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SUMMARY

In 1997, Arctic Tern chicks at Coquet Island, northeast England were observed with injuries that were highly
characteristic and very similar to those inflicted elsewhere by sheep. Observations at the colony indicated that
only chicks 1-5 days old were attacked and that the animals responsible were rabbits, which were probably
making up nutrient deficiencies by eating chicks. All attacks eventually proved fatal but losses were low
compared to other causes of mortality. We suggest that at Coquet Island, predation of tern chicks by rabbits may
be a novel habit involving only a small number of individuals. Nonetheless rabbits breed sympatrically with
terns at many colonies and the possibility of such predation occurring elsewhere should not be overlooked.
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A remote-controlled net trap for ground-nesting
cormorants

D. Gremillet and R. P. Wilson

INTRODUCTION
Cormorants Phalacrocorax carbo are shy seabirds which normally cannot be approached easily,
even in remote places and within theirentire distribution range (Johnsgard 1993). This is probably
partly due to the traditional persecution of this piscivorous bird by humans (van Dobben 1952)
because Cormorants are often considered to be direct competitors with man for fish resources
(Suter 1991). This same potential competition has fuelled the interest of scientists, nature
conservationists and politicians in the feeding ecology of these birds (Kirby et al. 1996, Carss
et al. in press). The question as to theextent to which Cormorants are actually detrimental to fish
stocks exploited by man has yet to befully resolved, because these birds are pursuit divers which
swallow most prey items underwater or at least out of sight of land-based observers. Thus
collection of data on the foraging behaviour of Cormorants is often linked to the use of electronic
devices with which the animals have to be equipped (Gremillet et al. 1997). An effective capture
mechanism is consequently a most important piece of equipment for field studies on the feeding
ecology of free-ranging Cormorants.

In this paper, we present the design of a remote-controlled net trap for ground-nesting
Cormorants which was deployed during a three-year breeding study.

METHODS
The study was conducted at the Chausey Islands (French Channel Islands, 480 55' N, 01 0 45' W)
between April and June 1994, 1995 and 1996. Cormorants at this location typically breed in
groups of up to 100 nests on different unhabited islets of the Chausey archipelago and fly off as
soon as humans set foot ashore.

The trap itself consisted of two metal framed quadrats (I m x Im) connected on one side by two
door springs (150mm length, Fridavo, Fritz Dannert, Postfach 4046, 58256 Ennepetal, Germany)
(see Fig. lA). When the trap was set, both frames were closed together virtually in parallel and
nearly touching each other. At this time the two frames were held together at the non-spring end by
a thin braid cord (1mm thick). Priorto activation, the double frame system was placed, folded flat,
on the ground with the spring coiled and the quadrats held against each other by the nylon cord.
When the nylon was cut, the spring caused one edge of the upper quadrat (that furthest away from
the spring) to move quickly up and away from the adjacent parallel edge of the lower quadrat until
it had described a hemi-sphere and both quadrats lay adjacent and parallel in the same plane. The
lower quadrat, which did not move during the operation, was built of stainless steel tubing (2lmm
cross section) so that the construction was stable even in strong winds. The upper quadrat was built
of aluminium (15mm x 15mm) so as to be as light as possible to increase the closure speed. Due to
substantial tension within the set system, this quadrat tended to distort, so the edges of the quadrat
were additionally re-enforced. The upper quadrat was mounted with a 4m2 net (2m x 2m; mesh
width 30mm; cord thickness 1mm) using a Irnrn nylon line. The complete trap weighed ca. 6 kg.

The remote-controlled release mechanism was built using a radio-control system for model
boats or airplanes (Graupner D4, SSM), a water tight box (20mm x 12mm x 8Omm),a PVC piping
(100mm length, 15mm cross-section), two small metal arms (8Omm x 10mm x 2mm) and a scalpel
blade (Fig. IB). The system was adapted from a remote-controlled syringe used by Wilson and
Wilson (1989) to capture nesting birds. The radio-control receiver and the rotating wheel used as a
driver were positioned on the bottom of the housing using polyurethane foam. The first metal arm
was screwed onto the rotating wheel and connected to a second metal arm carrying the scalpel
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Figure I: General assembly drawing of the Cormorant net trap (A) (R: release unit). Cross-section of the remote­
controlled release unit of the net trap (B) (A: receiver, B: rotating unit, C: battery-pack, D: metal arm,
E: scalpel blade, F: groove cut for the nylon string, G: Aerial.

Figure 2: Position of the remote-controlled net trap near a Cormorant nest.
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blade. The rotating movement of the wheel pushed the blade along the PVC piping which
protruded from the housing. The deployment of the transmitter thus caused the metal arm and the
scalpel blade to move forwards or backwards within the PVC-piping. The nylon string used to
connect the two quadrats of the set trap was placed in a groove cut into the piping. In the loaded
position, the string passed through the tubing with the scalpel blade situated a few centimetres
further down the tube. When the transmitter was activated, the blade was driven forwards by the
radio-control receiver, which cut the string and released the trap.

In the field, trapping sessions were only conducted in the absence of rain and at air temperatures
between ca. lOoC and 20°C. These precautions were taken because highly altricial Cormorant
chicks cannot regulate their body temperature during the first ten days after hatching (Dunn 1976)
and are thus sensitive to cold, moisture or high insolation when they are not brooded by their
parents, i.e. during the deployment of the trap and before one of the adults comes back to the nest.
The set trap was deployed as far as possible near nests which were built on a flat area (Fig. 2). The
trap was opened by hand over the nest to ensure that, after deployment, the complete nest structure
would be covered by the aluminium quadrat and the net, and that the aluminium frame would
touch the ground on all sides around the nest. Furthermore, all nest material in which the net could
get entangled (preventing the trap from opening correctly) was removed. Subsequently, the
remote-controlled releasing unit was connected to the string linking the two frames of the trap. The
nest was then observed continuously at a distance of at least 300 m (Leica APO-Televid 77;
20x - 60x) until one of the birds was back on the nest and sitting quietly. While an observer
watched the bird, the breeding colony was approached as closely as possible by a worker in an
inflatable motor boat before the trap was sprung (the trap could be sprung at a maximum
unimpeded straight line distance of ca. 1400 m between transmitter and receiver). Following this,
the nest site was reached as quickly as possible and the bird removed from the net to be equipped

. with devices.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A t04l1 of 54 trapping sessions involving 38 birds was conducted during 3 consecutive breeding
seasons. None of the birds was touched or injured by the frame when the trap was released (the
trap closes in 0.8 to 1 s, as assessed from video). Birds usually leapt off the nest just after the frame
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moved over their heads, which led them falling into a pouch of the net in which they got rapidly
entangled. Three birds managed to escape after the trap was successfully released by crawling
underneath the aluminium frame because it was not completely flush to the ground. In six cases,
the release unit did not work properly which resulted in additional disturbance of the breeding
colony. However, the consequently postponed trapping was, in all six cases, successful. In 2 cases,
the trap was released sooner than planned, probably by gulls Larus spp juvenile Cormorants and
Shags P.aristotelis which were often attracted by the release unit and "handled" it until the sharp
edges of the PVC piping cut the cord. Here, the trapping was none-the-less successful although the
birds remained in the net longer than usual. A total of 16 birds could be caught twice within the
same week.

Unfortunately, the time needed by individual birds to come back to the nest where the trap was
deployed was not systematically recorded. However, general field notes show that the average
return time tended to be bi-modal: The majority of the birds were back on the nest in less than 15
minutes after the trap had been installed, but several individuals were wary of the trap and
remained at some distance for at least 30 min before moving back to the nest. All trapped birds
(which were equipped with different electronic devices) were still breeding successfully at the end
of the experiments except for one nest. In this case, the chick's death occurred several days after
the trapping session and thus cannot be directly attributed to this disturbance. The only directly
detrimental impact of the trapping sessions was the occasional predation of eggs and chicks by
Herring Gulls (Larus argentatus) and Great Black-backed Gulls (Larus marinus) at the study site.
This could be minimized by covering nest contents with nest material or grass which was removed
when the associated adult returned.
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SUMMARY

We present a portable remote-controlled net trap designed to capture ground-nesting Cormorants. The trap
enabled us to catch 38 Cormorants in three field seasons, of which 16 were caught twice within one week with
little or no detrimental effect.
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Some confusing errors of translation in
Borodulina (1966)

J.CA. Craik

Most seabird biologists will have come across three Russian authors whose names begin with the
letter B : Bianki (1977), Belopol'skii (1961) and Borodulina (1966). Each of these books gives
useful insights into parts of the vast expanse of the former USSR and the seabirds that are found
there.

Many will encounter these three works through the excellent English language translations that
were published by IPST (Israel Program for Scientific Translations). I recently had to consult both
the Russian and English versions of Borodulina. Here I would like to record some errors of
translation that are present in the English version, mostly involving confusion of the English
names of some common seabird species. All page, line and figure numbers given below refer to
the 1966 English version.

Borodulina's book is in two parts. The first part, "The Biology of the Laridae", describes six
species of gulls and eight species of terns, each species having a section to itself. One of these
species is the Black-headed Gull Larus ridibundus.

The second part of the book discusses comparative aspects of the ecology, morphology and
economic importance of these gulls and terns. Although Black-headed Gull is always translated
correctly in the first part of the book, in the second part it is sometimes, but not always,
mistranslated. It is mistranslated as "common tern" on page 91 (line 19) and as "common gull" on
pp 80 (line 8), 91 (7 and 17),92 (35), 93 (legend to Fig. 47), 95 (in Fig. 48), 100 (26) and 122(6).

The Common Gull Larus canus is an uncommon species in the region and is not mentioned in
the first part of the book. It is rarely mentioned in the second part and is always correctly translated
["common gull" on pp 97 (label in Fig. 51),98 (label in Fig. 52), 99 (line 11), 100 (31,33 and 36)
and 114 (bottom line)].

On p.74 the legend to Fig.3l has been mistranslated: the sequence of gull eggs in the upper row
should be Herring, Common, Black-headed and Little, rather than Herring, Laughing, Common
and Little. (Laughing Gull is occasionally used in the book as an alternative English name for
Black-headed Gull, as is made clear on p.17).

The mistranslation of Black-headed Gull as "common gull" may have arisen because there are
three Russian names for the Black-headed Gull: Ozernaya Chaika (literally "lake gull"), Rechnaya
Chaika ("river gull") and Obiknovennaya Chaika ("common" or "usual gull"). Translating the last
of these names literally into English carries the obvious risk of confusion with Common Gull
(Larns canus). However, it is difficult to see why this should have happened in this case since,
throughout the Russian version, Borodulina always uses the first of these three Russian names,
which carries no such risk of ambiguity.

Since most people will read the Summary, a confusing misprint there is important: on p.1l7
(line 8), "nests" should be "nets".
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BOOK REVIEW

FORAGE FISHES IN MARINE ECOSYSTEMS: Proceedings of the International Symposium on the Role of
Forage Fishes in Marine Ecosystems. Alaska Sea Grant College Program Report No. 9701. University
of Alaska Fairbanks, 1997, pp 816 ISBN 1-56612-049-7. Price $40 in USA, $60 elsewhere, from Alaska
Sea Grant College Program, Univ. of Alaska, P 0 Box 755040, Fairbanks, AK 99775-5040, USA.

"And well you might ask what a forage fish really is. 'Forage fish' is a concept that many people
[mainly Americans, I guess] have come to understand because of the context it is used in, but for which
we lack a concrete definition. The term embodies a peculiar combination of ambiguity and precision
................Sandeel is a quintessential forage fish." This comes from Alan Springer and Suzann
Speckman's summary of a symposium held in November 1996 whose 56 papers are printed in this
extremely well-produced book. The papers are of variable length, some are substantial reviews, others
just extended summaries of talks presented. None of the contributions have been reviewed which is
unfortunate but at least the production of the volume has been commendably swift.

Although many of the papers are very fish-orientated, virtually all offer some insight into seabird
ecology. It is an extremely good and productive browse. Nobody with an interest will not gain by
skimming this volume, the biology of sandeels, the swimming speeds of pelagic fish and macroplankton,
the use of halibut stomachs to assess thefish available to seabirds, etc. Maybe 12 papers concentrate on
birds. Many of these refer to Alaska buttwo are very specific to the northeast Atlantic.

R.W. Furness and M.L. Tasker contribute a paper 'Seabird consumption in sand lance [= sandeels]
MSVPA Models for the North Sea, andthe impact of Industrial fishing on seabird population dynamics',
The industrial fishery for the sand eel, Ammodytes marinus, is the largest single-species fishery in the
North sea, with about I million tons harvested each year. Assessment of interactions between seabirds,
sandeel stocks, and the industrial fishery in the North Sea has been a major recent concern of an
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea working group. From estimates of breeding
population and dietary data the quantities of sandeels consumed by seabirds were estimated by seasons
and regions. Seabirds consumed an estimated 200,000 tons of sandeel, predominantly in summer, with
consumption greatest in the northwestern North Sea. These data permit refinement of sandeel
multispecies virtual population analyses and indicate that exploitation of sandeel by seabirds and the
fishery are spatially segregated due to constraints imposed by the distribution of seabird breeding sites
and by sandy substrates for fishing.

Consumption of sandeels by seabirds can be high in the vicinity of major seabird colonies, such as
around Shetland and Orkney, but is low in central regions of the North Sea and averages overall only
about 4% of the North Sea stock. Thus the potential for the fishery to affect seabirds is much greater
than the converse. The extent to which seabirds may suffer reductions in food supply as a consequence
of this fishery depends especially on whether recruitment varies in relation to prevailing levels of
spawning stock biomass, but also on theage classes of fish selected by birds. Recent major changes in
sandeel abundance at Shetland permit the authors to analyze the shape of functional responses of
breeding seabirds to variations in food supply over the period 1974-1995. This case study indicates the
critical importance of a minimum abundance of lipid-rich fish for breeding seabirds, but also the
complexity of seabird-fish interactions, with different seabird species at the same colony responding in
different ways to changes in food supply.

A paper 'Long- and short-term responses to seabirds in the Norwegian and Barents Seas to changes in
stocks of prey fish' by T. Anker-Nilson, R.T. Barrett and J.V. Krasnov updates the fortunes of seabirds
in northern Norway. The numbers of Puffms, Kittiwakes, and Guillemots have changed dramatically
over the last 30-40 years. While some local populations of the Kittiwake west of the North Cape have
increased or been fairly stable, those of the Puffm and Guillemots have decreased. For example, the
Puffin population at Rest, Lofoten Islands, decreased from about lA million pairs in 1979 to only
500,000-600,000 pairs during the last few years. At Rest, the decrease in the Puffin population and in
part that of the Common Guillemot wasdue to long-term failures in chick production through starvation.
For Puffins this was caused by the collapse in the Norwegian herring stock in the late I960s.

East of the North Cape, the Kittiwake and Common Guillemot populations have increased since about
1960, probably as a result of an increased availability of capelin. Guillemot numbers continue to
increase today but experienced a collapse of about 80% in their numbers in 1985-1987. This collapse
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was the result of an extraordinary high adult mortality during the winter which was associated with the
collapse of the Barents Sea capelin stock. The capelin stock is now low and Kittiwake numbers are
showing signs of a decrease. Short-term responses on Rest and colonies in East Finnmark and the Kola
Peninsula are characterised by close correlations between choice of chick food and/or breeding success
and indices of the abundance of the main prey fish. This paper presents details of these and other
seabird-fish interactions in these waters.

All serious seabird ecologists should read this volume.
M. P. Harris
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THE SEABIRD GROUP 1998

The Seabird Group was founded in 1966 to circulate news of work in progress on seabirds and to
promote research. It is run by an elected Executive Committee and maintains close links with the
three major British national ornithological bodies - the British Ornithologist's Union, the British
Trust for Ornithology, and the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds. Membership (£10 per
annum, £9 if paid by banker's order, £5 for students) is open to all with an interest in seabirds; for
details please contact the Membership Secretary (address below) - payment by banker's order
helps the Group.

Current Executive Committee The present Committee comprises: Chair S. Wanless, Secretary
J. Uttley, Treasurer J.c. Davies, Membership Secretary S. Russell, Editor of Seabird J.B. Reid,
Newsletter Editor M. Tasker, also A. Douse, J.D. Okill, E.K. Dunn and S. Sutcliffe.

Newsletters and Meetings Three Newsletters are circulated to members each year. They contain all
sorts of items including reports on seabird conservation issues and research projects, news from
seabird groups in other countries, book reviews, details of meetings, etc. The Newsletter Editor
(address below) welcomes contributions from members. The usual venue for the Group's annual
meeting is the BTO Ringing and Migration Conference at Swanwick, except when the Group
holds its own conference, in which case the meeting is combined with that. Our conferences draw
seabird workers from many countries to join in a forum of topical interest. In keeping with our
desire to promote work in the field, practical manuals and guidelines evolve from the workshop
sessions which cater for specialist topics within the conference theme.

Seabird Group Grants Each year the Group has some money available to help fund research
conducted by members. All grant applications should be submitted to the Secretary by the end of
February, and will be considered by the Executive Committee by the end of March. Successful
applicants are required to submit a typed report, not exceeding 500 words, by the end of October
of 'the same year for inclusion in the Newsletter. A full typed report (in triplicate) must be
submitted by the end of the year.

Seabird Colony Register The Seabird Group has always sought to organise and implement national
schemes involving the active participation of its membership, now standing at 350 members. The
Group membership played a major role in the national Operation Seafarer survey whose results
were published in 'The Seabirds of Britain and Ireland' (1974). The Group completed the Seabird
Colony Register fieldwork in 1988, in cooperation with the Nature Conservancy Council, and the
results were published in the book: 'The Status of Seabirds in Britain and Ireland' in 1991. This
register was begun in 1985 to gather together all existing data on breeding seabird numbers in the
British Isles, to bring our knowledge of their status up to date by detailed field surveys and to
establish a computerised database which can be easily updated in the future. Although this round
of survey work has been completed, it is important to continue monitoring of seabird breeding
numbers: anyone eager to conduct counts on a regular basis should contact Kate Thompson,
JNCC, Seabirds and Cetaceans Branch, Dunnet House, 7 Thistle Place, Aberdeen AB10 1UZ, UK.

Seabird Journal In January 1998 the Group agreed to merge Seabird with Sula, the journal of the
Dutch Seabird Group. The new journal, Atlantic Seabirds, will be published four times a year
from 1999, and will maintain the highstandards set by Seabird and Sula. Atlantic Seabirds will be
edited by Jim Reid on behalf of the Seabird Group, and Kees Camphuysen on behalf of the Dutch
Seabird Group. Offers of papers for the new journal should be addressed to either editor (see
Guidelines for Contributors and addresses below). Members of the Seabird Group and the Dutch
Seabird Group will receive Atlantic Seabirds free. Back issues of Seabird 11 - 19 are available at
£5 + 50p postage per copy. There are no cost concessions for multiple orders of Seabird and postal
charges are additive.
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Who to write to While the Seabird Group maintains an accommodation address (c/o RSPB, The
Lodge, Sandy, Bedfordshire SGI9 2DL, UK), the following can be contacted directly, as
appropriate. Please help the Group by enclosing a stamped addressed envelope for reply.

Secretary (general enquiries about the Group, seabird conservation matters, grants, etc.): John
Uttley, SNH, 2-4 Alexandra Buildings, The Esplanade, Lerwick, Shetland ZEI OLL, UK.

Membership Secretary (membership renewals, applications and enquiries): Sheila Russell, Clober
Farm, Craigton Road, Milngavie, Glasgow G62 7HW, UK..

Treasurer (subscriptions, donations, etc.): John Davies, 31 Easter Warriston, Edinburgh EH7
4QX, UK.

Editor ofSeabird: Or Jim Reid, JNCC, Dunnet House, 7 Thistle Place, Aberdeen AB I0 IUZ, UK.

Newsletter Editor: Mark Tasker, JNCC, Dunnet House, 7 Thistle Place, Aberdeen AB10 IUZ,
UK.
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GUIDELINES FOR CONTRIBUTORS TO ATLANTIC SEABIRDS

Atlantic Seabirds is the quarterly journal of the Seabird Group and the Dutch Seabird Group, and
is the continuance of their respective former journals, Seabird and Sula.

Atlantic Seabirds will publish papers and short communications on any aspect of seabird
biology. They will be peer-reviewed. The geographical focus of the journal is the Atlantic Ocean
and adjacent seas at all latitudes, but contributions are also welcome from other parts of the world
provided they are of general interest. Atlantic Seabirds is indexed in the Aquatic Sciences and
Fisheries abstracts, Ecology Abstracts and Animal Behaviour Abstracts of Cambridge Scientific
Abstracts databases and journals.

Copyright is retained by the Seabird Group and the Dutch Seabird Group and written permission
must be sought from the editors before any figure, table or plate, or extensive part of the text is
reproduced. Such permission will not be denied unreasonably but will be granted only after
consultation with the relevant author(s).

The following are guidelines only, but they should be observed when submitting manuscripts
for publication in Atlantic Seabirds. Authors should refer to Seabird for appropriate conventions
and general presentation of contributions but detailed instructions for authors are available from
the editors (addresses below).

Contributions, of which three copies should be submitted, should usually be written in English.
Full length papers must be accompanied by summaries in English and one other European
language. All papers will have Dutch summaries and subtitles, which will be provided by the
editors for those not mastering that language. Text should be double-spaced on one side of the
paper with large margins. Each Table and Figure must be on a separate page and have its correct
number and the author's name written in pencil on the reverse. The approximate position of Tables
and Figures within the text should be indicated in pencil in the margin. Spelling must conform
with the preferred, i.e. first cited, spelling of the Shorter Oxford Dictionary for English, or spelling
of the 12th edition of the Groot Woordenboek der Nederlandse Taal for Dutch.
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