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Breeding success and breeding population trends of waterfowl:
implications for monitoring

Mia Ronki, Lennart Saari, Martti Hario, Jari Hinninen & Esa Lehikoinen

Traditional waterfowl monitoring includes only breeding or non-breeding population sizes, but the assessment of
breeding success would provide valuable information for the interpretation of population trends, as well as for the early
targeting of management measures and further studies. The relationship between breeding success and subsequent
breeding population trends is not very well-known in particular for many waterfowl species. Using transfer function
(TF) models, we analysed the relationship between breeding success measured as duckling numbers and post-breeding
population sizes (i.e. the numbers of adults and ducklings in July), and subsequent breeding population trends for the
mallard Anas platyrhynchos, common eider Somateria mollissima, common merganser Mergus merganser and golden-
eye Bucephala clangula in Aasla, an island in southwestern Finland. In addition, we used data on the common eider in
Soéderskér, an island group in the Gulf of Finland, to analyse the extent to which fledgling numbers transform into re-
cruitment and breeding population size. As a complement to the traditional methods of population monitoring, we pre-
sent a simple and cost-effective method for the assessment of breeding success: the monitoring of post-breeding popula-
tion sizes (including both adults and young). The breeding population sizes of the mallard, common eider and common
merganser were positively related to their breeding success with a time lag corresponding to their recruitment age. For
the common eider, the effect of the recruitment number on subsequent breeding population size seemed to last for up to
three years after recruitment. There was a coupling between the post-breeding sizes and the subsequent breeding
population sizes of the mallard, common eider and goldeneye with a lag corresponding to the recruitment age for the
mallard and the common eider, but for goldeneye, one year later than the usual recruitment age. The chicks seem to
recruit to the local breeding population to an extent that is sufficient for affecting local breeding population trends. Our
results indicate that the annual breeding success of our target species can be assessed on the basis of their post-breeding
population sizes. This easy and rapid monitoring method for breeding success is also suitable for voluntary bird watch-
ers.
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There is an urgent need for insights into the popula-  tinct, 34% are stable and only 17% are increasing
tion processes and reproductive success of water- (Wetlands International 2006). Concerning Euro-
birds as 44% of the waterbird populations, for pean waterbirds, for instance the north European
which there are data, have declined or become ex- populations of mallard Anas platyrhynchos have
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been declining or stable, the Baltic breeding popula-
tion of the common eider Somateria mollissima
has decreased, the Baltic and Scandinavian popu-
lations of the common merganser Mergus mer-
ganser have probably decreased, and the popula-
tions of the goldeneye Bucephala clangula in north-
ern and northwestern Europe have been stable (Wet-
lands International 2006).

Birds are considered useful biological and eco-
logical indicators of e.g. ecosystem and ecological
health, ecosystem changes, human-induced envi-
ronmental effects and ecological risks (Bibby et al.
2000, Burger & Gochfeld 2001, Carignan & Villard
2002, Gregory et al. 2005, O’Connell et al. 2007).
Coastal birds may have a potential as indicators of
several aspects of the marine environment (Becker
1989, Oxynos et al. 1993, Furness & Camphuysen
1997, Diamond & Devlin 2003, Ronké et al. 2005,
Wanless et al. 2005, Boyd et al. 2006, Newman et al.
2007, Piatt et al. 2007, Wanless et al. 2007).

An early warning of environmental hazards is a
prerequisite for identifying and implementing cost-
effective management and conservation measures
(Jarvinen 1983). When bird population trends and
demographic processes reflect environmental
changes, bird monitoring can be used as a biological
early-warning system of complex and unexpected
environmental changes. The importance of moni-
toring the environment and investigating the
reasons for population changes are widely recog-
nised (Gregory et al. 2004, Sutherland et al. 2004,
Gregory et al. 2005, Sutherland 2006, Hovestadt &
Nowicki 2008). Recently, the focus, design and ef-
ficiency of monitoring programmes have invoked
vivid discussion, and there has been an urge for tar-
geted and adaptive monitoring frameworks and in-
tegration of monitoring programmes to conser-
vation-oriented science and management (Nichols
& Williams 2006, Lindenmayer & Likens 2009a,
Wintle et al. 2010).

Birds are usually monitored by counting the
number of pairs and densities of the breeding
populations (e.g. O’Connor 1985). Waterbird pop-
ulation estimates can be derived from censuses
made towards the end of the non-breeding season or
from estimations of breeding pairs. Waterbird
populations tend to be at their lowest and most
stable sizes at these times (Wetlands International
2006). However, data on breeding population sizes
and densities do not readily reveal the causes of
population trends, neither do they help predicting
future population changes (Elmberg et al. 2006),
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even though plausible causes can be inferred by
using time series on population trends jointly with
environmental variables (e.g. Ronka et al. 2005).

Breeding success is often a more rapid and direct
indicator of environmental changes than is breeding
population size. Many waterfowl species are rela-
tively long-lived (Holmes et al. 2001). For instance,
common eiders may become > 14 years (Ost &
Steele 2010) and even 22 years old (Coulson 2010),
and tufted ducks Aythya fuligula and pochards Ay-
thya ferina may reach 14 years of age (Blums et al.
1996). In addition, many waterfowl species exhibit
high site tenacity or philopatry (Grenquist 1965,
Batt et al. 1992, Blums et al. 2002, Baldassarre &
Bolen 2006), and some species have delayed re-
cruitment (Batt et al. 1992, Holmes et al. 2001). For
instance, common eiders usually recruit at 3-4 years
of age (Hario & Selin 1987) and many other diving
ducks at two years of age (Baldassarre & Bolen
2000).

Changes in breeding success may provide clues of
the factors affecting breeding populations. It should
be known, however, how breeding success affects
the local recruit and breeding population trends.
Furthermore, the interpretation of for instance
human-induced environmental effects on breeding
success requires knowledge on its natural variation.
Breeding success can vary considerably owing to the
weather (Hildén et al. 1982) and other factors not
related to human activities (Batt et al. 1992), and
may only reflect local and transient conditions.

The monitoring of breeding success would pro-
vide valuable information for the early targeting of
management and conservation measures, as well as
for further studies (Sutherland et al. 2004, Suther-
land 2006). In particular, there is a need for reliable
data on the recruitment and mortality of migratory
European duck species, which are important quarry
species in several countries (Elmberg et al. 2006).

Breeding success of waterfowl is already covered
by monitoring programmes in e.g. Norway (Anker-
Nilssen et al. 2007), Great Britain, Denmark and
Finland (Oja & P6ysd 2007). Examples of the mon-
itoring of the breeding success of other species
groups of birds are for instance wildlife triangle
censuses used for the monitoring of game species
(Kangas & Kurki 2000, Ludwig et al. 2006) and the
Constant Effort Sites (CES) ringing programme for
passerines (Peach et al. 1998, Peakall 2000). In
North America, a parallel to the CES programme is
the Monitoring Avian Productivity and Survivor-
ship (MAPS) programme (DeSante et al. 1995). An
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alert system for trends in population size and
breeding success has been developed by e.g. the
British Trust for Ornithology (Baillie et al. 2010).

Some monitoring schemes, such as the North
American Waterfowl Breeding Population and Hab-
itat survey (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2010)
and the Atlantic Flyway Breeding Waterfowl Sur-
vey (Heusmann & Sauer 2000, Costanzo & Hind-
man 2007), build on data collected by profession-
al biologists. However, bird monitoring data are
for the most part collected by voluntary bird watch-
ers. Such schemes, including e.g. the North Amer-
ican Breeding Bird Survey (BBS), can be extreme-
ly useful (see e.g. Costanzo & Hindman 2007), but
the data may also include noise and biases (Keller
& Scallan 1999).

Simple and rapid one-visit methods that do not
require extensive experience or special equipment
are approachable for a wider range of bird watchers
conducting monitoring than more labourious meth-
ods (Koskimies & Poysd 1989). The availability of
such undemanding methods is the prerequisite of
cost-effective wide-scale monitoring that produces
representative high-quality data (Greenwood 2007);
a wide scale also makes the data less prone to noise
and bias. Traditional methods for the monitoring of
fledgling production are labourious and time-
consuming and thus apply best to short-term studies.

In our study, we assess the relationship between
breeding success and breeding population trends of
waterfowl in two long-term bird monitoring areas
on the Finnish coast of the Baltic Sea. We analyse
the relationship between breeding success measured
as either chick numbers or individual numbers in
July (post-breeding population size including both
adults and chicks) and breeding population trends
for the mallard, common eider, goldeneye and
common merganser in Aasla, an island in the Ar-
chipelago Sea, southwestern Finland. In addition,

we address the relationship between recruitment
number and subsequent breeding population size of
the common eider in Séderskér, an island group in
the Gulf of Finland. As a complement to the
traditional methods of breeding population moni-
toring, we present a cost-effective method for the
monitoring of breeding success comprising counts
of fledging young and adults in July.

Our aims were to: 1) assess the relationship be-
tween different measures of breeding success (chick
numbers, post-breeding population size and re-
cruitment numbers) and subsequent breeding pop-
ulation trends, and 2) test the simple and cost-
effective monitoring method of post-breeding pop-
ulation size.

Material and methods
Study areas

Aasla

The island of Aasla is situated on the fringe of the
inner archipelago in Rymadttyld in the Archipelago
Sea, southwestern Finland (60°18'N, 21°57'E; Fig.
1). There were 20 study sites, which included bays,
sounds and sea areas along the shore of the island, as
well as small lakes. We used data from the whole
area, because in this fine-scaled landscape, fledgling
production on the lakes affects the pair numbers of
several species in the sea areas. In addition, broods
of many species move between lakes and the sea.
The censused sea area totalled 24.4 km? and the land
area of Aasla is 16 km?,

Soderskdr

Soderskér is a group of 27 islets in Porvoo in the
central Gulf of Finland (60°07'N, 25°25'E; see Fig.
1). Soderskér is situated in the outer archipelago

Figure 1. The study areas on the Finnish
coast showing the island of Aasla (A; the
smallest lakes are not depicted) and the

© WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 17:3 (2011)

island group of Soderskér (B).
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and is exposed to wind and waves, even though the
area is relatively closed. The islands of Séderskér
are mainly treeless rocky islets, but there are some
larger, wooded islands. The total land area covers
0.5 km?, and the water area is 13.3 km? (Hario &
Selin 1986). The island group is a bird sanctuary.
The area is popular for recreational boating, but
during 1 May-15 August, landing is prohibited.

Bird census data

Aasla

The waterfowl censuses in Aasla were conducted by
L. Saari during 1975-2007. The census method was
developed by L. Saari, and it corresponded to the
methods presented by Linkola (1959) and Koski-
mies & Viisdnen (1991). The method was a com-
bination of point and round counts; the sea areas
and lakes were censused from the shores on a
standard route with fixed stopping sites. The route
was chosen so that all breeding birds in the whole
study area could be counted, and the stopping
points were located so that there was a good vis-
ibility over each section. One of the sites was cen-
sused by boat. The route and the points stayed ap-
proximately the same each year, at least in terms of
visual coverage. All birds in the open water were
thus recorded. Some individuals staying in reed beds
were probably not observed, but this bias was
probably nearly constant over years.

The census of the breeding populations was
repeated three times during spring: at the turn of
April-May, in the middle of May and at the turn of
May-June. The pair numbers of each species were
based on the census that best suited its breeding
phenology as recommended by Linkola (1959) for
inland waters at the same latitude. For the study
species in this paper, the pair numbers were based on
the census at the turn of April-May. We took the
annual phenology into account in the timing of the
censuses. Censuses were only conducted in relative-
ly calm and rainless weather with good visibility.

We based the size of the breeding population (i.e.
pair numbers) on the number of adults (or
equivalents, see Koskimies & Vdisdnen 1991),
because searching for nests was impractical due to
the habitat structure. We converted the numbers of
individuals into pair numbers according to Linkola
(1959). For the study species in this paper, the male
numbers were used as the pair number. In these
species, the sex ratio is close to 1:1, and as some
females have already started incubating at the time
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of the census, pair numbers can be estimated most
accurately using male numbers.

The breeding success (i.e. chick numbers) and the
age classes of chicks were assessed on the basis of
brood counts in July. We estimated the age class of
the chicks according to the classification given by
Pirkola & Hégmander (1974) for anatids. We used
data on chicks in the age classes II-III (including
small half-grown to almost fully-grown). The
mortality of ducklings is largely concentrated into
their first weeks (Hildén 1964, Hario & Selin 1991,
Paasivaara & Poysd 2007). The ducklings in the
classes II-1IT have passed the most critical phases of
development as to e.g. cold-sensitivity and preda-
tion (Koskimies & Lahti 1964, Hario & Selin 1989,
Mikola et al. 1994, Paasivaara & Poysd 2004).

In addition to the chick numbers, we collected
data on the number of individuals in July (i.e. the
post-breeding population size). We collected the
data as described for the pair numbers and covered
all the observed adults and juveniles. We chose to
use the post-breeding population size of July,
because later, the birds are less likely to belong to
the local population due to post-breeding move-
ments.

Our waterfowl censuses and brood counts cov-
ered all waterfowl species nesting in Aasla. Our four
target species were chosen, because they are
relatively abundant in the area, so that there were
sufficient data on both population trends and
breeding success.

Soderskdr

For Soderskir, we used data on the common eider,
which has been intensively studied in the area. The
common eider censuses were conducted by M.
Hario, R. Komu, J.T. Lehtonen, P. Muuronen, H.
Selin and K. Selin during 1967-2007.

As pair numbers, we used the female numbers
obtained in nest counts at the end of the brooding
period in May and June. We searched the islands for
the nests systematically according to the instruc-
tions of Koskimies & Viisdnen (1991) for archipel-
ago bird censuses. During the same period, we cap-
tured and ringed, or recaptured female common
eiders on their nests, using a long-handled dip-net
(Hario & Selin 1987, 2002). Females were caught no
earlier than on the 20th day of the incubation period
of the population (median date) to avoid nest
desertion. We scored females captured for the first
time (unringed) as recruits, and their share of the
total catch was used as the annual recruitment rate.
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We then used the annual recruitment rate in the
catchable part of the population to calculate the
total recruit number in the whole population.

Once recruited, females exhibited a high degree of
breeding site fidelity. Only three out of 255 ringed
females that had nested previously on Séderskér
were captured on the adjacent archipelagos within a
distance of 10-20 km, and there are no recoveries of
established females from Séderskir breeding in the
two other major colonies in the Gulf of Finland, 60
km (Roénnskdr) and 125 km (Tvdrminne) west of
Soderskdr (M. Hario & K. Selin, unpubl. data).
There is no evidence of large-scale movements of
recruits either. Of the 6,576 female nestlings ringed
at Soderskdr during 1977-2001, 236 recruited at
Soderskir and only one outside Soderskér. The low
rate of dispersal may be partly due to the detached
location of the Séderskér archipelago, with 5-10 km
open sea stretches to closest islands and 15-25 km to
mainland peninsulas. The overall low recovery rate
of recruits (3.6%) is due to heavy duckling mor-
tality, a common feature in common eider studies
(reviewed in Hario & Rintala 2006, 2009).

During 1965-2007, an average of 52.9% of incu-
bating females (median: 53.3%) were captured, with
the range of annual variation being comparative-
ly small (SE=1.8; 95% of capture proportions with-
in 49.2-56.6%). Not all females are equally catch-
able at nest. Hario et al. (2009) reported a constant
difference in capture probability across years for
individuals encountered the previous year and not
encountered the previous year. This dichotomy
stems from the different catchability of females,
some being more difficult to trap at nest than others
and thus more liable to remain undetected for longer
periods. Yet, with our fairly constant catching effort
in the entire population (we did not sample 'quotas'),
we could not detect any change in the observed
dichotomy across years. Therefore, we are confident
that the catchable part of the population was
representative of the whole population in terms of
the recruitment rate.

We used the total fledgling number obtained in
the brood count that was made 70 days after the
median hatching date of the population, which is the
average fledging time of common eider chicks
(Hario & Selin 1989). We made our brood counts
by censusing the feeding areas by boat in early
morning (Hario & Selin 1989). We took the yearly
timing of breeding into account in the timing of the
brood counts. We imputed four annual missing
fledgling number values by counting the average of

© WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 17:3 (2011)

two neighbouring values before and after the miss-
ing values.

Statistical methods
We modelled the relations between breeding success
and population trends using transfer function (TF)
models, also called dynamic regressions (Box &
Jenkins 1976, Yaffee & McGee 2000, Hinninen et
al. 2003, Liu 2009).

As time series on bird populations and breeding
success have an autocorrelated structure, standard
regression or any other parametric analysis, may
result in type II error, i.e. an increase in the test
statistic and a risk to accept a false null hypothesis,
and thus in ineffectual or incorrect models (Box &
Newbold 1971). We introduced autoregressive in-
tegrated moving average (ARIMA) models to
account for the autocorrelated structure of time
series data (e.g. Box & Jenkins 1976). TF models
merge the concepts of general regression models
with those of ARIMA models (Box & Jenkins 1976,
Yaffee & McGee 2000, Liu 2009).

Transfer functions are able to connect a time
series with its own past values and with past and
present values of other time series. The models can
also include time lags between the modelled time
series and the originator time series. The univariate
ARIMA models are useful for the analysis of a
single time series. In such a case, modelling is limited
to the information contained in the series’ own past.

The ARIMA time series analyses comprise an
iterative procedure for modelling, encompassing
three phases: identification of a time series, param-
eter estimation and diagnostic checking. Once an
appropriate model is determined, it can be used to
form a TF model, where the response of one time
series is related to other time series.

The general form of the TF model is:

Y. = C+%Xt+N[,
where Y, = output variable, X, = input variable(s)
and C=a constant term, which indicates a possible
trend in the series. The parameter w(B) = TF
between Y, and X,, either in a linear form when
d(B) =1, or as a rational form when 6(B) # 1. The
value B represents the delay of the response.

The ® values (o = wg, ®1, ®,, ...) are the TF
weights for the input series X; (Box & Jenkins 1976)
and indicate how the input series affects the output
series. Thus, the weight @, is a measure of how the
current response is affected by the current value of
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the input series, whereas ®; is a measure of how the
current response is affected by the value of the input
series one period (in our case one year) ago. A
negative value for the weighting factors is produced
when the relationship between parameters is in-
verse. The sum of all weights (i.e. the steady-state
gain) represents the total change in the mean level of
the response variable. The software chooses weight-
ing factors by minimising the deviations between
estimated and observed values. The weighting fac-
tors’ values and ranges depend on the features of
the series (e.g. range of variation and existence of
trends), and whether transformations have been
used to produce stationarity. Therefore, the weight-
ing factors only relate to the respective series and
cannot be compared between models.

The variable N, is a disturbance term, which is
assumed not to be 'white noise', and is modelled as
an ARIMA process. ARIMA modelling gives ap-
proximations that are more reasonable for N,
resulting in more efficient estimates of the TF
weights. At the beginning of modelling, the distur-
bance term is given a first-order autoregressive,
AR(1), approximation, i.e.

N 1
‘" 1-0B

ay,

when there is no seasonality, asin our data. Here, a,
represents a sequence of random errors that are
independently and identically distributed with
normal distribution. B represents the backshift (or
lag) operator, which refers to previous values in the
data. The parameter @ indicates the autoregressive
(AR) operator in non-seasonal series. The distur-
bance term can also have a moving average (MA)
operator, represented by 0 in non-seasonal series.
MA operator(s) are always placed in the denomi-
nator of the formula.

The TF test statistic for significance of the
parameters is:

estimate) - (hypothesised value
_ yp
(estimated STD of estimate)

)

where the t-value is associated with a one-sample t-
test of the null hypothesis that 'parameter=0'". This
statistic is compared with a critical value of the t
distribution with n - p degrees of freedom (n=num-
ber of observations, p=number of parameters esti-
mated). Only significant parameters are included
into the TF models, except for adjacent autore-
gressive (AR) operators, all of which are included.

We conducted the analyses using the ARIMA
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and TF models of the Scientific Computing Asso-
ciates (SCA) Statistical System, release 8.0 (Liu
2009). For the target species in Aasla, we used the
breeding pair numbers as the response (output) var-
iable, and either chick numbers or post-breeding
population sizes as the explanatory (input) variable
in TF modelling. For the common eider in Séder-
skir, we built TF models with 1) the breeding pair
number as the response variable and either the num-
ber of fledglings or recruits as the explanatory vari-
able, and 2) the recruit number as the response vari-
able and the fledgling number as the explanatory
variable. We first built univariate ARIMA mod-
els for every series acting later as either output or in-
put variables, which then were connected in TF mod-
els.

We evaluated the TF models on the basis of their
coefficients of determination (r?), residual standard
errors and parsimony (for details, see Hinninen et
al.2003). We present the models showing 1) r> > 0.5,
2) the highest proportional decrease in error term
when the TF model residual standard error was
compared with those of the univariate ARIMA
model of the same response variable (the decrease in
error term was seen as due to the inclusion of con-
venient exploratory variables into the model) and
3) the lowest number of parameters.

A principal assumption concerning TF models is
that the input series affects the output variable but
not vice versa. There may be feedback from our
output variable to our input variable, e.g. in the case
of density dependence in breeding success (Nummi
& Saari 2003). However, Liu & Hudak (1992) stated
that although the assumption of a unidirectional
relationship may not be strictly true, TF models can
be used effectively. In the cases where the TF models
fitted our data well, we are thus confident that
possible violations against this assumption did not
bias our results.

Results

In Aasla, the pair numbers of the mallard correlated
with the chick numbers (N=29, estimate=1.83, P=
0.006; Table 1 and Fig. 2A) and the post-breeding
population sizes (N=29, estimate=0.83, P < 0.001;
see Table 1 and Fig. 2B) with a lag of one year. The
pair numbers of the common eider correlated with
the chick numbers (N = 24, estimate = 0.14, P =
0.006; see Table 1 and Fig. 2C) and the post-
breeding population sizes (N = 24, estimate =0.10,
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Table 1. Identified transfer function (TF) models for the target species in Aasla with initial estimates of the parameters with standard
errors, t- and p-values. Models with statistically insignificant estimates were excluded. Coefficients of determination for the models are
calculated using r>=1-((n - 1)/(n - p))((sum of squares ;esiq.)/(Sum of squares (oa1)), where n=number of observations and p=number of
estimated parameters. The variables are PAIRS = pair numbers, CHICK =chick numbers and INDIV =individual bird numbers in July
(i.e. post-breeding population size). The w values are the TF weights for the input series and C is a constant term, which indicates a trend in
the series. The value B represents the delay of the response. The parameter ¢ indicates an autoregressive (AR) operator, and the parameter
0 indicates a moving average (MA) operator. The input parameter is significant when [t| > 1.96 (P < 0.05) and the disturbance term when

[t] > 1.64 (P < 0.06). All the time series comprise yearly values.

A. Anas platyrhynchos
Pair number vs chick number 12 = 0.53, N = 29

PAIRS;= C + o (B")CHICK + 1/ -¢B! - ©,B? - @3BY)a,
Estimate 87.75 1.83 0.75 0.03 -0.38
SE 10.64 0.61 0.17 0.22 0.18
t-value 8.24 3.00 4.39 0.16 -2.10
p-value <0.001 0.006 <0.001 0.874 0.045
B. Anas platyrhynchos
Pair number vs individuals in July r> = 0.61, N = 29
PAIRS,;= C + o (B INDIV, + 1/(1 - ¢,B! - 0,B? - @3BY)a,
Estimate 71.35 0.83 0.72 0.10 -0.36
SE 12.14 0.20 0.17 0.20 0.17
t-value 5.88 4.13 4.30 0.51 -2.16
p-value <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.614 0.040
C. Somateria mollissima
Pair number vs chick number r> = 0.93, N = 24
(1 - B") PAIRS, = ®,B> + ;B? w4B* + osB> (1 - BY) CHICK, + 1/(1 - ;B! - @,B? - @3B%)a,
Estimate 0.10 0.11 0.14 0.14 -0.21 0.25 0.46
SE 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.18 0.18 0.19
t-value 2.22 2.19 2.73 3.05 -1.12 1.34 2.39
p-value 0.037 0.039 0.012 0.006 0.275 0.193  0.026
D. Somateria mollissima
Pair number vs individuals in July r> = 0.95, N = 24
(1 - BY) PAIRS, = B> + 3B? w4B* + osB> (1 -BY INDIV, + 1/(1 - ¢,B' - ¢-B* - @3B%)a,
Estimate 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.10 -0.37 0.18 0.46
SE 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.19 0.20 0.19
t-value 3.71 3.74 3.55 3.32 -1.96 0.91 2.38
p-value 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.062 0.373  0.026
E. Bucephala clangula
Pair number vs individuals in July r> = 0.67, N = 29
(1 - B") PAIRS, = sB? (1 -BYINDIV, + (1 -6,BYa,
Estimate 0.31 0.48
SE 0.10 0.18
t-value 3.21 2.71
p-value 0.003 0.012
F. Mergus merganser
Pair number vs chick number 12 = 0.65, N = 30
PAIRS, = C + mB? CHICK, + 1/(1 - ¢;Bha,
Estimate 61.82 1.41 0.74
SE 12.69 0.39 0.14
t-value 4.87 3.63 5.40
p-value <0.001 0.001 <0.001
© WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 17:3 (2011) 231
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Figure. 2. The time series studied for each significant transfer
function model. The left panels include model fit scatterplots
(observed values on X-axis and estimated values on Y-axis). In the
right panels, the observed (°) and modelled (o) changes in the time
series are presented. The A-G refer to corresponding models in
Table 1 (A-F) and Table 2 (G).
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P=0.003; see Table 1 and Fig. 2D) with a time lag of
2-5 years.

The pair numbers of goldeneye correlated with
the post-breeding population sizes with a lag of
three years (N =29, estimate =0.31, P =0.003; see
Table 1 and Fig. 2E). The pair numbers of the
common merganser correlated with the chick num-
bers with a lag of two years (N=30, estimate =1.41,
P=0.001; see Table 1 and Fig. 2F). We did not find
an interpretable relationship between neither the
post-breeding population sizes and the pair num-
bers for common merganser nor between the chick
numbers and the pair numbers of goldeneye.

In Séderskir, the pair number of the common
eider correlated with the number of recruits with a
lag of 0-3 years (N =34, estimate=0.56, P < 0.001;
Table 2 and see Fig. 2G). We did not find an in-
terpretable relationship between fledgling and re-
cruit numbers, and neither between fledgling and
pair numbers.

Discussion

Relationship between reproductive success, recruit
and breeding population trends

Our results imply that the chicks recruit to the local
breeding population to an extent sufficient for af-
fecting the local population trend. Among our
target species in Aasla, the breeding populations of
mallard, common merganser and common eider
followed their chick numbers with a time lag that
corresponds well with their recruitment age, which
is one year for mallard, two years for common mer-
ganser and on the average 3-4 years for common
eider (Cramp & Simmons 1977, Hario & Selin
1987). The effect of breeding success on population
trends is even more pronounced when fledgling
production is correlated over larger areas which
seems to be the case for instance on the Finnish coast
(Desholm et al. 2002).

The relationship between post-breeding and sub-
sequent breeding population sizes was for mal-
lard and common eider similar to the relation-
ship between chick numbers and subsequent breed-
ing population sizes, with time lags that correspond
to their recruitment ages. In contrast, we did not
find a coupling between post-breeding and subse-
quent breeding population sizes of common mer-
ganser, and for goldeneye there was a coupling
between post-breeding and subsequent breeding
population sizes but not between chick numbers and

© WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 17:3 (2011)

Downloaded From: https://complete.bioone.org/journals/Wildlife-Biology on 28 Mar 2024
Terms of Use: https://complete.bioone.org/terms-of-use



Table 2. Identified transfer function (TF) model for the common eider in S6derskér with initial estimates of the parameters with standard
errors, t- and p-values. Only the significant model is presented. Coefficient of determination for the model is calculated using r>=1 - ((n-1)/
(n-p))((sum of squares esq.)/(sum of squares (o,1)), Where n = number of observations and p = number of estimated parameters. The
variables are PAIRS = pair number and RECR = recruit number. The o values are the TF weights for the input series. The value B
represents the delay of the response. The parameter ¢ indicates an autoregressive (AR) operator. The input parameter is significant when |t|
> 1.96 (P < 0.05) and the disturbance term when [t| > 1.64 (P < 0.06). All the time series comprise yearly values.

Somateria mollissima

Pair number vs recruit number r2 = 0.97, N = 34

(1-BYPAIRS,= ®, + oB'" + B> + B® (1-B")RECR + 1/(1-¢B' - @B - ¢3BYa,
Estimate 0.88 0.24 0.22 0.56 0.05 0.03 0.50
SE 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.15 0.16 0.16
t-value 8.30 2.29 2.07 5.21 0.31 0.18 3.12
p-value <0.001 0.029 0.047 <0.001 0.759 0.858 0.004

breeding population sizes. The breeding population
size of goldeneye followed its post-breeding popu-
lation size with a lag of three years, whereas its
recruitment age usually is two years (Cramp &
Simmons 1977).

The effect of the recruitment number on the pair
numbers of common eider in Séderskdr probably
reflects the importance of the recruitment to the
breeding population size in the year of recruitment,
lasting to the three following years.

The relationship between reproductive success
and breeding population trends depends on juvenile
mortality, natal dispersal and recruitment age, and
is thus affected by events in both breeding and
wintering grounds as well as by events along the
migration route. The post-breeding population size
reflects the current breeding success and the
breeding population size, and is affected by repro-
ductive success, natal dispersal of potential recruits
and the number of adults staying in the breeding
area after breeding (for many duck species mainly
females). The local post-breeding population size
may differ significantly from the population size in
the early breeding period, depending on the move-
ments of the birds into feeding, moulting and
flocking areas (Hario & Selin 1989, Haiget al. 1998).

Different processes occurring in the duckling and
recruitment phases may affect the relationship be-
tween breeding success and subsequent population
size. Forinstance, in our results, the effects that were
not ecologically interpretable (see section Results)
may be due to anomalies in the variation of the
breeding success, e.g. total breeding failures. The
occurrence of second broods and replacement
clutches might also bias the results. However, in
our study area, second broods are very rare as are
replacement clutches, because the breeding season is

© WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 17:3 (2011)

short and anatid males leave the breeding sites
early.

In addition, the pre- and post-fledging move-
ments of ducklings may affect the extent to which
the ducklings observed in a given area recruit to the
local population. Common eider broods stay in
shallow waters close to their nest sites in the first
days after leaving the nest but soon move to deeper
waters (Hario & Selin 1989). The common mergan-
ser may also lead its brood long distances to rearing
areas (Cramp & Simmons 1977). If ducklings move
to a greater extent to and from the study area before
the count in July, the relationship between local
fledgling production and subsequent breeding pop-
ulation trends may become obscured. The effect of
this factor probably does not differ between years
and therefore does not bias our results, but its im-
portance is likely to differ between species. In ad-
dition, as it seems probable that the fledgling pro-
duction is correlated over larger areas in the Ar-
chipelago Sea and in the Gulf of Finland (Des-
holm et al. 2002), the breeding success in our study
area is likely to reflect the breeding success in adja-
cent areas.

In the recruitment phase, the degree of natal
philopatry is essential for the relationship between
local fledgling production and subsequent popula-
tion trends. Mallard, common merganser and com-
mon eider females show high site fidelity (Cramp
& Simmons 1977, Batt et al. 1992, Baldas-
sarre & Bolen 2006, Hario & Rintala 2000).
Especially among anatids, females return to their
birth areas and former nesting sites to breed,
whereas males pair with any female in the common
wintering grounds and follow the female to her
breeding grounds next spring (Batt et al. 1992,
Clarke et al. 1997). Therefore, the site choice of
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females may affect local breeding population trends
more than the choice of males. However, a recent
analysis has shown that, for instance, male mallards
are more philopatric than previously thought
(Doherty et al. 2002).

Concerning species showing lower site fidelity,
juveniles may recruit into the population of their
autumn area instead of the area of their natal site. In
our study, this may at least partly explain the fact
that we found a relationship between the post-
breeding population sizes and subsequent breeding
population sizes of the goldeneye but not between
its chick numbers and subsequent breeding popu-
lation sizes.

In local studies, the issue of scale and range has to
be taken into account. In our study, this applies
especially to the area of Aasla that may not be as
closed as the area of Soéderskdr in terms of the
recruitment of local fledglings. Concerning com-
mon eider, common merganser, goldeneye and
mallard in Aasla, our study area does probably
not cover the whole area to which the young recruit.
This might have contributed to the fact that our
models did not fit equally well for all studied species.
Further research is needed to know the extent to
which the chicks represent the local fledgling
production. However, the ideal is spatially compre-
hensive monitoring of breeding success. In large
monitoring areas, more fledglings are likely to stay
within the target areas.

Our results indicate that the common eider
breeding population in S6derskér is highly depen-
dent on the yearly recruitment to the breeding
population, which has also been found in earlier
studies (Hario et al. 2005, Hario & Rintala 2006).
The mortality of female common eiders in Soder-
skdr has remained fairly constant (Hario & Selin
2002, Hario et al. 2009), but local fledgling pro-
duction does not suffice to sustain the breeding pop-
ulation (Hario & Selin 1991). The breeding popu-
lations of Aasla and Soderskdr may be in dif-
ferent phases of decline, where the population of S6-
derskidr would need more immigration in order to
subsist than the population of Aasla. The common
eider breeding population started to decline in 1986-
1987 in Soderskdr (Hario et al. 2005, Hario &
Rintala 2006), but not until the middle of the 1990s
in Aasla (Ronkd et al. 2005). Earlier studies in
Soderskdr have shown a coupling between the
fledgling number and recruitment with a time lag
of three years (Hario et al. 2005, Hario & Rintala
2000).
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Implications for monitoring

To detect bird population changes and to under-
stand their causes, a coherent monitoring system is
needed. The measurements of regional population
dynamics should be as thorough as possible, cov-
ering the population processes that are affected by
environmental change (Tiainen 1985). An ideal
monitoring system would address breeding popu-
lation size, reproductive success and mortality (Jar-
vinen 1983, Kilpi 1985, O’Connor 1985, Tiainen
1985, Sutherland 2006). Monitoring methods
should be as simple as possible but reliable and
efficient (Koskimies & Poysd 1989).

Our results indicate that breeding success is
carried over to the post-breeding population size
to an extent that allows the assessment of breeding
success on the basis of post-breeding population
size. Our method is systematic and cost-effective in
the sense that the breeding success can be assessed
with one count without extensive monitoring of the
broods during the breeding season. In addition, in
traditional brood counts, individual adults, indi-
vidual chicks as well as adults with chicks are
counted and recorded separately, and the chicks are
aged (e.g. Koskimies & Véisdnen 1991). This re-
quires expertise and takes time during field work. In
contrast, the method of counting all individual birds
is simple and rapid, which makes it applicable to
bird watchers.

The reliability and accuracy of the monitoring
method that we present here requires further study
in different surroundings and using different
species. We had the privilege of using data
collected by a constant set of monitors in relatively
stable environments. In Aasla, the data were
collected by a single monitor, and in the open
Soéderskir area, it is easy to find all common eider
nests and observe broods. With multiple monitors
and in changing habitats, however, detectability
has to be considered (Royle & Dorazio 2008). This
is an issue common to all monitoring and not
specific to our method. However, when constant
methods are used, censuses conducted during the
breeding and fledgling periods produce abundance
indices that are unlikely to host trends or other
effects that would affect the usability of the data.

To ensure the spatial representativeness of the
data, we need several monitoring areas. With
multiple monitoring areas, the annual differences
between the areas can be taken into account and
used to identify factors that influence breeding pop-
ulation status and breeding performance (Suther-
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land et al. 2004). In addition, as for any one-visit
census, annual differences in phenology have to be
accounted for (Sutherland 2006). Furthermore, for
quarry species, hunting pressure may differ between
sexes (Merkel 2004, Guillemain et al. 2007, Mitchell
et al. 2008) and vary between years, which is im-
portant to consider when planning waterfowl mon-
itoring and interpreting monitoring results.

Waterfowl breeding areas may be too remote,
unapproachable or extensive to be covered by bird
watchers even using simple and rapid methods.
Aecrial surveys are used in the monitoring of some
waterfowl breeding populations for instance in
North America (e.g. Béchet et al. 2004). The method
of monitoring post-breeding population sizes in-
cluding both adults and young is more cost-effective
and better suited for aerial monitoring than
methods that include aging the birds and require
multiple visits. It must be noted, though, that aerial
monitoring is only applicable in open habitats and
for conspicuous species.

In order to interpret monitoring results and infer
causalities between environmental factors and bird
populations, further studies are needed on the
mortality of waterfowl species as well as their
movements during and after the breeding season
(Haig et al. 1998). Conditions, both in breeding
areas, along the migration route and in wintering
grounds should be taken into consideration. For
migratory species, carry-over effects of conditions
during the non-breeding period are increasingly
recognised as crucial to consider (e.g. Faaborget al.
2010). Programmes such as the North American
Waterfowl Banding Program increase our knowl-
edge on the migration pathways, annual harvest
rates (Balkcom et al. 2010) and even annual survival
rates (Pearce et al. 2005) of waterfowl and would be
welcome on a wider scale around the world.

On the basis of the information on breeding
success provided by the monitoring of post-breed-
ing population sizes, it is possible to gain a better
understanding of breeding population trends and
the relationship between breeding success in a given
year and the subsequent breeding populations.
Furthermore, to improve our knowledge on bird
population trends, integrated approaches can be
created that combine long-term data sets (Wernham
et al. 2002) or extract common signals from
intercorrelated time series such as the productivity
of several seabird species in a given area (Frede-

riksen et al. 2007).
Well-designed monitoring has been seen as a

© WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 17:3 (2011)

critical basis for research, management and decision
making (Lindenmayer & Likens 2009a). There is a
growing view that ecological monitoring should be
hypothesis-driven and targeted to address manage-
mentissues (Wintle et al. 2010). This kind of focused
monitoring has been opposed to surveillance
monitoring that is not guided by a priori hypotheses
(Nichols & Williams 2006). Some long-term re-
search and monitoring programmes can be criti-
cised as inefficient, poorly planned and lacking fo-
cus (Nichols & Williams 2006, Lindenmayer & Li-
kens 2009a,b).

Among waterfowl monitoring programmes,
there are both targeted and surveillance ap-
proaches. One of the main applications of water-
fowl monitoring is harvest management, and there
are several programmes that serve this purpose,
including e.g. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s
Adaptive Harvest Management Program (Nichols
et al. 2007), the Wing Survey conducted by the
National Environmental Research Institute in Den-
mark (Clausager 2003) and the duck wing col-
lection conducted by the Finnish Game and Fish-
eries Research Institute (Alhainen et al. 2010). Even
with no prior hypothesis or target, data on water-
fowl population trends and breeding success can
be used in designing nature reserve networks and
species conservation measures, assessing the ef-
fects of management and conservation efforts, and
prioritising measures in case of oil spills or other
environmental hazards.

Atits most valuable, monitoring data can serve as
an early warning signal for unexpected change in
environmental conditions and population status,
and for long-lived species such as many waterfowl
species, this requires information on breeding
success. With too narrow monitoring schemes, we
may not be able to respond to new information
needs arising from unforeseen future management
and conservation challenges (e.g. Wintle et al.
2010). As resources are limited, monitoring and
conservation funds and effort should be used
efficiently. The method presented in our paper is
cost-efficient compared to multi-visit methods
including aging the chicks, and it allows the
participation of voluntary bird watchers as an
important resource.

Acknowledgements - we would like to thank A. Paasivaara
for information about goldeneye and J. Niittyld for
information about common merganser. Discussions with

235

Downloaded From: https://complete.bioone.org/journals/Wildlife-Biology on 28 Mar 2024
Terms of Use: https://complete.bioone.org/terms-of-use



M. Ahola, K. Rainio, H. Tolvanen, M. von Numers and
C. Arzel, as well as the comments by an anonymous
reviewer, greatly helped us improve the manuscript. T.
Allen kindly checked the language. Our study was
financed by Kone Foundation, Alfred Kordelin Founda-
tion and WWF Finland. Our study is also a contribution
to the project Developing Chemometrics with the Tools of
Information Sciences (CHESS) (MASI programme 658/
31/06) financed by the Tekes (Finnish Funding Agency for
Technology and Innovation) and to the project Regional
sustainability, ecosystem services and environmental
technology (REGSUS) (grant number 131893) funded
by the Academy of Finland.

References

Alhainen, M., Vddndnen, V-M., Poysd, H. & Ermala, A.
2010: Vesilintusaalis siipindytteiden valossa. (In Finnish
with an English summary: Duck hunting bag in Finland -
what do wing samples tell us about the species com-
position and age structure in a bag?). - Suomen Riista 56:
40-47.

Anker-Nilssen, T., Barrett, R.T., Bustnes, J.O., Erikstad,
K.E., Fauchald, P., Lorentsen, S-H., Steen, H., Strom,
H., Systad, G.H. & Tveraa, T. 2007: SEAPOP studies in
the Lofoten and Barents Sea area in 2006. - NINA
Report 249, 63 pp.

Baillie, S.R., Marchant, J.H., Leech, D.I., Renwick, A.R.,
Joys, A.C., Noble, D.G., Barimore, C., Conway, G.J.,
Downie, 1.S., Risely, K. & Robinson, R.A. 2010:
Breeding Birds in the Wider Countryside: their conser-
vation status 2010. - BTO Research Report No. 565.
BTO, Thetford, UK. Available at: http://www.bto.org/
birdtrends. (Last accessed on 18 July 2011).

Baldassarre, G.A. & Bolen, E.G. 2006: Waterfowl Ecology
and Management. 2nd edition. - Krieger Publishing
Company, Malabar, Florida, USA, 567 pp.

Balkcom, G.D., Garrettson, P.R. & Padding, P.I. 2010:
Predicting Wood Duck harvest rates in Eastern North
America. - Journal of Wildlife Management 74: 1575-
1579.

Batt, B.D.J., Afton, A.D., Anderson, M.G., Ankney, C.D.,
Johnson, D.H., Kadlec, J.A. & Krapu, G.L. (Eds.) 1992:
Ecology and Management of Breeding Waterfowl. -
University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis and Lon-
don, 635 pp.

Béchet, A., Reed, A., Plante, N., Giroux, J-F. & Gauthier,
G. 2004: Estimating the size of the Greater Snow Goose
population. - The Journal of Wildlife Management 68:
639-649.

Becker, P.H. 1989: Seabirds as monitor organisms of
contaminants along the German North Sea coast. -
Helgoldnder Meeresuntersuchungen 43: 395-403.

Bibby, C.J., Burgess, N.D., Hill, D.A. & Mustoe, S.H.
2000: Bird Census Techniques. 2nd edition. - Academic
Press, London, UK, 302 pp.

236

Blums, P., Mednis, A., Bauga, 1., Nichols, J.D. & Hines,
J.E. 1996: Age-specific survival and philopatry in three
species of European ducks: A long-term study. - The
Condor 98: 61-74.

Blums, P., Nichols, J.D., Hines, J.E. & Mednis, A. 2002:
Sources of variation in survival and breeding site fidelity
in three species of European ducks. - Journal of Animal
Ecology 71: 438-450.

Box, G.E.P. & Jenkins, G.M. 1976: Time series: analysis,
forecasting and control. - Holden-Day, San Francisco,
USA, 575 pp.

Box, G.E.P. & Newbold, P. 1971: Some comments on a
paper of Coen, Gomme and Kendall. - Journal of Royal
Statistical Society A 134: 229-240.

Boyd, I., Wanless, S. & Camphuysen, C.J. (Eds.) 2006: Top
Predators in Marine Ecosystems - Their Role in Mon-
itoring and Management. - Conservation Biology 12.
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK, 392 pp.

Burger, J. & Gochfeld, M. 2001: On developing bioindica-
tors for human and ecological health. - Environmental
Monitoring and Assessment 66: 23-46.

Carignan, V. & Villard, M.A. 2002: Selecting indicator
species to monitor ecological integrity: a review. - Envi-
ronmental Monitoring and Assessment 78: 45-61.

Clarke, A.L., Sether, B-E. & Roskaft, E. 1997: Sex biases in
avian dispersal: a reappraisal. - Oikos 79: 429-438.

Clausager, I. 2003: Vingeindsamling fra jagtsesonen 2002/
2003 i Danmark. (In Danish with an English summary:
Wing Survey from the 2002/03 hunting season in Den-
mark). - Faglig rapport fra DMU nr. 452, 66 pp.

Costanzo, G.R. & Hindman, L.J. 2007: Chesapeake Bay
breeding waterfowl populations. - Waterbirds 30 (Special
Issue 1): 17-24.

Coulson, J.C. 2010: A long-term study of the population
dynamics of Common Eiders Somateria mollissima: why
do several parameters fluctuate markedly? - Bird Study
57: 1-18.

Cramp, S. & Simmons, K.E.L. 1977: Handbook of the
Birds of Europe, the Middle East and North Africa. - The
Birds of the Western Palearctic. Volume I. Ostrich to
Ducks. Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK, 722 pp.

DeSante, D.F., Burton, K.M., Saracco, J.F. & Walker, B.L.
1995: Productivity indices and survival rate estimates
from MAPS, a continent-wide programme of constant-
effort mist netting in North America. - Journal of Ap-
plied Statistics 22: 935-947.

Desholm, M., Christensen, T.K., Scheiffarth, G., Hario,
M., Andersson, A, Ens, B., Camphuisen, C.J., Nilsson,
L., Waltho, C.M., Lorentsen, S-H., Kuresoo, A., Kats,
R.K.H., Fleet, D.M. & Fox, A.D. 2002: Status of the
Baltic/Wadden Sea population of the Common Eider
Somateria m. mollissima. - Wildfowl 53: 167-203.

Diamond, A.W. & Devlin, C.M. 2003: Seabirds as
indicators of changes in marine ecosystems: ecological
monitoring on Machias Seal Island. - Environmental
Monitoring and Assessment 88: 153-175.

© WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 17:3 (2011)

Downloaded From: https://complete.bioone.org/journals/Wildlife-Biology on 28 Mar 2024
Terms of Use: https://complete.bioone.org/terms-of-use



Doherty, P.F., Jr., Nichols, J.D., Tautin, J., Voelzer, J.F.,
Smith, G.W., Benning, D.S., Bentley, V.R., Bidwell,
J.K., Bollinger, K.S., Brazda, A.R., Buelna, E.K.,
Goldsberry, J.R., King, R.J., Roetker, F.H., Wolberg,
J.W., Thorpe, P.P. & Wortham, J.S. 2002: Sources of
variation in breeding-ground fidelity of mallards (4nas
platyrhynchos). - Behavioral Ecology 13: 543-550.

Elmberg, J., Nummi, P., Poysé, H., Sjoberg, K., Gunnars-
son, G., Clausen, P., Guillemain, M., Rodrigues, D. &
Vidnidnen, V-M. 2006: The scientific basis for new and
sustainable management of migratory European ducks. -
Wildlife Biology 12(2): 121-127.

Faaborg, J., Holmes, R.T., Anders, A.D., Bildstein, K.L.,
Dugger, K.M., Gauthreaux, S.A., Jr., Heglund, P.,
Hobson, K.A., Jahn, A.E., Johnson, D.H., Latta, S.C.,
Levey, D.J., Marra, P.P., Merkord, C.L., Nol, E.,
Rothstein, S.I., Sherry, T.W., Sillett, T.S., Thompson,
F.R., IIT & Warnock, N. 2010: Conserving migratory
land birds in the New World: Do we know enough? -
Ecological Applications 20: 398-418.

Frederiksen, M., Mavor, R.A. & Wanless, S. 2007: Seabirds
as environmental indicators: the advantages of combining
data sets. - Marine Ecology Progress Series 352: 205-211.

Furness, R.-W. & Camphuysen, C.J. 1997: Seabirds as
monitors of the marine environment. - ICES Journal of
Marine Science 54: 726-737.

Greenwood, J.J.D. 2007: Citizens, science and bird
conservation. - Journal of Ornithology 148(Suppl.1):
S77-S124.

Gregory, R.D., Noble, D.G. & Custance, J. 2004: The state
of play of farmland birds: population trends and
conservation status of lowland farmland birds in the
United Kingdom. - Ibis 146(Suppl. 2): 1-13.

Gregory, R.D., van Strien, A., Vorisek, P., Gmelig
Meyling, A.W., Noble, D.G., Foppen, R.P.B. & Gib-
bons, D.W. 2005: Developing indicators for European
birds. - Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society
B - Biological Sciences 360: 269-288.

Grenquist, P. 1965: Changes in abundance of some duck
and sea-bird populations off the coast of Finland 1949-
1963. - Finnish Game Research 27: 1-114.

Guillemain, M., Devineau, O., Lebreton, J-D., Mondain-
Monval, J-Y., Johnson, A.R. & Simon, G. 2007: Lead
shot and teal (Anas crecca) in the Camargue, Southern
France: Effects of embedded and ingested pellets on
survival. - Biological Conservation 137: 567-576.

Haig, S.M., Mehlman, D.W. & Oring, L.W. 1998: Avian
movements and wetland connectivity in landscape
conservation. - Conservation Biology 12: 749-758.

Hénninen, J., Vuorinen, 1. & Kornilovs, G. 2003: Atlantic
climatic factors control decadal dynamics of a Baltic Sea
copepod Temora longicornis. - Ecography 26: 672-678.

Hario, M., Mazerolle, M.J. & Saurola, P. 2009: Survival of
female common eiders Somateria m. mollissima in a
declining population of the northern Baltic Sea. -
Oecologia 159: 747-756.

© WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 17:3 (2011)

Hario, M. & Rintala, J. 2006: Fledgling production and
population trends in Finnish common eiders (Somateria
mollissima mollissima) - evidence for density dependence.
- Canadian Journal of Zoology 84: 1038-1046.

Hario, M. & Rintala, J. 2009: Age of first breeding in the
Common Eider Somateria m. mollissima population in
the northern Baltic Sea. - Ornis Fennica 86: 81-88.

Hario, M., Rintala, J. & Selin, K. 2005: Lentopoikastuotto
haahkakannan séditelytekijand. (In Finnish with an En-
glish summary: Fledgling production as the factor reg-
ulating the population of the common eider). - Suomen
Riista 51: 16-26.

Hario, M. & Selin, K. 1986: Mitd pesinndn ajoittuminen
kertoo haahkan menestymisestd Suomenlahdella. (In
Finnish with an English summary: A 30 year change in
the breeding time of the common eider in the Gulf of
Finland). - Suomen Riista 33: 19-25.

Hario, M. & Selin, K. 1987: Ikédluokkien vilisistd eroista
haahkan pesye- ja munakoossa. (In Finnish with an
English summary: The variation in clutch size and egg
volume in different age classes of the common eider). -
Suomen Riista 34: 59-65.

Hario, M. & Selin, K. 1989: Haahkapoikueiden menestymi-
sestd ja lokkien aiheuttamista poikastappioista Suomen-
lahdella. (In Finnish with an English summary: Mortality
in and the impact of gull predation on eider ducklings in
the Gulf of Finland). - Suomen Riista 35: 17-25.

Hario, M. & Selin, K. 1991: Mihin haahkanpoikaset kato-
avat? (In Finnish with an English summary: Where have
all the eider ducklings gone?). - Suomen Riista 37: 35-
43.

Hario, M. & Selin, K. 2002: Cohort-specific differences in
reproductive output in a declining common eider
Somateria mollissima population. - Danish Review of
Game Biology 16: 33-45.

Heusmann, H.W. & Sauer, J.R. 2000: The northeastern
states’ waterfowl breeding population survey. - Wildlife
Society Bulletin 28: 355-364.

Hildén, O. 1964: Ecology of duck populations in the island
group of Valassaaret, Gulf of Bothnia. - Annales
Zoologici Fennici 1: 153-279.

Hildén, O., Jarvinen, A., Lehtonen, L. & Soikkeli, M. 1982:
Breeding success of Finnish birds in the bad summer of
1981. - Ornis Fennica 59: 20-31.

Holmes, D.J., Fliickiger, R. & Austad, S.N. 2001:
Comparative biology of aging in birds: an update. -
Experimental Gerontology 36: 869-883.

Hovestadt, T. & Nowicki, P. 2008: Process and measure-
ment errors of population size: their mutual effects on
precision and bias of estimates for demographic param-
eters. - Biodiversity Conservation 17: 3417-3429.

Jarvinen, O. 1983: Kuinka linnuston seuranta tulisi
Suomessa toteuttaa. (In Finnish with an English
abstract: How should a Finnish monitoring system of
bird populations be implemented?). - Ornis Fennica 60:
126-128.

237

Downloaded From: https://complete.bioone.org/journals/Wildlife-Biology on 28 Mar 2024
Terms of Use: https://complete.bioone.org/terms-of-use



Kangas, A. & Kurki, S. 2000: Predicting the future of
Caperecaillie (Tetrao urogallus) in Finland. - Ecological
Modelling 134: 73-87.

Keller, C.M.E. & Scallan, J.T. 1999: Potential roadside
biases due to habitat changes along breeding bird survey
routes. - The Condor 101: 50-57.

Kilpi, M. 1985: Archipelago bird populations in Finland:
monitoring and recent changes. - Ornis Fennica 62: 42-46.

Koskimies, J. & Lahti, L. 1964: Cold hardiness of the newly
hatched young in relation to ecology and distribution in
ten species of European ducks. - Auk 81: 281-307.

Koskimies, P. & Poysd, H. 1989: Waterfowl censusing in
environmental monitoring: a comparison between point
and round counts. - Annales Zoologici Fennici 26: 201-
206.

Koskimies, P. & Viisdnen, R.A. 1991: Monitoring bird
populations. - Zoological Museum, Finnish Museum of
Natural History, Helsinki, Finland, 144 pp.

Lindenmayer, D.B. & Likens, G.E. 2009a: Adaptive mon-
itoring: a new paradigm for long-term research and
monitoring. - Trends in Ecology and Evolution 24: 482-
486.

Lindenmayer, D.B. & Likens, G.E. 2009b: Improving
ecological monitoring. - Trends in Ecology and Evolu-
tion 25: 200-201.

Linkola, P. 1959: Zur Methodik der quantitativen Vogel-
forschung in den Binnengewissern. - Ornis Fennica 36:
66-78. (In German).

Liu, L-M. 2009: Time Series Analysis and Forecasting. 2nd
edition. - Scientific Computing Associates Corp., lllinois,
USA, 578 pp.

Liu, L-M. & Hudak, G.B. 1992: Forecasting and time series
analysis using the SCA Statistical System. Volume 1. -
Scientific Computing Associates Corp., Illinois, USA,
422 pp.

Ludwig, G.X., Alatalo, R.V., Helle, P., Lindén, H.,
Lindstrom, J. & Siitari, H. 2006: Short- and long-term
population dynamical consequences of asymmetric
climate change in black grouse. - Proceedings of the
Royal Society of London Series B 273: 2009-2016.

Merkel, F.R. 2004: Impact of hunting and gillnet fishery on
wintering eiders in Nuuk, southwest Greenland. - Wa-
terbirds 27: 469-479.

Mikola, J., Miettinen, M., Lehikoinen, E. & Lehtild, K.
1994: The effects of disturbance caused by boating on
survival and behaviour of velvet scoter Melanitta fusca
ducklings. - Biological Conservation 67: 119-124.

Mitchell, C., Fox, A.D., Harradine, J. & Clausager, 1. 2008:
Measures of annual breeding success amongst Eurasian
Wigeon Anas penelope. - Bird Study 55: 43-51.

Newman, S.H., Chmura, A., Converse, K., Kilpatrick,
A.M., Patel, N., Lammers, E. & Daszak, P. 2007:
Aquatic bird disease and mortality as an indicator of
changing ecosystem health. - Marine Ecology Progress
Series 352: 299-309.

Nichols, J.D., Runge, M.C., Johnson, F.A. & Williams,

238

B.K. 2007: Adaptive harvest management of North
American waterfowl populations: a brief history and
future prospects. - Journal of Ornithology 148(Suppl. 2):
343-349.

Nichols, J.D. & Williams, B.K. 2006: Monitoring for
conservation. - Trends in Ecology and Evolution 21: 668-
673.

Nummi, P. & Saari, L. 2003: Density-dependent decline of
breeding success in an introduced, increasing mute swan
Cygnus olor population. - Journal of Avian Biology 34:
105-111.

O’Connell, T.J., Bishop, J.A. & Brooks, R.P. 2007: Sub-
sampling data from the North American Breeding Bird
Survey for application to the Bird Community Index, an
indicator of ecological condition. - Ecological Indicators
7: 679-691.

O’Connor, R.J. 1985: Long-term monitoring of British bird
populations. - Ornis Fennica 62: 73-79.

Oja, H. & Poysd, H. 2007: Spring phenology, latitude, and
the timing of breeding in two migratory ducks: implica-
tions of climate change impacts. - Annales Zoologici
Fennici 44: 475-485.

Ost, M. & Steele, B.B. 2010: Age-specific nest-site pref-
erence and success in eiders. - Oecologia 162: 59-69.

Oxynos, K., Schmitzer, J. & Kettrup, A. 1993: Herring gull
eggs as bioindicators for chlorinated hydrocarbons
(contribution to the German-Federal-Environmental-
Specimen-Bank). - Science of the Total Environment
139-140: 387-398.

Paasivaara, A. & Poysd, H. 2004: Mortality of common
goldeneye (Bucephala clangula) broods in relation to
predation risk by northern pike (Esox lucius). - Annales
Zoologici Fennici 41: 513-523.

Paasivaara, A. & Poysd, H. 2007: Survival of common
goldeneye Bucephala clangula ducklings in relation to
weather, timing of breeding, brood size, and female
condition. - Journal of Avian Biology 38: 144-152.

Peach, W.J., Baillie, S.R. & Balmer, D.E. 1998: Long-term
changes in the abundance of passerines in Britain and
Ireland as measured by constant effort mist-netting. -
Bird Study 45: 257-275.

Peakall, D.B. 2000: Avian data bases and their use in
environmental assessment. - Ecotoxicology 9: 239-253.
Pearce, J.M., Reed, J.A. & Flint, P.L. 2005: Geographic
variation in survival and migratory tendency among
North American Common Mergansers. - Journal of

Field Ornithology 76: 109-118.

Piatt, J.F., Sydeman, W.J. & Wiese, F. 2007: Introduction:
a modern role for seabirds as indicators. - Marine
Ecology Progress Series 352: 199-204.

Pirkola, M.K. & Hogmander, J. 1974: Sorsanpoikueiden
idnmédritys. (In Finnish with an English summary: The
age determination of duck broods in the field). - Suomen
Riista 25: 50-55.

Ronkd, M., Saari, L., Lehikoinen, E., Suomela, J. &
Hékkild, K. 2005: Environmental changes and popula-

© WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 17:3 (2011)

Downloaded From: https://complete.bioone.org/journals/Wildlife-Biology on 28 Mar 2024
Terms of Use: https://complete.bioone.org/terms-of-use



tion trends of breeding waterfowl in northern Baltic Sea. -
Annales Zoologici Fennici 42: 587-602.

Royle, J. & Dorazio, R. 2008: Hierarchical Modeling and
Inference in Ecology. - Academic Press, London, UK,
464 pp.

Sutherland, W.J. (Ed.) 2006: Ecological Census Tech-
niques, a Handbook. 2nd edition. - Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, Cambridge, UK, 419 pp.

Sutherland, W.J., Newton, 1. & Green, R.E. 2004: Bird
Ecology and Conservation. A Handbook of Techniques.
- Oxford University Press, New York, USA, 386 pp.

Tiainen, J. 1985: Monitoring bird populations in Finland. -
Ornis Fennica 62: 80-89.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2010: Waterfowl population
status, 2010. - U.S. Department of the Interior, Wash-
ington, D.C. USA, 79 pp.

Wanless, S., Frederiksen, M., Daunt, F., Scott, B.E. &
Harris, M.P. 2007: Black-legged kittiwakes as indicators
of environmental change in the North Sea: Evidence
from long-term studies. - Progress in Oceanography 72:
30-38.

© WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 17:3 (2011)

Wanless, S., Harris, M.P., Redman, P. & Speakman, J.R.
2005: Low energy values of fish as a probable cause of a
major seabird breeding failure in the North Sea. - Marine
Ecology Progress Series 294: 1-8.

Wernham, C.V., Toms, M.P., Marchant, J.H., Clark, J.A.,
Siriwardena, G.M. & Baillie, S.R. (Eds.) 2002: The
Migration Atlas: movements of the birds of Britain and
Ireland. - T. & A.D. Poyser, London, UK, 900 pp.

Wetlands International 2006: Waterbird Population Esti-
mates. 4th edition. - Wetlands International, Wagenin-
gen, The Netherlands, 102 pp.

Wintle, B.A., Runge, M.C. & Bekessy, S.A. 2010: Al-
locating monitoring effort in the face of un-
known unknowns. - Ecology Letters 13: 1325-1337.

Yaffee, R.A. & McGee, M. 2000: Introduction to Time
Series Analysis and Forecasting. With Applications of
SAS® and SPSS®. - Academic Press, San Diego, USA,
528 pp.

239

Downloaded From: https://complete.bioone.org/journals/Wildlife-Biology on 28 Mar 2024
Terms of Use: https://complete.bioone.org/terms-of-use




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU ([Based on 'AP_Press'] Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for high quality pre-press printing. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later. These settings require font embedding.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (U.S. Web Coated \(SWOP\) v2)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


