunting

· Petteri Tolvanen, comment on Sergey Yerohov: I have been many times to Kazakhstan, have never seen LWfG ‘tame’ or ’curious’, on the contrary they have always been shy.

· Konstantin Litvin: a good solution is to create hunting-free zones – reserves and any protected area that are hunting free.

· Szabolcs Nagy:: do we need awareness raising for hunters?

· Russia: absolutely important.

· How to deal with hunting tourism? Is present legislation insufficient?

· Konstantin Litvin: legal problem in southern Russia and Ukraine

· Johan Mooij: people paying money for hunting trips don’t care

· Sergey Yerohov: hunters e.g. from Italy don’t know/care about species’ status in Kazakstan

· Gerard Boere question to Yerohov: is it legal that international hunters come;

· Yerohov: Yes.

· Boere: So need to change legislation as well as raise awareness.

· Bulgaria: regulations on bag limits are much higher for foreign hunters – double standards.

· Petro Pynnönen: organising ecotourism instead of hunting tourism can be a solution in some areas, like Kustany region in Kazaktan
· Gerard Boere comment: this is not a realistic option

· Konstantin Litvin : modifying hunting bag limits regulations is very important

· Timo Asanti: comment on the terminology: hunting is never “accidental”

· Ingar Øien: A possible way to reduce adult mortality: shift hunting pressure to juveniles instead of adults (regardless of the white-fronted goose species). Also deal with hunting tourism companies. Suggest they shoot juveniles instead of adults.

Poisoning

· Poisoning by the chemicals used for control of rodents

· Konstantin Litvin: need to follow strict instructions for pesticides use.

· Lead poisoning

· Gerard Boere: it’s a general issue being tackled internationally through AEWA. Is it a special problem for LWfG?

· Sergey Dereliev: have to reiterate for non-AEWA countries of LWfG range

Killing by power lines and wind mills

· potential threat in breeding grounds: Need to ensure that LWfG presence is taken into account in impact assessment (EIA) of power line proposals, including when it’s not in a formally protected area. Use marking of existing lines.

Moulting catch in Russia:

· is illegal, so solution is to enforce legislation – increase control and awareness

Mortality of eggs and goslings, reproduction success

· Szabolcs Nagy: what can we do in relation to disturbance?

· No hunting zones and no-disturbance zones in key sites.

· Gerard Boere: Assuming that we know where key sites are!

· Sergey Yerohov: work with farmers to save some patches of wheat crops for feeding

· Gerard Boere: growing lure crops to attract birds to certain places as in US? Is it practical? Answers: Yes in Hungary, Kazakhstan, other places

· Tourism in moulting and brood-rearing areas: answer is also no-disturbance zones.

· Szabolcs Nagy: Agri-environment compensation as a tool in LWfG conservation?

· Gerard Boere: not realistic in most of range, but possible in Europe.

· Predation by foxes and eagles; do we address as serious problem in the action plan?

· only on local level.

· Research impacts (disturbance by LWfG research)

· weigh pros and cons, apply precautionary methods

· Competition with other (goose) species: is a potential threat.  Need for more research. 

· Disturbance by other species (e.g. White-tailed Eagle): discussion that it’s very different to competition between goose species. Need to address this local problem anyway. 

Habitat loss/conversion

· Agricultural development: refer to Ramsar Convention guidelines on all these general aspects. Are all Range States are Contracting Parties?

· Abandonment of agriculture / Reintroduction of grazing: National policies to restore grassland (meadows and steppe). Grassland restoration also applies to degradation of staging/wintering areas.

· Reduced field size due to privatization (in Ukraine): maintain integrity of existing protected areas; establish new ones where necessary.

· Overgrazing by reindeer: Improve knowledge on effects of grazing. Reduce number of reindeer. Major political problem e.g. in Finland. Revise policies in Finland (Sweden, Norway) in relation to reindeer grazing.

· The Mesopotamian marshes: probably big amount of LWfG wintering in the area, although main  part of the original wetland have been dried out. Restoration of Mesopotamian marshes – re-establishment of wintering area.

· Natural cycles of water bodies in arid zones: Need to ensure an adequate network of protected areas in the region.

· Sergey Yerohov: introduce special water management plan in Kazakhstan to address natural climate cycles.

· “Paper parks” problem: question of enforcement, but also connected with local government and lack of resources. Need for management plans.

· Disturbance from aircraft, adventure tourism and fishing: legislation for (seasonally?) controlled/closed/undisturbed areas. Collaborate with relevant organisations (military and civil). Aircraft disturbance from oil and gas exploration in Russia to be mentioned.

· Torsten Larsson: use fixed or closed season for fishing, or tourism.

· Climate change: a few lines at start, but can’t go into details in this plan.

· Pollution: A very general topic; follow Ramsar guidance, EIAs etc.

LUNCH BREAK

Session 7

Diverting migration routes (= reintroduction programmes)

· Gerard Boere: Most agree that we had consensus this morning on many issues.  Still remain discussion on diversion of migration route as a method to reduce mortality. Changes of migration route is an effective method to reduce mortality. Whether you want it is another issue. One example is the Swedish case. What is the opinion of meeting on pros and cons?

· Pros and Cons of the reintroduction actions and methods were listed (see file Objective tree Workshop2.jpg)

Discussion on reintroduction and on the genetic issues related to it:

· Torsten Larsson: confirms that in Swedish example there has been a successful change of migration route and reduction in adult mortality.

· Johan Mooij: 1996 international LWFG Action Plan gives it low priority. Can not keep as low priority again. The Swedish reintroduced population is the only population that is slowly increasing.

· Minna Ruokonen: flyway manipulation is done through reintroduction and captive breeding. These two can’t be separated. Modern conservation biology is against introduction of species into areaswhere it doesn’t occur naturally.

· Gerard Boere: No sense to apply for Russian populations.  We’re talking only about Fennoscandian population. IUCN guidelines certainly, as Minna alludes to, require dealing with whole context.

· Timo Asanti: Do we have to keep reintroduction on the plan at all?  Propose deleting it.

· Gerard Boere comment to Asanti: No, the issue should be addressed. Actual implementation is another thing.  Address in very objective way with all pros and cons.

· Petteri Tolvanen: The genetic issue is one of main problems in this method. The know serious genetic problems of the captive and reintroduced stocks should be taken into account to.

· Antti Haapanen: There are captive birds from natural population.

· Torsten Larsson: There are examples of where species have been moved into areas where it has never occurred before.

· Minna Ruokonen: Remind that it’s a subpopulation we are dealing with in this discussion, and that it’s an extreme measure to use when it’s not going to save the global population.

· Ingar Øien: Are we talking about manipulating migration route only of introduced/captive-bred birds, or are we talking about doing it for remaining wild Fennoscandian birds? In any case, there’s a risk swamping the wild population: mixing between the Fennoscandian wild LWfG population and the reintroduced LWfG carrying alien genes.

· Gerard Boere:  As it’s a very controversial issue, should be very complete and detailed description of the problem.

· Konstantin Litvin: Very soon have to deal with the Norwegian population, it’s on the verge of extinction.

· Gerard Boere: We should refer to known captive stocks in general. Not to Swedish, or Finnish etc.

· Gerard Boere:  The known captive LWfG stock might not be suitable for reintroduction. Link this in to genetic issue.

· Lauri Kahanpää: Three possible methods for manipulating migration route: 1) Barnacle Goose foster parents: relatively cheap, can be started quickly, risk of hybridisation with the foster parents; 2) Aircraft – expensive, but no hybridisation risk, can decide the route; 3) as 1, but with LWfG as parents: no hybridization risk, but no wild birds available for foster parents.
· Gerard Boere: Hybridisation discussion yesterday concluded that there’s genes from the wrong species in the captive stock and therefore the present captive stocks should not be used. New hybridisation should also be avoided. Concludes that there is no agreement on the way you should use the present captive stocks.

· Ingar Øien: We also have to decide what to do with the existing free-flying part of these birds.

· Gerard Boere to Øien:  Yes, but this part of discussion limited to use of present captive stocks.

· Torsten Larsson: We can’t do more than use Best Available Technology (best available captive stocks), though probably still some things we don’t have technology for. We should remember that hybridisation between goose species occurs in nature, why be so strict in this case?

· Minna Ruokonen to Larsson: Tried to explain in the presentation yesterday that the only case when hybridisation between two species is important in conservation terms is when there is introgression of genes. Possibly naturally occurring LWfG x WfG hybrids naturally are selected against as they have some qualities that are harmful for the species. In the case of wild LWfG no introgression has been found. This is why we should not allow hybridisation in captivity either. 

· Gerard Boere: What would be the possible effects of the in the wild populations of the alien genes from the captive/reintroduced populations?
· Torsten Larsson: It has been said many times that reproductive success of reintroduced birds is lower, but that’s not true.

· Gerard Boere: No consensus on this.

· Marina Kholodova: We can’t kill all these birds which are “not guilty”. Give presumption of innocence as mitochondrially they are pure. At least some of the captive birds should be OK for release.

· Juha Markkola to Kholodova: This is absolutely against principles of IUCN. We have to get rid of the present captive stocks.

· Nicky Petkov: Make a comparison with the White-headed Duck conservation in Europe. 

· Antti Haapanen: Support what Torsten Larsson said about using Best Available Technology.

· Gerard Boere:  It’s clear that there’s a difference in views on using present captive stock. Maybe we should bring it to high-level independent body such as Scientific Committee of Bonn Convention. Alternatively, continue with reintroduction but use new stock from scratch.

· Lauri Kahanpää: If  it will be decided to eliminate the present stocks and start from scratch, it should be done immediately. The Action Plan should include measures to catch birds from wild and rear them in captivity separately.

· Torsten Larsson: This genetic threat is a potential threat, in contrast to all the real threats to the rest of the population. We should pay more attention to rest of threats. Agree that captive stocks should be as pure as possible. Have failed to get any wild LWfG from Norway, hope to get some from Russia. Those birds will be kept separately from existing stock and it will be decided later whether to mix them or not.

· Minna Ruokonen: Taking birds from the wild should be submitted to an independent adviser. The work should be planned and supervised very well.

· Gerard Boere:  Smell sense of consensus when it comes to setting up new breeding stock of wild LWfG.

· Seppo Vuolanto: We have existing, free-flying reintroduced Swedish population, what to do about this?

· Gerard Boere to Vuolanto:  There has been a moratorium on releases in Sweden for 5-6 years now. High Admin Court of the NL has just ruled that the Dutch Minister should have set aside SPAs for LWfG. Therefore, from legal point of view, no way out in the EU. Has been suggestion that should just remove the Swedish population, but this isn’t realistic.

· Szabolcs Nagy: See that there is a dispute on using the existing captive stock. Propose that in Action Plan, draw up a road map of how and by whom a conclusion should be reached. It should be a multi-lateral decision. How can we reach an agreement on the process that leads to a decision that everyone can accept. Exclude personal interests from decision making. Additional expertise needs to be brought in, refer to Scientific Committee of Bonn Convention; includes many experts with no vested interests at all.

· Juha Markkola: Go back to the 1996 International LWfG Action Plan: it said that reintroduction should not be a priority. Cannot understand how we could be more liberal now, when all the genetic problems in the captive stock have been revealed after 1996, including hybridisation with White-fronted Goose and Greylag Goose. 

· Konstantin Litvin: Support the idea that we need outside expert opinion

· Johan Mooij: One of most important aspects of human beings is that can learn. The 1996 Action Plan said not high priority, but two projects started. One method (Sweden) worked OK, the other didn’t. The first Action Plan didn’t work, so we should go on with this successful method.

· Szabolcs Nagy: This is a planning process. Need to agree (only) on procedure.

· Minna Ruokonen: We are talking now about whether to reintroduce or not, but not enough discussion of WHY we need it.

· Ingar Øien: Recapture of the free-flying Swedish reintroduced population is technically feasible, so should be an option that is listed in the Action Plan update.
· Petteri Tolvanen: A very basic issue often forgotten in this kind of discussions: the priority or urgency of measures. There’s no urgency for reintroduction, especially in the situation when the serious genetic problems of the captive stocks are now known. On the other hand, saving the wild populations is very urgent.

· Torsten Larsson: A reason why reintroduction in Sweden given lower priority in 1996 plan was due to existence of captive birds throughout Europe. At that time, we thought birds all over could be used.
· Lauri Kahanpää: Suggests that we start catching birds from nature now and building up new captive stock NOW. It’s urgent as we have to build up information on how it works.

· Gerard Boere: More or less consensus on that if we have reintroduction in the future, we should work on new clean captive population.

· Gerard Boere: In whole process of updating the Action Plan, there will be certain filters applied. Taking out whole free-flying Swedish population would be technically possible, but is to politically? You always have the possibility to lobby representatives in Bonn Convention etc. Governments must be convinced that money that they put into it is well spent.

· Szabolcs Nagy: Do we agree to refer to external scientific body in the genetic question? Bring together genetic experts and prepare materials for external review. Consequences of external recommendations is another issue.

· Juha Markkola: Different parties should write clearly all the details on paper and clearly argued.

· Gerard Boere:  Yes, will have to be done if  goes on agenda of Bonn Scientific Committee. Reality is that outside view seems needed on reintroduction/genetics/flyway manipulation. 
General discussion topics:

· Szabolcs Nagy: Include problem of small Fennoscandian population and probable extinction from Finland and Sweden. 

· Juha Markkola: We have never evaluated the first Action Plan. This should be part of the updated Action Plan.

· Gerard Boere:  Agree that a lot of the info we have now was not available when writing the 1996 action plan. Enormous amount of new information available in a short period now. Need to underline that populations are still declining. Maybe partly due to fact that knowledge in early 1090s very lacking.

· Szabolcs Nagy: Do we know really all the staging/wintering places?

· Petteri Tolvanen to Nagy: No, we don’t know all of the wintering areas; that’s the main lack.

· Konstantin Litvin: We have lack of knowledge about many things,  including flyway/stopover sites, wintering grounds, breeding range

· Need more studies on population dynamics.

· Szabolcs Nagy:  why are LWfG so exposed to hunting?

· Juha Markkola: due to it is mainly inhabiting continental areas where conservation measures are very weak.

· Lauri Kahanpää: More genetic research needed.
· Petro Pynnönen: Suggests to create an international email-list for participants.

Closing of the workshop
· Gerard Boere: The controversial subject should not dominate discussion. over the conservation of the main population.

· Szabolcs Nagy:: Reminder of timetable of the action plan process (see above, begiining of session 4)

· Tim Jones: As the complier of the Action Plan update, will be happy to receive any kind of supporting material from the participants of the meeting.

· General thanks

