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Habitats of House Sparrow Passer domesticus (Linnaeus, 1758) in
Rameswaram Island, Tamil Nadu, India

M. Pandian ®

No. F1901, Taisha, Natesan Nagar West, Virugambakkam, Chennai, Tamil Nadu 600092, India.
pandian.m14@gmail.com

Abstract: This paper pertains to the nesting habitats of House Sparrow Passer domesticus with specific reference to population dynamics,
nesting-related habits, nests, behaviours and other threats faced by these birds in Rameswaram Island. A total of 2,988 adult House
Sparrows and 407 active nests were counted during the study. Of nests counted, 19% (n = 77) were solitary. The highest number of nests
observed in a cluster was 9 (2 clusters). 60% of nests (n = 244) were found in concrete buildings, 39% (n = 159) in artificial nest-boxes, and
35% (n = 144) in cavities/crevices within buildings. House Sparrow population exhibited nesting plasticity, and 2% of nests were found
constructed on vegetation. A wide variety of locally available materials, such as pieces of synthetic fishing nets, nylon ropes, and polythene
papers were used for construction of nests. Sand and water bathing by birds were observed. Accidental fall of eggs and chicks, predation
of nests by House Crows Corvus splendens, and unsuccessful attempts to predate adult birds by Black Kite Milvus migrans were observed,
as well as opportunistic sightings of Shikra Accipiter badius.
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Editor: P.O. Nameer, Kerala Agricultural University, Thrissur, India. Date of publication: 26 February 2023 (online & print)

Citation: Pandian, M. (2023). Habitats of House Sparrow Passer domesticus (Linnaeus, 1758) in Rameswaram Island, Tamil Nadu, India. Journal of Threatened
Taxa 15(2): 22586-22596. https://doi.org/10.11609/jott.7879.15.2.22586-22596

Copyright: © Pandian 2023. Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. JoTT allows unrestricted use, reproduction, and distribution of this article
in any medium by providing adequate credit to the author(s) and the source of publication.

Funding: None.

Competing interests: The author declares no competing interests.

Author details: M. PANDIAN has completed M.Sc., Ph.D., in botany and BLIS from University of Madras and Bachelor of Education (B.Ed.) from Annamalai
University, Chidambaram and now serves in Tamil Nadu Police Department. His area of interest is ecology and nesting biology of birds and published a few
papers on House Sparrows, Baya Weavers, Streaked Weaver and Black-breasted Weaver, Grey Francolins, Indian Flying Fox, munias and Ring-necked Parakeets.
Acknowledgements: | thank D. Balaji (Mailam) and K. Sriram (Rettanai) for assistance in data collection and photography, K. Mariappan (Sivagangai), B. Raja

Prabhu, S.B. Ramkumar (Rameswaram) for help with identification of nesting sites, S. Suresh, assistant professor (Statistics), University of Madras, A. Giridharan
(Minnal), and T. Selvapandian (Narasingapuram) for help with data analysis and preparation of map.



https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2069-7170
https://doi.org/10.11609/jott.7879.15.2.22586-22596
https://doi.org/10.11609/jott.7879.15.2.22586-22596
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Habitats of House Sparrow in Rameswaram sland

INTRODUCTION

The House Sparrow Passer domesticus (Linnaeus,
1758) (Aves: Passeriformes: Passeridae) is the most
widespread bird in the world (Anderson 2006); its
geographical range extending over Europe, North Africa,
and parts of Asia including the Indian subcontinent. The
House Sparrow was introduced into Argentina, Australia,
Canada, Japan, Mauritius, Mexico, United States,
Vietnam, and Zimbabwe (BirdLife International 2016).
This species occurs throughout the Indian subcontinent
(Ali & Ripley 1987), where breeding occurs from February
to September. House Sparrows construct nests within
buildings but generally modern construction designs
across the world lack sites such as holes or crevices
suitable for nesting for the House Sparrow (Vincent
2005; Shaw et al. 2008). Apart from buildings, nesting
in trees & bushes is also a common behaviour of House
Sparrow (Summers-Smith 1963; Van der Elst 1981) and
this change of habitat from buildings to vegetation is
indicated as an alternative option of birds in construction
of nests (Morris & Tegetmeier 1896). In India, 27% nests
in Arakku, Andhra Pradesh, (Dhanya & Azeez 2010), and
8% nests in Arakkonam Taluk, Tamil Nadu (Pandian 2021)
occurred in vegetation. Birds exhibit a behavior of mud
and water bathing, probably to remove ectoparasites
and excess feather oil from plumage (Rothschild & Clay
1952; Van Liere 1992).

Populations of House Sparrows have declined across
Eurasia (Leasure 2011; Prowse 2002; Mulsow 2005, 2006;
Deepa 2013) due to various causes, such as shortage of
food supply, predation (Bower 1999; Newton 2004), and
increasing developmental activities (Summers-Smith
2003). Populations are reported to have decreased
considerably in Bengaluru, Mumbai, Hyderabad, and
West Bengal (Rajashekhar & Venkatesha 2008; Daniels
2008; Khera et al. 2010; Ghosh et al. 2010). According to
a Bombay Natural History Society’s study, the population
of House Sparrow in India is lower at present than in the
past and this is consistent across the country (Rahmani
et al. 2013). International Union for Conservation of
Nature (IUCN) Red List has evaluated the conservation
status of House Sparrow as ‘Least Concern’ (BirdLife
International 2016). No systematic account of habitats
and nesting biology of House Sparrow in Rameswaram
Island exists. The present study was carried out to fill this
gap. The objectives of the study included examining: (1)
What are the current population dynamics and nesting
behaviours? (2) What are the nesting materials used? (3)
Do the birds exhibit nesting plasticity? (4) Do they resort
to sand or water bathing? and (5) What are the threats

Pandian

to their populations?

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study Area

Rameswaram Island is the largest island in Tamil
Nadu. Located in Ramanathapuram district it spreads
over 67 km? with a human population of c. 82,000
(2011 Census). Tourism, pilgrimage, fishing, and cottage
industries involving palm products are the major sources
of income for the people here. Cultivation of traditional
crops is conspicuous by its absence on this island. The
average annual rain fall is 800 mm. The maximum and
minimum annual temperatures in the district are 36°C
and 20°C, respectively (Figure 1).

Note: List of villages are 1. Rameswaram Town
(9.288195 N, 79.317409 E), 2. Karaiyur (9.277230 N,
79.31409 E), 3. Puthuroad (9.257055 N, 79.307291 E),
4. Verkodu (9.280038 N, 79.312003 E), 5. Mandapam
(9.280970 N, 79.303836 E), and 6. Ponthampuli
(9.285429 N, 79.303836 E).

Methods

With the help of two informants and two other field
assistants, | visited Rameswaram island and identified
populations of House Sparrows across 259 sites in six
town/villages. | targeted sites where House Sparrows
were definitely known to be living and which housed
active nests. The identified sites, viz., temples, houses,
streetlamp posts, sheds, grocery shops selling food
grains, garbage bins on roads and streets, sea shore,
and vegetation which attracts House Sparrows, were
surveyed between 0600 h and 1800 h during the period
from January to September 2021. Sizes of flocks, types
of nesting locations, types of nesting sites and sizes
of nesting colonies were determined by direct visual
observation. The number of birds was enumerated by
following total count method (Bibby et al. 2000) and
analyzing the photographs taken when the birds were
foraging or perching/roosting on any substrata. Other
biological notes on House Sparrow populations like
roosting sites, foraging behaviours, sand, water bathing,
mating, type of nest materials, and probable threats to
their populations were made by direct observation using
field binoculars. No live nests, eggs, chicks or adult birds
were handled during the study. Pearson’s Correlation
Coefficient test was used to test the correlations
between the types of buildings/structures and number
of nests observed on them and also between the types
of nesting sites and number of nests observed on them.
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Figure 1. Study area map: A—India map showing Tamil Nadu | B—Tamil Nadu map showing Rameswaram | C—List of studied town and villages

were marked in Rameswaram map.

Taking utmost care not to disturb the nests or birds, a
minimum distance of c. 20 m was maintained during
observations. Locations of all the nests and birds were
determined using a standard GPS device (Garmin Etrex
20x). Photography and videography were done using
a Nikon P1000 digital camera without disturbing the
nests and birds. All the collected data were analyzed and
presented as graphical representations.

RESULTS

A total of 2,988 adult House Sparrows (1,683 males
& 1,305 females) and 407 nests were enumerated in six
town/villages covering various nesting locations, such as
concrete buildings, tiled houses, shops, temples, electric
lamp posts/meter boxes, wells, thatched houses,
culverts, abandoned boats, and shrubs in the island
(Table 1). The maximum number of birds (106) in a flock
were seen near Muthumariamman temple (9.292399 N,
79.318979 E). The maximum number of nests (9 each)
were noticed at a bus stand (9.285616 N, 79.297799 E)

and in a concrete building (9.284772 N, 79.311769 E).

Size of flocks

House Sparrows occurred as small flocks. No solitary
bird was found in the study area. The size of flocks varied
from 2 to 106 birds. Smaller size flocks were more in
number, while larger flocks were rarer (Table 2).

Nesting locations

Almost 60% of the nests (n = 244) were found
in concrete buildings (human dwellings & offices),
followed by 13.3% nests (n = 54) in various commercial
establishments (shops), 8.8% nests (n = 36) in tiled
houses, 8.1% nests (n =33) in temple buildings, and 4.2%
nests (n = 17) in electric lamp posts/meter boxes. The
remaining 5.7% nests (n = 23) were found in culverts,
wrecked boats, sheds, wall of wells, thatched houses,
and shrubs (Figure 2).

Selection of nesting sites
The study revealed that 39.1% nests (n = 159) were
constructed in artificial nest-boxes (including two burnt
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Table 1. Details of adult House Sparrows and nests enumerated in different places in the study area.

Name of town/ Total nq. of Percentage Total no. of Percentage
. No. of places adult birds
village (%) nests counted (%)
counted
1 Rameswaram 171 2278 76.24 256 62.90
2 Karaiyur 32 171 5.72 73 17.94
3 Puthuroad 26 254 8.50 27 6.63
4 Verkodu 21 139 4.65 24 5.90
5 Mandapam 6 130 4.35 19 4.67
6 Ponthampuli 3 16 0.54 8 1.97
Total 259 2988 100 407 100

clay pots) placed in human residences and shops,
followed by 35.4% nests (n = 144) in wall cavities/crevices
in the buildings, 8.1% nests (n = 33) in pipe holes, 7.9%
nests (n = 32) in the cavities/crevices of temples, 3.4%
nests (n = 34) in electric lamp-posts, and 2.2% nests (n =
9) occurred in the door shutters of shops. The remaining
3.9% nests (n = 16) were observed in other structures,
such as walls of wells, culverts, electric meter boxes, and
shrubs (Figure 3).

Size of nest colonies

The number of nests in a nest colony varied from
1 to 9. Out of 407 nests enumerated, 51.35% nests
(n=209) were found in clusters of 1-2 nests (including
77 solitary nests), 29.48% nests (n = 120) were found in
cluster ranges of 3—4 nests, 9.09% nests (n = 37) were
in the cluster ranges of 5-6 nests, and 5.65% nests (n =
23) were in the cluster ranges of 7—8 nests. The clusters
containing highest number of nine nests each occurred
in two places.

Nesting plasticity of House Sparrow

A small percentage (2%) of the total 407 nests was
found in natural vegetation, such as Ficus benghalensis
(Moraceae), Tecoma stans (Bignoniaceae), Punica
granatum (Lythraceae), and Citrus limon (Rutaceae) in
the study area. These nests were found woven into the
inaccessible foliage parts of the plants and the nests
were found spherical in shape with entrance on the
sides. Another two nests were found in a damaged iron
pipe of wrecked mechanized boat in the sea shore.

Nest materials

Observations through binoculars revealed that
House Sparrows had used a wide variety of materials
for construction nests. Dried grass and dried compound
leaves, fibers peeled off from banana leaf sheaths in
garlands (found abundantly around places of worships

Journal of Threatened Taxa | www.threatenedtaxa.org | 26 Februar

Table 2. Details of flock sizes of House Sparrows in the study area.

Flock size Percentage of
. Number of birds birds in the
grouping )
grouping
2-20 1260 42.17%
21-40 572 19.14%
41-60 524 17.54%
61-80 352 11.78%
81-100 174 5.82%
>100 106 3.55%

and markets), hay, jute fiber, pieces of rope made of jute,
nylon ropes, synthetic fiber from bags, polythene papers,
and tissue papers found in garbage bins or streets or
backyards of human residences were used by the birds.
Feathers of fowls were also observed in the nests.
While constructing nests in culverts near sea shore and
abandoned boats, the individuals of House Sparrows
utilized pieces of torn fish nests made of synthetic fiber.
The study also revealed that both male and female were
engaged in the construction of nests (Image 3a—d, 3i).

Foraging behaviours

During the study period, a total of 1,079 birds were
found foraging, of which 30.58% birds (n = 330) were
found foraging in the garbage by the side of streets,
16.03% birds (n = 173) were found foraging kitchen
scraps in the backyards of human residences, and 11.58%
birds (n = 125) were found foraging on spilled grains and
food materials in the temple premises. People used to
offer nine varieties of dry grains/pulses to Rameswaram
temple and put them in a hundiyal (steel barrel with
small opening). It was observed that individuals of
House Sparrows had adapted to freely enter into the
barrel, consume the grains, and come out after 3 to 5
minutes. Another 36.23% birds (n = 391) were found
foraging on spilled food materials on the roads having
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Figure 3. Percentage of nests of House Sparrows observed on various types of nesting sites.

busy vehicular traffic. The remaining 5.58% birds (n =
60) were observed in the hedges probably searching for
wormes, insects, and also in the vicinity of nests carrying
prey to their chicks (Image 2).

Roosting behaviour

A total of 1,838 adult birds were found roosting
on different substrata during the study period. Among
the roosting birds, 45.64% birds (n = 839) were found
roosting on various concrete buildings/tiled houses,
20.62% birds (n =379) were found perching on overhead
power transmission cables and lamp posts, 17.3% birds
(n = 318) were found on temple towers, idols, walls,
and grill gates in the premises of temples, and the
remaining 16.44% birds (n = 302) occurred on trees and
shrubs. Hence, the maximum number of birds were
found roosting on concrete buildings, such as human

residences, commercial establishments (shops), and
tiled houses (Image 2a).

Sand and water bathing

The study revealed that individuals of House
Sparrows used to take sand baths in the sandy beach
and in the vacant sites of residential areas. A total of 12
incidents of sand baths involving 63 birds were observed.
Four sand baths occurred between 1000 h and 1130 h in
the forenoon and eight baths occurred between 1530 h
and 1700 h in the afternoon. Each bird creates a small
depression/pit in the sand using its beak and legs. Then
the birds lower their breasts to the sand and flap their
wings to spread sand particles over their entire bodies.
They also use legs to spread sand and rub their heads
on sand. Each sand bath took 2-7 minutes. Out of 63
birds, 27 took baths in more than one pit by frequently

Jowrnal of Threatened Taxa | www.threatenedtaxa.org | 26 February 2023 | 15(2): 22586-22596



Habitats of House Sparrow in Rameswaram sland

changing the pits. Small groups consisting of 2-5 birds
were found taking sand baths.

Eight birds were found taking baths in the stagnant
water near a water tap. The duration of baths varied
3-5.5 min. Incidents of water baths were observed
between 1500 h and 1630 h. After water baths, all the
eight birds engaged in foraging on the ground (Image
3e,f).

Mating

Opportunistic sightings of twelve mating pairs were
observed, the duration of mating varying 3—7.5 minutes.
During every mating process, the pairs continued 4-7
copulations. All the mating process occurred within the
building and no mating occurred on open places. In one
instance, a male bird had attempted to do courtship/
copulation in an open lawn but ended in vain due to the
resistance of female (Image 3g,h).

Threats to House Sparrow populations

Five incidents of House Crow damaging nests in lamp
posts (2) and human residence (3) were observed during
the study period. In four instances, damaged eggs (7)
and dead chicks (3) were found on the ground, probably
having fallen down from the nests. One incident of an
unsuccessful attempt of Black Kite preying adult House
Sparrow while the latter engaged in sand bathing was
observed. Opportunistic sightings of Shikra in the vicinity
of roosting sites at three places were observed, however,
killing of House Sparrows by Shikra was not observed.

DISCUSSION

Nest colonies

Summers-Smith (2003) claims that the House
Sparrow is a colonial nester and even a small decrease
in the size of its nest colony can affect its reproduction
in the UK. A study in Guwahati (Nath et al. 2015) shows
that 64% nests were solitary and 36% of the nests were
in colonies consisting of more than two nests. More
than 90% of the nests were solitary in Arakkonam taluk
of Tamil Nadu (Pandian 2021)., however, in the present
study, 18.91% of nests were solitary. When compared
to Guwahati (Assam) and Arakkonam taluk (Tamil Nadu)
the number of solitary nests in the present study area
was found to be minimal (18.91%). It indicates that
majority of nests colonies (81.09%) contained more than
two nests, however, the existence of solitary nests and
their impacts on the reproduction of House Sparrows
in the study area as stated by Summers-Smith (2003)
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requires further study.

Nesting plasticity of House Sparrow

Of the 407 nests examined, 39.7% of them (n = 159)
were found in artificial nest-boxes placed by human
residents. House Sparrows show greater tolerance to
human presence, choose nest sites not in a rigid manner
and can build nests in any random place including
artificial nest-boxes, particularly when buildings lack
suitable nesting sites as shown in north-western
Europe (Munro & Rounds 1985; Shaw et al. 2008).
House Sparrows have been shown to nest in artificial
nest-boxes in urban, suburban, and rural areas of West
Bengal (Bhattacharya et al. 2011). Rahmani et al. (2013)
have stated that next to wall cavities in houses, the birds
preferred artificial nest-boxes hung by people. The birds
building nests in nest-boxes or crevices of buildings have
greater reproductive success because of less mortality
and emigration (Cink 1976). In the present study, the
birds preferred to nest (39.7%) in artificial nest-boxes
probably due to the non-availability of holes/cavities in
the modern buildings and nest-boxes may offer safety
to nests, eggs and chicks from wind, rain, and predatory
animals as stated by Munro & Rounds (1985), Shaw et
al. (2008), Bhattacharya et al. (2011), and Rahmani et al.
(2013), but the rate of reproductive success in artificial
nest-boxes as stated by Cink (1976) needs further study.
Ali (1996) observed that House Sparrows also built nests
in the spaces available on electricity meter boxes within
human residences. The present study also confirms his
findings that a small percentage of nests (1.23%) were
constructed in the electricity meter boxes in five human
residences. In Tasmania (Australia), House Sparrows
have been found to exhibit nesting plasticity with a high
rate of nesting (43%) in vegetation (Sheldon & Griffith
2017), challenging the previously held thoughts that
the habit of constructing nests in the vegetation is an
alternative nesting option when buildings lack cavities
(Barrows 1889; Morris & Tagetmeir 1896; Summers-
Smith 1963; Kulczycki & Mazur-Gierainska 1968; Van
der Elst 1981; Salek et al. 2015). House Sparrow had
been found to construct 8% nests on vegetation in
Arakkonam taluk, Tamil Nadu (Pandian 2021). In the
present study, the birds had constructed 2% nests in the
vegetation, viz., Ficus benghalensis (Moraceae), Tecoma
stans (Bignoniaceae), Punica granatum (Lythraceae),
and Citrus limon (Rutaceae). This indicates that House
Sparrows utilize every available platform to build nests.
However, it requires further studies to verify the reasons
for the incidence of non-cavity nesting behavior of
House Sparrows in the study area. The present study also
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Image 1. Various nesting sites of House Sparrow: a—Artificial nest-box | b—Cavity in the wall of a human dwelling | c—Street lamp post | d—
Idol in a temple | e—Temple wall cavity | f—Damaged pipe of a residential building | g~h—Abandoned fishing boat. © M. Pandian.
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Image 2. Pictures show various foraging behaviours of House Sparrow: a—A male bird perched on traffic sign board | b—A male bird foraging in
a fishing hamlet | c—A female bird foraging at a vacant site near temple premises | d—A male bird foraging near a cattle shed. © M. Pandian.

revealed that apart from nest-boxes, cavities/crevices
in the buildings, and vegetation, the birds also utilized
cavities found in the abandoned mechanized boats.

Nest materials

House Sparrows use a wide range of materials for
construction of nests like, grass, stalks, plant roots,
barks, inflorescences, threads, feathers, strings, yarn,
wool, and pieces of paper (Indykiewicz 1991). However,
the composition of nest materials may vary according to
the local availability of the materials (Wimberger 1984).
The present study also reveals that the birds used locally
available materials for construction of nests, such as
banana fibers from garlands around places of worships,
dried leaves, grass, synthetic and jute fibers and pieces
of rope around commercial establishments, pieces of
polythene papers, tissue paper, and even pieces of torn
synthetic fishing nets.

Sand and water bathing
Birds exhibit a behavior of mud bathing probably
to remove excess feather oil from plumage (Van Liere
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1992). Dusting with fine clay particles may reduce lice
but dusting with sand or litter had little effect or no
effect on ectoparasitic mites (Martin & Mullens 2012).
In the present study also, individuals of House Sparrows
took sand baths as stated by Van Liere (1992) and Martin
& Mullens (2012).

Bathing in water and the subsequent preening helps
the birds to get rid of parasites (Rothschild & Clay 1952).
On the contrary, Moyer et al. (2002) stated that high
humidity due to water bathing favours flourishing of
ectoparasites ranging from feather lice to bacteria (Butt
& Ichida 1999). The present observations of birds taking
water bath corroborate the findings of Rothschild & Clay
(1952) and Moyer et al. (2002); however, whether sand
or water bath helps in removing of excess feather oil and
ectoparasites requires further study.

Threats to House Sparrow populations

The analysis of data from six metro cities, such as
Bengaluru, Chennai, Hyderabad, Kolkata, and Mumbai
indicate a gradual decline in abundance of House
Sparrows in urban centers. Reasons for the suspected
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Image 3. Pictures showing various behaviours of House Sparrow: a—A male carries tissue paper as nesting material | b—A male carries dried
leaf | c—A male collects fine synthetic fibers | d—A female plucks fibers from nylon rope | e—A pair takes sand bath | f—A female bird takes
water bath |g—Male attempts to mate | h—Mating pair. © M. Pandian.
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decline of House Sparrows in India may be due to
decreasing populations of insects, environmental
toxins and lack of suitable nesting sites (http://
stateofbirdsofindia.in/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/
SOIB_Web-version_Final_.pdf). During Citizen Sparrow
study, Rahmani et al. (2013) had observed that in India,
the House Sparrow populations were higher in the past
(<2005) compared to the time period 2005-2012 and
this trend was consistent in all the regions. In eastern
Africa, House Crows are known to cause disturbance to
nests of perching birds (Lim et al. 2003). House Crows
are nuisance to House Sparrows because of their habit
of nest predation in India (Khera et al. 2010). House
Crow, rats, and domesticated cats have been found to
predate on the eggs, chicks and adult birds in Chennai
(Daniels 2008). The present study confirmed the views of
Lim et al. (2003), Daniels (2008), and Khera et al. (2010)
that House Crows predate the nests of House Sparrows,
however, the impacts of other avian predators like Black
Kite, Shikra and the reasons for declining populations of
House Sparrows require further studies.

CONCLUSION

An investigation of nesting habitats of House
Sparrow in Rameswaram island (active nests — 407 and
adult birds — 2,988), revealed that nesting plasticity
was strongly evident. Birds adapted to various aspects
of architectural designs of houses by utilizing many
available sites, including artificial nest boxes, wrecked
boats, cavities/crevices found in the places of worships,
and the vegetation around. They utilized locally available
materials, including pieces of fishing nets and fibers from
garlands available around places of worship. The habits
of sand and water bathing occur among this species. The
study area being an island and an important pilgrimage
centre, the nesting habitats are under stress due to
different kinds of land uses. Efforts needs to be made
to create awareness among the local residents about
the need to conserve declining populations of House
Sparrows and establish more nesting sites in the newly
constructed buildings. Continuous study is required to
monitor the population dynamics of House Sparrows in
this island. The detailed systematic survey covering the
entire Ramanathapuram district will throw more light on
the actual population status of House Sparrows in the
district and help in drafting an action plan to conserve
and widen their habitats to rural and urban areas.

Journal of Threatened Taxa | www.threatenedtaxa.org | 26 Februar

Pandian

REFERENCES

Ali, S. (1996). The Book of Indian Birds, 13" edition. Oxford University
Press, New Delhi, 466 pp.

Ali, S. & S.D. Ripley (1987). Handbook of the Birds of India and Pakistan,
Compact Edition. Oxford University Press, New Delhi, 737 pp.

Anderson, T.R. (2006). Biology of Ubiquitous House Sparrow: From
Genes to Populations.Oxford University Press, Oxford, 560 pp.

Barrows, W. B. (1889). ‘The English Sparrow (Passer domesticus)
in North America, Especially in Its Relations to Agriculture’ US
Department of Agriculture, Division of Economic Ornithology and
Mammalogy, Bulletin No. 1.

Bhattacharya, R., R. Roy, S. Ghosh & A. Dey (2011). Observations
on house sparrow at Bandel, Hoogly, pp. 147-152. Proceedings
of National Seminar on Biodiversity, Water Resource and Climate
Change Issues. Kalyani University, West Bengal.

Bibby C.J., N. D. Burgess, D.A. Hill & S.H. Mustoe (2000). Bird Census
Techniques, Second Edition. Academic Press, London, Xvii+302 pp.
BirdLife International (2016). Passer domesticus: The Red List of
Threatened Species. https://doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.UK.2018-2.RLTS.

T103818789A155522130.en (accessed on 19 August 2018).

Bower, S. (1999). Reproduction, habitat use and population structure
of a flock of House Sparrow in Hamburg. Hamburger avifaunis-
tische Beitrage 30: 97-123.

Butt, E.H. & J.M. Ichida (1999). Occurrence of feather degrading bacilli
in the plumage of birds. The Auk 116: 364-372.

Cink, C.L. (1976). The influence of early learning on nest site selection
in the House Sparrow. Condor 78: 103-104.

Daniels, R.J.R. (2008). Can we save the sparrow? Current Science 95:
1527-1528.

Deepa, M. (2013). The Sparrows: Concerns and Conservation, 18th
April 2013. .

Dhanya, R. & P.A. Azees (2010). The House Sparrow Passer domesticus
population of Arakku Township, Andhra Pradesh, India. Indian Birds
5:180-181.

Ghosh, S., K. Kim & R. Bhattacharya (2010). A survey on House
Sparrow population decline at Bandel, West Bengal, Indaia. Journal
of Korean Earth Science Society 31: 448-453.

Indykiewicz, P. (1991). Nests and nest-sites of the house sparrow,
Passer domesticus (Linnaeu,1758) in urban, suburban and rural
environments. Acta Zoologica Cracoviensia 34: 475-495.

Khera, N., A. Das, S. Srivatsava & S. Jain (2010). Habitat-wise
distribution of the house sparrow (Passer domesticus) in Delhi,
India. Urban Ecosystems 13: 147-153.

Kulczycki & Mazur-Gierasinska (1968). Nesting of House Sparrows
Passer domesticus (Linnaeus, 1758). Acta Zoologica Cracoviensia 9:
231-250.

Lim H.C., N.S. Sodhi, B.W. Brook & M.C.K. Soh (2003). Undesirable
aliens: factors determining the distribution of three invasive bird
species in Singapore. Journal of Tropical Ecology 19: 685-695.

Leasure, D.R. (2011). The House Sparrow Passer domesticus decline:
conservation tools emerge from contrasting North American
perspectives. Indian Birds 8: 22-23.

Martin, C.D. & B.A. Mullens (2012). Housing and dust bathing effects
on northern fowl mites (Ornithonyssus sylviarum) and chicken body
lice (Menacanthus stramineus) on hens. Medical and Veterinary
Entomology 26: 323-333.

Morris, F.O. & W.B. Tagetmeier (1896). A natural history of the nests
and eggs of British birds Il, 4" edition, London: John C. Nimmo,
London. https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.18043

Moyer, B.R., D.M. Drown & D.H. Claton (2002). Low humidity reduces
ectoparasite pressure: implications for host like history evolution.
Oikos 97: 223-228.

Mulsow, R. (2005). Hmburg, pp. 127-152. In: Kelcey J.G. & G.
Rheinwald (eds.). Birds in European cities. Ginster, St. Katharinen.
Mulsow, R. (2006). The Birdlife of Hamburg. Hamburger Avifauna

Beitrage Special Edition I0C Hamburg, 45-76 pp.
Munro, H.L. & R.C. Rounds (1985). Selection of artificial nest sites

20232 | 15(2): 22586-22596



http://stateofbirdsofindia.in/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/SOIB_Web-version_Final_.pdf
http://stateofbirdsofindia.in/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/SOIB_Web-version_Final_.pdf
http://stateofbirdsofindia.in/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/SOIB_Web-version_Final_.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.UK.2018-2.RLTS.T103818789A155522130.en
https://doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.UK.2018-2.RLTS.T103818789A155522130.en
https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.18043

Habitats of House Sparvow in Rameswaram (slano

by five sympatric passerines. Journal of Wildlife Management 49:
264-276.

Nath, A., H. Singha, P. Deb, A.K. Das & B.P. Lahkar (2015). Nesting in
a Crowd: Response of House Sparrow towards Proximity to Spatial
Cues in Commercial Zones of Guwahati City. Proceedings of the
Zoological Society 69: 249-254.

Newton, I. (2004). The recent declines of farmland bird population in
Britain: an appraisal of casual factors and conservation factors. Ibis
146: 579-600.

Pandian, M. (2021). Population, Nesting, and Conservation Issues of
House Sparrow Passer domesticus (Linn., 1758) in Rural Arakkonam,
Vellore district, Tamil Nadu, India. Journal of the Bombay Natural
History Society 118: 40-48.

Prowse, A. (2002). The urban decline of the house sparrow. British
Birds 95: 143-146.

Rahmani, A.R., K.S. Karthik & S. Quader (2013). Investigating causes
of House Sparrow population decline in Urban sub-habitats of India.
Journal of the Bombay Natural History Society, Bombay, India, 99
pp.

Rajashekhar, S. & M.G. Venkatesha (2008). Occurrence of House
Sparrow, Passer domesticus indicus in and around Bangalore.
Current Science 94: 446-449.

Rothschild, M & T. Clay (1952). Fleas, Flukes and Cuckoo: A Study of
Bird Parasites. Macmillon Co, New York, 304 pp.

Pandian

Salek, M., J. Riegert & S. Grill (2015). House Sparrows (Passer
domesticus) and Tree Sparrows (Passer montanus): fine scale
distribution, population densities, and habitat selection in a central
European city. Acta Ortnithologica 50: 22-232.

Shaw, L.M., Chamberlain & Evans (2008). The House Sparrow (Passer
domesticus) in urban areas: reviewing a possible link between post-
decline distribution and human socioeconomic status. Journal of
Ornithology 149: 293-299.

Sheldon, E.L. & S.C. Griffith (2017). A high incidence of non-cavity
nesting in an introduced population of House Sparrows suggests
that the species should not be constrained by cavity-nest site
availability. Avian Research 8: 29-37.

Summers-Smith, J.D. (1963). The House Sparrow. Harper Collins
Publications, London

Summers-Smith, J.D. (2003). The decline of the House Sparrow: a
review. British Birds 96: 439-446.

Van Der Elst, D. (1981). Notification du moineau danestique Passer
domesticus dans les arbres en Wallonie. Aves 18: 123-127.

Van Liere, D.W. (1992). The significance of fowl’s bathing in dust.
Animal Welfare 1: 187-202.

Vincent, K. (2005). Investigating the causes of the decline of the urban
house sparrow Passer domesticus in Britain. Ph.D dissertation. De
Montfort University, Leicester, UK, 303 pp.

REACH

Threatened Taxa

Jowrnal of Threatened Taxa | www.threatenedtaxa.org | 26 February 2023 | 15(2): 22586-22596







Dr. George Mathew, Kerala Forest Research Institute, Peechi, India

Dr. John Noyes, Natural History Museum, London, UK

Dr. Albert G. Orr, Griffith University, Nathan, Australia

Dr. Sameer Padhye, Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium

Dr. Nancy van der Poorten, Toronto, Canada

Dr. Kareen Schnabel, NIWA, Wellington, New Zealand

Dr. R.M. Sharma, (Retd.) Scientist, Zoological Survey of India, Pune, India

Dr. Manju Siliwal, WILD, Coimbatore, Tamil Nadu, India

Dr. G.P. Sinha, Botanical Survey of India, Allahabad, India

Dr. K.A. Subramanian, Zoological Survey of India, New Alipore, Kolkata, India

Dr. P.M. Sureshan, Zoological Survey of India, Kozhikode, Kerala, India

Dr. R. Varatharajan, Manipur University, Imphal, Manipur, India

Dr. Eduard Vives, Museu de Ciéncies Naturals de Barcelona, Terrassa, Spain

Dr. James Young, Hong Kong Lepidopterists’ Society, Hong Kong

Dr. R. Sundararaj, Institute of Wood Science & Technology, Bengaluru, India

Dr. M. Nithyanandan, Environmental Department, La Ala Al Kuwait Real Estate. Co. K.S.C.,
Kuwait

Dr. Himender Bharti, Punjabi University, Punjab, India

Mr. Purnendu Roy, London, UK

Dr. Saito Motoki, The Butterfly Society of Japan, Tokyo, Japan

Dr. Sanjay Sondhi, TITLI TRUST, Kalpavriksh, Dehradun, India

Dr. Nguyen Thi Phuong Lien, Vietnam Academy of Science and Technology, Hanoi, Vietnam
Dr. Nitin Kulkarni, Tropical Research Institute, Jabalpur, India

Dr. Robin Wen Jiang Ngiam, National Parks Board, Singapore

Dr. Lional Monod, Natural History Museum of Geneva, Genéve, Switzerland.

Dr. Asheesh Shivam, Nehru Gram Bharti University, Allahabad, India

Dr. Rosana Moreira da Rocha, Universidade Federal do Parand, Curitiba, Brasil

Dr. Kurt R. Arnold, North Dakota State University, Saxony, Germany

Dr. James M. Carpenter, American Museum of Natural History, New York, USA
Dr. David M. Claborn, Missouri State University, Springfield, USA

Dr. Kareen Schnabel, Marine Biologist, Wellington, New Zealand

Dr. Amazonas Chagas Junior, Universidade Federal de Mato Grosso, Cuiaba, Brasil
Mr. Monsoon Jyoti Gogoi, Assam University, Silchar, Assam, India

Dr. Heo Chong Chin, Universiti Teknologi MARA (UiTM), Selangor, Malaysia

Dr. R.J. Shiel, University of Adelaide, SA 5005, Australia

Dr. Siddharth Kulkarni, The George Washington University, Washington, USA

Dr. Priyadarsanan Dharma Rajan, ATREE, Bengaluru, India

Dr. Phil Alderslade, CSIRO Marine And Atmospheric Research, Hobart, Australia
Dr. John E.N. Veron, Coral Reef Research, Townsville, Australia

Dr. Daniel Whitmore, State Museum of Natural History Stuttgart, Rosenstein, Germany.
Dr. Yu-Feng Hsu, National Taiwan Normal University, Taipei City, Taiwan

Dr. Keith V. Wolfe, Antioch, California, USA

Dr. Siddharth Kulkarni, The Hormiga Lab, The George Washington University, Washington,
D.C., USA

Dr. Tomas Ditrich, Faculty of Education, University of South Bohemia in Ceske
Budejovice, Czech Republic

Dr. Mihaly Foldvari, Natural History Museum, University of Oslo, Norway

Dr. V.P. Uniyal, Wildlife Institute of India, Dehradun, Uttarakhand 248001, India

Dr. John T.D. Caleb, Zoological Survey of India, Kolkata, West Bengal, India

Dr. Priyadarsanan Dharma Rajan, Ashoka Trust for Research in Ecology and the Environment
(ATREE), Royal Enclave, Bangalore, Karnataka, India

Fishes

Dr. Neelesh Dahanukar, IISER, Pune, Maharashtra, India

Dr. Topiltzin Contreras MacBeath, Universidad Auténoma del estado de Morelos, México
Dr. Heok Hee Ng, National University of Singapore, Science Drive, Singapore

Dr. Rajeev Raghavan, St. Albert’s College, Kochi, Kerala, India

Dr. Robert D. Sluka, Chiltern Gateway Project, A Rocha UK, Southall, Middlesex, UK
Dr. E. Vivekanandan, Central Marine Fisheries Research Institute, Chennai, India

Dr. Davor Zanella, University of Zagreb, Zagreb, Croatia

Dr. A. Biju Kumar, University of Kerala, Thiruvananthapuram, Kerala, India

Dr. Akhilesh K.V., ICAR-Central Marine Fisheries Research Institute, Mumbai Research
Centre, Mumbai, Maharashtra, India

Dr. J.A. Johnson, Wildlife Institute of India, Dehradun, Uttarakhand, India

Dr. R. Ravinesh, Gujarat Institute of Desert Ecology, Gujarat, India

Amphibians

Dr. Sushil K. Dutta, Indian Institute of Science, Bengaluru, Karnataka, India
Dr. Annemarie Ohler, Muséum national d’Histoire naturelle, Paris, France

Reptiles

Dr. Gernot Vogel, Heidelberg, Germany

Dr. Raju Vyas, Vadodara, Gujarat, India

Dr. Pritpal S. Soorae, Environment Agency, Abu Dubai, UAE.

Prof. Dr. Wayne J. Fuller, Near East University, Mersin, Turkey

Prof. Chandrashekher U. Rivonker, Goa University, Taleigao Plateau, Goa. India
Dr. S.R. Ganesh, Chennai Snake Park, Chennai, Tamil Nadu, India

Dr. Himansu Sekhar Das, Terrestrial & Marine Biodiversity, Abu Dhabi, UAE

Journal of Threatened Taxa is indexed/abstracted in Bibliography of Sys-
tematic Mycology, Biological Abstracts, BIOSIS Previews, CAB Abstracts,
EBSCO, Google Scholar, Index Copernicus, Index Fungorum, JournalSeek,
National Academy of Agricultural Sciences, NewJour, OCLC WorldCat,
SCOPUS, Stanford University Libraries, Virtual Library of Biology, Zoologi-
cal Records.

NAAS rating (India) 5.64

Birds

Dr. Hem Sagar Baral, Charles Sturt University, NSW Australia

Mr. H. Byju, Coimbatore, Tamil Nadu, India

Dr. Chris Bowden, Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, Sandy, UK

Dr. Priya Davidar, Pondicherry University, Kalapet, Puducherry, India

Dr. J.W. Duckworth, IUCN SSC, Bath, UK

Dr. Rajah Jayapal, SACON, Coimbatore, Tamil Nadu, India

Dr. Rajiv S. Kalsi, M.L.N. College, Yamuna Nagar, Haryana, India

Dr. V. Santharam, Rishi Valley Education Centre, Chittoor Dt., Andhra Pradesh, India
Dr. S. Balachandran, Bombay Natural History Society, Mumbai, India

Mr. J. Praveen, Bengaluru, India

Dr. C. Srinivasulu, Osmania University, Hyderabad, India

Dr. K.S. Gopi Sundar, International Crane Foundation, Baraboo, USA

Dr. Gombobaatar Sundev, Professor of Ornithology, Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia

Prof. Reuven Yosef, International Birding & Research Centre, Eilat, Israel

Dr. Taej Mundkur, Wetlands International, Wageningen, The Netherlands

Dr. Carol Inskipp, Bishop Auckland Co., Durham, UK

Dr. Tim Inskipp, Bishop Auckland Co., Durham, UK

Dr. V. Gokula, National College, Tiruchirappalli, Tamil Nadu, India

Dr. Arkady Lelej, Russian Academy of Sciences, Vladivostok, Russia

Dr. Simon Dowell, Science Director, Chester Zoo, UK

Dr. Mério Gabriel Santiago dos Santos, Universidade de Tras-os-Montes e Alto Douro,
Quinta de Prados, Vila Real, Portugal

Dr. Grant Connette, Smithsonian Institution, Royal, VA, USA

Dr. M. Zafar-ul Islam, Prince Saud Al Faisal Wildlife Research Center, Taif, Saudi Arabia

Mammals

5

Dr. Giovanni Amori, CNR - Institute of Ecosystem Studies, Rome, Italy

Dr. Anwaruddin Chowdhury, Guwahati, India

Dr. David Mallon, Zoological Society of London, UK

Dr. Shomita Mukherjee, SACON, Coimbatore, Tamil Nadu, India

Dr. Angie Appel, Wild Cat Network, Germany

Dr. P.O. Nameer, Kerala Agricultural University, Thrissur, Kerala, India

Dr. lan Redmond, UNEP Convention on Migratory Species, Lansdown, UK

Dr. Heidi S. Riddle, Riddle’s Elephant and Wildlife Sanctuary, Arkansas, USA

Dr. Karin Schwartz, George Mason University, Fairfax, Virginia.

Dr. Lala A.K. Singh, Bhubaneswar, Orissa, India

Dr. Mewa Singh, Mysore University, Mysore, India

Dr. Paul Racey, University of Exeter, Devon, UK

Dr. Honnavalli N. Kumara, SACON, Anaikatty P.O., Coimbatore, Tamil Nadu, India
Dr. Nishith Dharaiya, HNG University, Patan, Gujarat, India

Dr. Spartaco Gippoliti, Socio Onorario Societa Italiana per la Storia della Fauna “Giuseppe
Altobello”, Rome, Italy

Dr. Justus Joshua, Green Future Foundation, Tiruchirapalli, Tamil Nadu, India

Dr. H. Raghuram, The American College, Madurai, Tamil Nadu, India

Dr. Paul Bates, Harison Institute, Kent, UK

Dr. Jim Sanderson, Small Wild Cat Conservation Foundation, Hartford, USA

Dr. Dan Challender, University of Kent, Canterbury, UK

Dr. David Mallon, Manchester Metropolitan University, Derbyshire, UK

Dr. Brian L. Cypher, California State University-Stanislaus, Bakersfield, CA

Dr. S.S. Talmale, Zoological Survey of India, Pune, Maharashtra, India

Prof. Karan Bahadur Shah, Budhanilakantha Municipality, Kathmandu, Nepal

Dr. Susan Cheyne, Borneo Nature Foundation International, Palangkaraja, Indonesia
Dr. Hemanta Kafley, Wildlife Sciences, Tarleton State University, Texas, USA

s =

s S 5 5

= =

Other Disciplines

Dr. Aniruddha Belsare, Columbia MO 65203, USA (Veterinary)

Dr. Mandar S. Paingankar, University of Pune, Pune, Maharashtra, India (Molecular)

Dr. Jack Tordoff, Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund, Arlington, USA (Communities)

Dr. Ulrike Streicher, University of Oregon, Eugene, USA (Veterinary)

Dr. Hari Balasubramanian, EcoAdvisors, Nova Scotia, Canada (Communities)

Dr. Rayanna Hellem Santos Bezerra, Universidade Federal de Sergipe, Sdo Cristévao, Brazil
Dr. Jamie R. Wood, Landcare Research, Canterbury, New Zealand

Dr. Wendy Collinson-Jonker, Endangered Wildlife Trust, Gauteng, South Africa

Dr. Rajeshkumar G. Jani, Anand Agricultural University, Anand, Gujarat, India

Dr. O.N. Tiwari, Senior Scientist, ICAR-Indian Agricultural Research Institute (IARI), New
Delhi, India

Dr. L.D. Singla, Guru Angad Dev Veterinary and Animal Sciences University, Ludhiana, India
Dr. Rupika S. Rajakaruna, University of Peradeniya, Peradeniya, Sri Lanka

Dr. Bahar Baviskar, Wild-CER, Nagpur, Maharashtra 440013, India

Reviewers 2019-2021
Due to pausity of space, the list of reviewers for 2018-2020 is available online.

The opinions expressed by the authors do not reflect the views of the

Journal of Threatened Taxa, Wildlife Information Liaison Development Society,
Zoo Outreach Organization, or any of the partners. The journal, the publisher,
the host, and the partners are not responsible for the accuracy of the political
boundaries shown in the maps by the authors.

Print copies of the Journal are available at cost. Write to:

The Managing Editor, JoTT,

c/o Wildlife Information Liaison Development Society,

43/2 Varadarajulu Nagar, 5" Street West, Ganapathy, Coimbatore,
Tamil Nadu 641006, India

ravi@threatenedtaxa.org



www.threatenedtaxa.org

Communications

Sunda Clouded Leopard Neofelis diardi (Cuvier, 1823) (Mammalia: Carnivora:
Felidae) occupancy in Borneo: results of a pilot vehicle spotlight transect survey
— Jephte Sompud, Sze Lue Kee, Kurtis Jai-Chyi Pei, Paul Liau, Collin Goh & Anthony
J. Giordano, Pp. 22559-22566

On the occurrence of Eurasian Otter Lutra lutra (Carnivora: Mustelidae) in Neeru
stream of Chenab catchment, Jammu & Kashmir, India
— Dinesh Singh, Anil Thakar & Neeraj Sharma, Pp. 22567-22573

Distribution of avifauna on twenty-one islands of the Gulf of Mannar Biosphere
Reserve, India
— H. Byju, N. Raveendran & S. Ravichandran, Pp. 22574-22585

Habitats of House Sparrow Passer domesticus (Linnaeus, 1758) in Rameswaram
Island, Tamil Nadu, India
— M. Pandian, Pp. 22586-22596

Seasonal diversity and dietary guild structure of birds in two Vindhyan gorge
forests of Rajasthan, India
— Ashvini Kumar Joshi, Pp. 22597-22605

Differential kleptoparasitic interactions of Himalayan Vulture Gyps himalayensis
with conspecifics and heterospecifics during various stages of breeding
— Hameem Mushtagq Wani, Pp. 22606-22610

Range extension of Isthmoheros tuyrensis, a threatened species of fish (Cichlidae)
in Panama: including new ecological and morphological data

— Arturo Dominici-Arosemena, Arturo Angulo, Haydee Osorio-Ugarte, Quiriatjaryn
Ortega-Samaniego, Andrés Fraiz, Arminda Guerrel, Edgar Arauz, Jennyfer Montiel,
Beatriz Medina, Yehudi Rodriguez-Arriatti, Yessenia Gonzélez, Javier Pardo, Karly
Urriola & Adridan Ramos-Merchante, Pp. 22611-22622

Tadpole morphology of Jerdon’s Narrow-mouthed Frog Uperodon montanus
(Jerdon, 1853) with a range and elevation extension report from Western Ghats,
India

— Amit Hegde, Girish Kadadevaru & K.P. Dinesh, Pp. 22623-22631

An annotated checklist of the economically important family of moths
(Lepidoptera: Heterocera: Noctuidae) of the northern Western Ghats, India, with
notes on their type species, diversity, distribution, host plants, and an unusual
new faunistic record

— Aparna Sureshchandra Kalawate, Prachee Surwade & S.N. Pawara, Pp. 22632—
22653

Report of a tussock moth genus Maeoproctis (Lepidoptera: Erebidae:
Lymantriinae: Nygmiini) from India
— Gagan Preet Kour Bali & Amritpal Singh Kaleka, Pp. 22654-22660

Butterflies of Silent Valley National Park and its environs, Western Ghats of
Kerala, India

— Kalesh Sadasivan, P.C. Sujitha, Toms Augustine, Edayillam Kunhikrishnan, Vinayan
P. Nair, M. Divin Murukesh & Baiju Kochunarayanan, Pp. 22661-22676

Notes on morphology and bionomics of Urolabida histrionica (Westwood)
(Heteroptera: Urostylididae) from Assam, India
— Sachin Ranade & Hemant V. Ghate, Pp. 22677-22685

Andromonoecy functional through heterostyly and large carpenter bees as
principal pollinators in Solanum carolinense L. (Solanaceae)
— Suvarna Raju Palathoti & Aluri Jacob Solomon Raju, Pp. 22686-22694

An inventory of endemic and near endemic angiosperm flora of Biligiri
Rangaswamy Temple Tiger Reserve, peninsular India
—J. Jayanthi, Pp. 22695-22717

Multidimensional time-lapse of a relict species Canarium strictum Roxb. from a
sacred landscape in Pune District, India

— Mukul Mahabaleshwarkar, Nivedita Ghayal, Supriya Mahabaleshwarkar & Vinaya
Ghate, Pp. 22718-22725

The Journal of Threatened Taxa (JoTT) is dedicated to building evidence for conservation globally by
OPEN ACCESS publishing peer-reviewed articles online every month at a reasonably rapid rate at www.threatenedtaxa.org.

® All articles published in JOoTT are registered under Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License
@ unless otherwise mentioned. JoTT allows allows unrestricted use, reproduction, and distribution of articles in
-l any medium by providing adequate credit to the author(s) and the source of publication.
ISSN 0974-7907 (Online) | ISSN 0974-7893 (Print)
February 2023 | Vol. 15 | No. 2 | Pages: 22559-22770

Date of Publication: 26 February 2023 (Online & Print)
DOI: 10.11609/jott.2023.15.2.22559-22770

Rediscovery of Sewardiella tuberifera Kash., a long-lost monotypic endemic Indian
liverwort

— Sapana Pant, S.D. Tewari, Prachi Joshi, Manisha Bhandari & Richa Arya,

Pp. 22726-22730

Physcomitrium eurystomum Sendtn. (Funariaceae: Bryophyta) and
Splachnobryum obtusum (Brid.) Miill. Hal. (Splachnobryaceae: Bryophyta), two
rare moss species from the Western Ghats of Kerala

— C. Nair Manju, P.M. Vineesha, B. Mufeed & K.P. Rajesh, Pp. 22731-22736

Short Communications

First record of the Great Seahorse Hippocampus kelloggi Jordan & Snyder, 1901
(Actinopterygii: Syngnathiformes: Syngnathidae) from the northwestern coast of
Bay of Bengal

— Anil Kumar Behera, Biswajit Mahari & Amrit Kumar Mishra, Pp. 22737-22740

Schoenoplectiella erecta (Poir.) Lye ssp. raynalii (Schuyler) Beentje (Cyperaceae) —
a new record to India from Ossudu Bird Sanctuary, Villupuram District, Tamil Nadu
— Chandrasegrane Pradeep, Paneerselvam Umamaheswari, Natesan Balachandran
& Raphael Mathevet, Pp. 22741-22745

Notes

Status of the Sumatran Striped Rabbit Nesolagus netscheri in Isau-lsau Wildlife
Reserve, South Sumatra Province, Indonesia

— Arum Setiawan, Muhammad Igbal, Octavia Susilowati, Doni Setiawan, Martialis
Puspito Khristy Maharsi & Indra Yustian, Pp. 22746-22748

Photographic record of the butterfly ray Gymnura cf. poecilura (Myliobatiformes:
Gymnuridae) from the Bhagirathi-Hooghly River in West Bengal, eastern India
— Priyankar Chakraborty, Pp. 22749-22751

First report of the fairyfly Schizophragma mitai Triapitsyn (Hymenoptera:
Mymaridae) from India with notes on S. indica Rehmat & Anis

— Anandhan Rameshkumar, Nazurius Anand, Sayan Sardar & Sarfrazul Islam Kazmi,
Pp. 22752-22756

Occurrence of Ranunculus sceleratus L. (Ranunculaceae) from the Nilgiri District,
Tamil Nadu, India
—J. Shashikanth, S.Mugendhiran & Digvijay Verma, Pp. 22757-22760

First report of Meliola panici on Ottochloa nodosa (Kunth) Dandy (Poaceae)
— Gopinathan Nair Gokul & Jacob Thomas, Pp. 22761-22763

New record of an usneoied lichen Usnea hirta (L.) Weber ex F.H.Wigg.

from India

—K.S. Vinayaka, Archana R. Mesta & N. Rajeshwari, Pp. 22764-22766

On the occurrence of two species of rare cyanobacterial genus Petalonema
M.J.Berkeley ex Wolle, 1887 (Cyanophyceae: Nostocales: Scytonemataceae) from

eastern Himalaya, India
—Jai Prakash Keshri, Narendra Nath Koley & Jay Mal, Pp. 22767-22770

Publisher & Host

VZO0REACH

Threatened Taxa



https://www.threatenedtaxa.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://zooreach.org/?page_id=2
http://zooreach.org

	Blank Page



