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Preface
Megapodes or ‘thermometer-birds’ have received very little attention from either conservationists or scientists until very
recently. Now it is realised that as well as being fascinating birds for scientific study, they are also suffering considerably
from human pressures. The Megapode Specialist Group resulted from this increased attention and aims to provide a forum
for those interested in the study and conservation of these intriguing birds.

The Megapode Specialist Group was formed in October 1986 in Bielefeld, Germany, at the conference Mechanisms of very
early development in animals and man which was organised by the late Klaus Immelmann. At first we were interested in
setting up a network of scientists so that we could exchange information and materials, but we soon discovered that many
species were threatened, and some even very threatened, with extinction. As conservation received more and more attention
biologists from several national wildlife conservation agencies, which were involved with megapodes, joined the Specialist
Group. The Megapode Newsletter, now in its eighth year, updates and encourages our members.

After a period of consolidation, the activities of the Megapode Specialist Group are increasing. The First International
Megapode Symposium was held in Christchurch, New Zealand, at the end of 1990. The proceedings were published in 1992,
together with an extensive bibliography containing over 700 references. During this time the first monograph of the family
was prepared and it will be published by Oxford University Press in 1995. The Second International Megapode meeting was
held in Vienna in August 1994. Finally, the conservation needs of the megapodes are receiving attention through our
participation in the Galliformes Conservation Assessment Workshop in  during February 1993 and the publication
of this Action Plan.

Megapodes: an action plan for their conservation, follows the format of Partridge, quail,  and
guineafowl: an action plan for their conservation, prepared by the  Partridge, Quail and Francolin
Specialist Group and is one of three Action Plans to result from the Galliformes Conservation Assessment Workshop in

 We sincerely hope that it will stimulate ongoing megapode conservation projects and encourage the start of the
initiatives that we have emphasised for 1995-1999. Megapodes are too special to be ignored. Moreover, they offer excellent
opportunities for conservation projects which involve close cooperation with, and are for the benefit of, the people who live
side by side with them.

 W.R.J. Dekker, Chairman,  Megapode Specialist Group
National Museum of Natural History, P.O. Box 9517, 2300 RA Leiden, The Netherlands
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Executive Summary

This Action Plan covers the megapodes, a group of gallinaceous birds comprising 22 species according to the most recent
taxonomic consideration (Jones et al. in press). The objectives of this document are to identify the most threatened species
and subspecies within this family (chapters 2 and 3) and prioritise the conservation action to protect them by outlining
project briefs for the most urgent cases (chapter 4).

The plan of action will be distributed to biologists, conservationists, politicians, policy makers, government officials,
educationalists, planners, grant-awarding bodies and commercial concerns that are in a position to help. Megapodes have a
restricted distribution, occurring mainly in the Indo-Australian region, with outliers on a few islands in Polynesia,
Micronesia, and India. The greatest threats to their continued existence are over-exploitation of eggs, habitat loss, and the
introduction of mammalian predators. Much can be done at the local level, although international support will prove to be
inevitable in some cases. The projects in chapter 4 should therefore be considered by those with local influence in the areas
concerned as well as by national officials and politicians. The full cooperation and involvement of local people is essential
if any of these projects are to be successful.

Chapter 1 gives an overview of the species involved, threats to them and possible courses of action to protect them. Whilst
intended as a general introduction, it will be particularly useful to readers who are unfamiliar with the group. Chapter 2
summarises the conservation status of all megapodes. The species identified as threatened are examined more thoroughly in
chapter 3. Each species account contains detailed information on known distribution and current threats. Chapters 2 and 3
are written largely with biologists and professional conservationists in mind, i.e. those people who will be carrying out the
scientific work proposed in the project plans of chapter 4.

Chapter 4 contains the project proposals that are targeted at the species most in need of conservation. Each project plan
justifies the project from a conservation and scientific standpoint. Field biologists who are likely to carry out the work are
advised to use these project plans in direct consultation with policy makers, government officials and grant-awarding bodies
when developing these projects further. Governments and politicians can use these project ideas to consider plans for 
profile conservation initiatives, either alone or in conjunction with other conservation projects in the region. A number of
the projects have the potential for research student involvement, particularly with survey work and the gathering of baseline
data on population biology, so universities in the countries concerned should peruse chapter 4 for research ideas.

Whilst we will endeavour to distribute this Action Plan to all who we think might further its objectives, we are sure that
those reading it will know of others who could make use of it, so we urge readers to bring this publication to the attention
of any such people. The Megapode Specialist Group will do its best to stimulate the follow up of this Action Plan 
1999 and will be pleased to advise on its implementation. We look very much forward to its success.
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction

This Action Plan is a prescription for the most urgent
conservation action needed for the world’s threatened
megapodes, based on the currently available knowledge of
the conservation status of each species. The plan is not a
comprehensive account of the biology of the species
concerned (this has been published elsewhere, e.g. Dekker
and Jones, 1992; Jones et al. in press) but it does provide the
most up-to-date assessment of distribution and status of the
megapodes and more importantly, it explains the work that
needs to be done to ensure the survival of the most
threatened species. Every effort has been made to gather
this knowledge from published and unpublished material,
correspondence and verbal communication with all those
involved in research and conservation of these birds. The
document represents years of gathering information. In the
last eighteen months it has been organised and the specialists
from whom it came have been consulted. This resulted in a
Conservation Assessment Workshop where 25 experts were

1.1: Species included in this Action Plan
and taxonomy followed

This Action Plan covers the megapodes of the world. The
taxonomy follows Jones et al. (in press) who proposed 22
species in seven genera. A full list of the species and
subspecies considered in this Action Plan is given in Chapter
2.

For a full discussion of the classification of the higher
taxonomic levels of the Galliformes, including a historical
review and discussion of the DNA-DNA evidence, see
Sibley and Ahlquist (1990; especially pages 289  300) and,
for the megapodes in particular, Brom and Dekker (1992).

Information on natural history, speciation, ecology and
behaviour as well as a bibliography can be found in Dekker
and Jones (1992) and Jones et  (in press) as well as in key
regional references such as  and Ripley  Coates

gathered to assess the conservation status of the species (1985) and White and Bruce (1986).
involved and establish priorities for their conservation. This
process is described in full in Section 1.2.3.

Map showing the approximate distributions of megapode species for which action plan projects are listed in chapter 4.



1.1.1: Species distribution and diversity

Twenty-two species of megapode are currently
(Jones et al., in press), although there is some dispute over
the specific status of some  (see under Taxonomic
clarification in Section 1.4.3).

Megapodes are found in Australia, New Guinea and
surrounding islands, eastern Indonesia, and the Philippines.
Three species occur further away on Niuafo’ou 
Mariana and Palau islands, and the Nicobar islands. The
highest diversity of both genera and species is found in New
Guinea and Australia (Jones et al. in press).

Apart from the malleefowl  which lives in
the semi-arid mallee habitat of southern Australia, all
species prefer moist tropical forest. Many megapode species
use coastal areas for breeding, either by burying their eggs in
the sand or by building their mounds close to the shore.

 Relationships between megapodes and
man

Megapodes and man have always had a close relationship.
Megapode eggs have been collected for food throughout
recorded history. The eggs of burrow-nesting species such as
the Moluccan megapode

Polynesian megapode 
pritchardii and Melanesian megapode Megapodius eremita,
which lay their eggs communal ly and often in great numbers
at volcanic sites and sun-exposed beaches, in particular are
collected on a large scale. This can number tens of thousands
of eggs from a single site per year (Jones et al. in press). The
exploitation, which is for immediate consumption as well as
for sale in local markets 1s generally poorly documented.
Originally, it occurred according to strict rules leading to

Egg harvest of Moluccan megapode 
Photo:

(more or less) sustainable use, as still seems to be true in the
case of the Moluccan megapode in some areas. However,
changing traditions due to im- and emigrations have led to
an uncontrolled harvest of eggs almost everywhere else,
leading to the disappearance of megapode populations.

This exploitation is not necessarily detrimental to the
species, so long as the use is sustainable and it has been
shown that in some cases megapodes and man live together
in seemingly perfect harmony. The main problem facing
many megapodes that are subject to exploitation is that
outside pressures such as forestry or agriculture degrade the
habitat and reduce populations to the point that traditionally
sustainable use becomes unsustainable. One solution is to
ensure that the commercial value of the exploited gamebirds
generates sufficient self-interest for the collector to care
about the continued existence of the species in the long term
(Aebischer, 1991; Dekker and Wattel, 1987). This general
approach is being promoted by the Species Survival
Commission’s Specialist Group on the Sustainable Use of
Wild Species, and is likely to be relevant to several of the

 covered by this Action Plan, especially the communal
burrow-nesting species mentioned earlier.

1.2: The Action Plan

1.2.1: Aims

This document aims to highlight the plight of threatened
species and subspecies of megapode. It offers ways of
finding out more about them, with a view to promoting the
survival of the species and the habitats in which they live.

The main purpose of this Action Plan is to give outlines
of Action Plan projects: urgent programmes requiring
execution within the period 1995  1999, and that involve
taxonomic investigation, distributional surveys, intensive
research, population monitoring, habitat management or
education. Each project outline indicates what action is
required and how long it may take to achieve.

1.2.2: Layout

Three main sections summarise the steps that the Megapode
Specialist Group has taken to assess global conservation
priorities. These steps are:
i) to collate conservation data, assess extinction risks and
assign threat categories (Chapter 2);
ii) to provide information on threatened  (Chapter 3);
and
iii) to determine priority projects that are practical and can
be initiated within, or continued during, the period
19951999 (Chapter 4).

The focus for the development of this Action Plan was the
Conservation Assessment Workshop for the Galliformes
held in  during the first week of February 1993.

2



1.2.3: Conservation Assessment Workshop

Background: The Captive Breeding Specialist Group of
 Species Survival Commission has run some 15

Conservation Assessment Workshops over the last few
years, usually in collaboration with one or more of the other
Species Survival Commission Specialist Groups.

The object of these meetings is first to review what is
currently known about the status of and threats to all the
distinct races (be they species or subspecies) of animals (or
plants) in a particular taxonomic group. As a result of this
review process, each race is then assigned a threat category,
representing the risk of its future extinction. Finally,
specific conservation action is recommended wherever
necessary.

Conservation Assessment Workshops on bird groups have
recently covered penguins, parrots and waterfowl. The
species included in the workshop in  are the
responsibility of three of the five Galliformes Specialist
Groups: those for Pheasants; Partridges, Quails, Francolins
and Guineafowl; and Megapodes.

The Galliformes Workshop: The three Specialist Groups
involved collected many of the data in advance of the
workshop. Information on native range size, population size
(in the wild and in captivity), population trends and
perceived threats was sought for every species, and usually
from all its range countries, by asking local experts to fill in
a standard questionnaire. These were distributed in
September/October 1992 to about 80 people, and 60 were
returned by the end of January 1993.

The data from these questionnaire returns were entered
into a table (as in Chapter 2). Several subspecies were
treated separately because they may be of conservation
concern.

Discussions at the workshop were organised on a regional
basis, with groups of participants concentrating on: S.E.
Asia and Australasia; China and South Asia; Europe, the
Middle East and Africa; and the Americas. A number of
species occurred in two of these regions, and some even in
three: these were discussed jointly.

The main tasks undertaken during the workshop were:
(i) to compile information on known captive population
sizes of each  from the 1992 WPA captive census and
the 1992 ISIS records;
(ii) to review the information in the table and assess its
reliability, including the division of species into
subspecies of conservation merit or groups of them;
(iii) to amalgamate or subdivide information (e.g. on
population size) supplied from different range countries
for each  recognised in (ii);
(iv) to assign a threat category on the basis of the
Mace-Lande criteria (Mace and Lande 1991) to each 
recognised in (ii);
(v) to make recommendations for future action for all 
judged to be threatened with extinction (i.e. of

questionable safety, vulnerable, endangered or critical),
and for some others, especially where there is an evident
need for taxonomic clarification of specific or subspecific
status;
(vi) to consolidate information on threatened  into
“Threatened  summaries”, one for each 
These tasks resulted in two sets of output; the

Conservation Assessment table (upon which Chapter 2 is
based) and the Threatened  Summaries (Chapter 3).
Following the workshop, copies of the table and threatened

 summaries were distributed for comment to 
correspondents and members of the three Specialist Groups
involved.

Based on all the information above, the Megapode
Specialist Group has identified key projects for execution
during the period 19951999. Whenever possible, they
relate closely to the Conservation Strategy of WPA and the

 International Conservation Programme, and in
particular to its continuing work on the 221 Endemic Bird
Areas identified through the Biodiversity Project. Through
detailed consultations with other Species Survival
Commission Specialist Groups and their various parent
bodies, regional field projects should emerge, that address
several urgent conservation cases simultaneously.

Projects have been identified according to three criteria:
conservation urgency, quantity and quality of information
and the size of the  range and available habitat.
Action is proposed for all seriously threatened 

Project outlines (given in Chapter 4) provide some of the
information necessary for drafting detailed project
proposals. Such proposals should be drafted in consultation
with the Specialist Group, WPA and  International,
who will help with project development wherever possible.

1.3: Threats to the survival of
megapodes

This section defines each of the threats given in the
conservation assessment table (Chapter  provides a
summary of the scale of the threat to the group as a whole
and gives specific examples to illustrate how the threat
affects species of concern.

1.3.1: Habitat loss in all its forms and
fragmentation

Habitat loss covers all forms of habitat structure
modification that lead to a reduction in the extent or quality
of habitat available for a particular species. This ranges
from deforestation or clear felling, through selective logging
and habitat degradation to habitat loss to agriculture and
urban development and these forms of habitat disturbance
often grade into each other. For example, land cleared of
trees as a consequence of timber extraction is often replanted
with commercially valuable crops. The majority of

3



megapode species are threatened by some form of habitat
alteration. Chapter 2 indicates that 15 of the 25  covered
in this plan are known or suspected to be suffering a decline
in numbers due to some form of habitat modification.

Deforestation refers to the removal of all trees in an area,
usually as a consequence of timber extraction by logging
operations. This is especially prevalent in areas where
tropical forest lies over level ground and commercially
valuable trees are extracted on a large scale. The conversion
of natural habitats to agricultural land is often bound up with
clear-felling, such as when forest cover was cleared to make
way for tobacco and rubber and then palm-oil plantations
during this century in parts of Indonesia and Malaysia
(Wells 1985). Logging operations might threaten the
subspecies of the wattled brush-turkey Aepypodius
arfakianus misoliensis on the island of Misol.

Habitat degradation is the reduction in quality of a
habitat without losing all vegetation cover and results from
activities such as selective logging and over-grazing by
domestic animals. Four  are threatened specifically by
habitat degradation. Selective logging normally refers to
timber extraction that removes only some of the trees in an
area and on a sustainable basis. This can, however, range
from removal of just a few trees per square kilometre to loss
of all but a few trunks. The associated problems of damage
to residual trunks, soil compaction etc. are discussed by

 (1984). See also Johns (1989) and Marshall and
Swaine (1992) for a fuller discussion of selective logging of
tropical forest. Whilst selective logging implies that trees
are harvested according to sustainable principles and hence
alterations to forest structure are as limited as possible, at its
most extreme the forest simply becomes degraded as few
trees are left undamaged and the canopy becomes much
more broken and irregular.

Habitat loss to agriculture results from the conversion of
intact habitat to an agricultural landscape. The malleefowl
Leipoa from southern Australia is especially
affected by this pressure.

Habitat loss to urban comprises all forms of
human construction, such as housing and roads. The

 megapode Megapodius laperouse laperouse is
considered to be threatened by habitat loss to urban
development. Similarly, the coastal nesting-grounds of the
male0 Macrocephalon in Sulawesi, are cut off from
their inland habitat by the construction of roads and villages
especially along the coast, barriers the  is hesitant to
cross.

The habitats of most megapodes that are threatened with
habitat loss are subject to a variety of these pressures. This
is especially prevalent on islands where habitat loss is a
result of degradation and agricultural needs arising from
increasing human populations.

Habitatfragmentation is the isolation of blocks of habitat.
This can lead to populations of the species becoming
demographically and genetically isolated from each other
and, therefore, prone to other extinction pressures, such as

inbreeding. The problem of population isolation resulting
from fragmentation of habitat has received much theoretical
study (e.g.  1977;  but has not been
addressed empirically for any vertebrate species,
presumably due to the problems of monitoring populations
over many generations. Two species here are considered to
be at risk from fragmentation, the malleefowl Leipoa

in southern Australia and the Macrocephalon
in Sulawesi (Jones et al. in press).

Egg collecting on Haruku nesting ground of the Moluccan
megapode. Photo:  Dekker

1.3.2: Over-exploitation for food1.3.2: Over-exploitation for food

Over-exploitation of wild populations is a considerable
problem as mentioned in Section 1.1.2. The eggs of ten
species are currently being collected at a level which seems
to be unsustainable and, therefore, may put each species at
risk. In the extreme, egg-collecting is a serious threat to the
survival of the Macrocephalon the status of
which is considered vulnerable if not endangered, the
Moluccan megapode the Polynesian
megapode Megapodius pritchardii, and, in some areas, the
Melanesian megapode Megapodius eremita.

Over-exploitation of wild populations is a considerable
problem as mentioned in Section 1.1.2. The eggs of ten
species are currently being collected at a level which seems
to be unsustainable and, therefore, may put each species at
risk. In the extreme, egg-collecting is a serious threat to the
survival of the Macrocephalon the status of
which is considered vulnerable if not endangered, the
Moluccan megapode the Polynesian
megapode Megapodius pritchardii, and, in some areas, the
Melanesian megapode Megapodius eremita.

1.3.3: Introduced predators1.3.3: Introduced predators

Megapodes can only live where there are no or only a few
predators. The introduction of predators, either deliberately
or unintentionally, by settlers within the last 200 years has
devastated a number of island faunas and exterminated
megapodes from most of the west Polynesian islands
(Steadman 1993). The commonest and most problematic
predators are cats and dogs.

Megapodes can only live where there are no or only a few
predators. The introduction of predators, either deliberately
or unintentionally, by settlers within the last 200 years has
devastated a number of island faunas and exterminated
megapodes from most of the west Polynesian islands
(Steadman 1993). The commonest and most problematic
predators are cats and dogs.

Twelve  are believed to be threatened by such
introductions, especially the mound-building Megapodius

Twelve  are believed to be threatened by such
introductions, especially the mound-building Megapodius
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species, which are often restricted to small islands. 1.4: Action needed to secure the future
of megapodesMound-building megapodes are

predation by carnivores whi le working at their mound. The
1 burrow-nesters a re slightly better protected

especially prone

This section outlines the main forms of conservation action
proposed for each species during the workshop (see section
1.2.3). These fall into three main categories: research,
management and other activities.

against attacks by cats, civets and the like by their sheer
number (Dekker 1989). The malleefowl 
which has a range of over half-a-million square kilometres
in southern
fox Vilpes

. Australia is suffering from predation by the red
vulpes.

1.4.1: Research

Extensive survey: Extensive surveys involve the collection
of basic information on the presence or absence of a species
at various sites and, if possible, information on relative
abundance. These surveys are the first step towards
understanding a species’ requirements and potential threats
to its survival. Conservation action cannot be proposed
without such basic knowledge. Surveys of one sort or
another are proposed for nine  which lack even the most
basic field information on distribution and abundance. For
some of these  this information is as basic as
determining where the species occurs, while for others the
information that is needed is the distribution of the  in
relation to the siting of protected areas. Most of these 
are from remote islands. For example, such baseline data are
urgently required for the endangered Biak megapode
Megapodius geelvinkianus and the endangered Bruijn’s
brush-turkey Aepypodius bruijnii.

Eggs in egg chambers are often predated.
Photo: Raymond Reichelt

1.3.4: Other threats
Intensive research: Intensive research provides detailed
knowledge of the species’ biology. It is particularly relevant
where a species is experiencing major alterations to its
habitat with potentially damaging consequences, and where
the effects of exploitation are unknown. In this Action Plan
it has been proposed for three species, the eggs of which are
collected for food. More biological knowledge of the 
Macrocephalon Moluccan megapode Eulipoa

and the Polynesian megapode Megapodius
pritchardii is needed upon which to base a sustainable
collecting regime.

There is one threat which is considered important for one
species only. The possibility of volcanic eruption is a
potential threat to the Polynesian megapode Megapodius
pritchardii on Niuafo
Kingdom of 

 island, a small volcanic peak in the

 No threat

Although many of the covered here are threatened by a
number of causes, there are five  which are not known to
be susceptible to any threat yet (see Chapter 2).

1.4.2: In situ management

Habitat protection, management and designation of
protected areas: Maintaining the integrity of the habitat in
which megapodes occur is one of the surest ways of
ensuring that all  survive for the future.

The habitat of nine  is considered to be in need of
some form of protection or management. Some of the
Philippine subspecies of the Philippine megapode
Megapodius cumingii require habitat management and three
species are in need of both habitat management and
protection. The designation of effective protected areas is
often considered the safest way to maintain the habitat of
some species and is an urgent priority for six 

1.3.6: Insufficient information

Many  are poorly known in the wild with respect to both
their status and biology. Whilst we have tried to summarise
what is known about existing or potential threats for each
threatened  in this Action Plan, this has not been
possible for one species, Bruijn’s brush-turkey Aepypodius
bruijnii from Waigeo. This species is known only from 14
specimens taken by native collectors in the nineteenth
century, and one in 1938. Information on this, the least
known megapode, is desperately needed.



reasons it can not be considered for mound-building species.
It is not proposed in Chapter 2 for any  but we wish to
present it as a potential conservation action.

R Dekker, J P Misra, and assistant inspecting a mound of the
Nicobar megapode on Great Nicobar, March 1992.

Photo:  Dekker

Population monitoring: Monitoring is a useful tool for
keeping up-to-date with the status of a species. Megapodes
are often more easily detected than other galliforms because
they make mounds or use communal areas for laying eggs.
These sites, and the predictability that adult birds can be
seen at them, provide an ideal opportunity for monitoring
populations of megapodes. This allows the rate at which
individuals and/or used nesting sites are encountered to be
compared between standard periods in different years,
possibly revealing changes in population numbers.

Sustainable exploitation: The eggs of many of the species
in this Action Plan are collected for food. Reducing or
eliminating over-exploitation of megapode populations is
vital for many Investigation into the potential of
sustainable use for the the
Moluccan megapode Eulipoa and the Polynesian
megapode Megapodius pritchardii should be an essential
part of research projects for these species.

Eradicate predators: The introduction of predators,
typically from Europe, in the last 200 years has affected
many megapode species. The elimination of these pest
species from the islands is important to stop the decline in
numbers of three  Two of these  are from small
island groups, the Polynesian megapode Megapodius
pritchardii and the Nicobar megapode Megapodius
nicobariensis. The third  is the malleefowl Leipoa

from southern Australia.

Intensive management of existing captive populations:
Few species of megapode have been kept and bred in
captivity. In this Action Plan captive management has been
proposed only for species that already exist in captivity.
Whenever captive breeding is considered for a species which
is not already in captivity, it should first be subject to a
Population and Habitat Viability Assessment (see Section
1.4.3) to ensure that, if captive breeding is needed, it is an
integral component of the overall recovery strategy.

Hatchery projects: A hatchery project, as conducted for the
(Dekker and Wattel 

should be kept in mind as a potential tool for increasing
populations of burrow-nesting megapodes at volcanic Cover or educational booklet of the Polynesian megapode or

or on sun-exposed beaches. For practical and technical malau

Re-introduction: Recently, attempts have been made to
re-introduce the Polynesian megapode Megapodius
pritchardii to Late and Fonualei in  (D. Rinke in Zitt.).
So as to minimise the impact on the existing population,
only eggs should be used for this purpose. Using eggs is also
more practical and might be a better solution from a
behavioural point of view. It is suggested that eggs in the
later stages of development are used to maximise hatching
success. It has not been proposed for species other than the
Polynesian megapode, as it should not be tried until its
necessity has been thoroughly researched.

1.4.3: Other activities

Education: Education is typically designed to raise the
awareness of communities about the plight of wild areas and
species. Currently many megapodes are known to local
communities because of the collection of their eggs.
Therefore, efforts to raise awareness about the plight of
these species are likely to concentrate on the sustainable use
of the species concerned. The Megapode Specialist Group is
keen to promote education initiatives at every opportunity as
they will benefit both birds and people in the lone-term. At

KOE MALAU
Life and future of the 

Dieter  Rinke,  H. Soakai, 
Illustrations by George Bennett and Christian@ Denecke-Rinke

 by Dieter R. Rinke
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present an education programme is proposed specifically for
four species (see Chapter 2). For these species a variety of
measures are necessary to stop the declines, of which one is
a community education programme to increase the
awareness of local people about their status.

Ecotourism: The nesting-grounds of communally breeding
megapode species are a spectacular sight. Regulated tourism
to these areas may provide income to local communities
and, therefore, help to ensure the survival of these sites and
the birds they support. Ecotourism has been suggested for
the (Dekker and Wattel 1987)
to increase local awareness among people living close to the
site and to stimulate the local economy. Also some other
communal burrow-nesting megapodes might benefit from
carefully controlled ecotourism to nesting-grounds. Again,
it has not been proposed for species other than the  but
should be considered, after further research, as a possible
way to conserve megapode populations

Population and Habitat Viability Assessment: This aims
to identify particular threats to a species’ survival in order to
formulate a recovery plan. They have been developed by the
Captive Breeding Specialist Group of the Species Survival
Commission. The exercise involves discussion of the size
and structure of the population and the threats facing it. This
provides the information needed to assess the likelihood of
the population going extinct, using computer modelling.
The models predict how the structure and genetic variation
of the population changes, over a set number of generations,
given particular rates of birth, recruitment, reproduction and
death. The procedure also explores the outcomes of various
management options, seeking ones that reduce the
vulnerability to extinction (Clark et al. 1991). One option
considered during this process is captive breeding. Such
simulations are termed Population Viability Analyses and
the most commonly used computer programme is VORTEX
(CBSG 1992). For further details of the technicalities of this
process, contact the Chairman, Captive Breeding Specialist
Group, 12101 Johnny Cake Ridge Road, Apple Valley, MN
55124, USA.

This option is not proposed here, but we wish to present
it as a potential conservation action. For example, it may
prove to be especially useful to explore the effects that
different levels of egg-collecting may have on megapode
populations over a number of generations. These
computer-generated predictions can then be discussed in
local communities so that a limit to the number of eggs
collected each year can be set for a sustainable harvest.

Taxonomic clarification: In order to promote megapode
conservation, the species of concern must be clearly defined.
Once they have been identified, practical species-orientated
conservation measures can be proposed. Knowing the
taxonomic relationships between species allows the use of
ecological characteristics from well-known species to

predict the likely characteristics of related species for which
there are few data (Brooks et al. 1992).

The taxonomy of the megapodes has recently been
revised using all available sources of information (Jones et
al. in press) and we follow that treatment in this Action Plan.
We have not proposed taxonomic clarification for any 
in particular as it is not considered that such studies will be
of benefit to the conservation of this group over the next five
years. Nonetheless, as new information becomes available, a
phylogenetic analysis, especially of the genus Megapodius,
is considered desirable. All megapode research over the next
five years should aim to collect data that will help this
analysis. These data may include recordings of calls and
blood samples (if possible).

No conservation action is required at present: All species
require continual revision of their status and the collection of
information on all aspects of their biology and on the threats
to their survival.

For eight megapode  that are considered safe from
extinction at present, it is believed that no conservation
action is currently required. Five of these  are widely
distributed, having ranges greater than 100,000 square
kilometres, while three are island species.

Although these  are not regarded as priorities for
conservation action in a global context, action may be
needed locally to prevent them from becoming extinct in
some parts of their range. As well as potentially requiring
attention on a local scale, it must be stressed that all but a
handful of megapodes are very poorly known in their native
ranges. Hence, these birds provide a wealth of opportunity
in a variety of conservation-orientated research areas, such
as studies leading to wise use, where sustainable
egg-collecting could provide an economic incentive to
conserve species and their habitats (see Aebischer 1991;
Dekker and Wattel 1987; Jones et al. in press).
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CHAPTER 2: Summary of conservation assessment

This chapter presents a summary of the conservation
assessment conducted as a first stage in determining global
conservation priorities for all megapode species. The
collation, assessment and review of this information is
outlined in section 1.2.3 and this chapter summarises the
information presented in the Conservation Assessment
Workshop report (McGowan et al. in press).

2.1: Mace-Lande threat categories

This chapter also presents the Mace-Lande (1991) threat
category for all species and some subspecies. Assignment of
these categories was made at the Conservation Assessment
Workshop (see section 1.2.3) and has been extensively
reviewed by the Specialist Group and others (see
Acknowledgements). The Mace-Lande system is a first
attempt to improve upon the previous IUCN categories
which have been widely used in the preparation of Red Lists
of threatened species. The IUCN categories (extinct,
endangered, vulnerable, rare and indeterminate) are

essentially subjective judgements. The Mace-Lande
proposals are based upon population theory, and whilst this
basis is still under discussion, the proposals are used here as
they force serious consideration of the reasons why a species
is considered to be threatened. In particular, attention to the
time scale, estimated population size and decline, number of
known populations or habitat fragments and the projected
rate of habitat loss ensures that all  considered are
subject to the same assessment of supporting data.
Inevitably, the quality of data varies considerably between

 (compare the widely studied Australian brush-turkey
Alectura lathami with Bruijn’s brush-turkey Aepypodius

which is only known from 15 museum specimens),
but attention to the same procedure of assigning threat
should reduce the level of subjectivity and provide for
greater comparability between  than has hitherto been
the case.

It should be noted that the Mace-Lande threat criteria are
currently being revised before formal adoption of new IUCN
criteria for the Red Listing of species (Mace et al. 1993).

 megapode Illustration:  Hudson



POPULATION TRAIT ENDANGERED VULNERABLE

Probability of extinction 50% within  years or 2 20% within 20 years or 10 10% within 100 years
generations, whichever is generations, whichever is
longer longer

OR OR OR

Any 2 of the following Any 2 of following criteria or Any 2 of following
criteria: any 1 CRITICAL criterion cr i ter ia  or any 1

ENDANGERED criterion

Effective population  50  500  2,000
(corresponding to a
total population of)  250)  2,500)  10,000)

Subpopulations  with  25,  5 with  N  500  5 with  500, N 
N  125 or 2,500 or
with immigration  2 with Ne  250,

 1 /generation N  1,250  5,000
with immigration with immigration 
 l/generation I/generation

Population decline  for last 2  for last 5 years or  1 %/year for last 10
years or  50% in last  for last 2 years or
generation years  for last

2 years

Catastrophe: rate and effect  50% decline per 5-10  20%  years or  10% decline/S10
 generations;

or 2-4 generations;  50%  years,  20% 
subpopulations highly  generations with years;
conelated subpopulations highly  50% decline/50 years

correlated with subpopulations
correlated

OR

Habitat change

OR

resulting in above resulting in above population resulting in above
population effects effects population effects

Commercial exploitation resulting in above resulting in above population resulting in above
or interactions with population effects effects population effects
introduced

 categories and their associated criteria (after Mace and  1991;  1992)



2.2: The conservation assessment table

The entry for each  in the conservation assessment table in this chapter gives the following information.

Scientific name and English name
The taxonomy follows Jones et al. (in press) as do the English names.

The number of extant subspecies in the species or subspecies-groups. Taken from Jones et al. (in press).

Area
This indicates the extent of the geographical area that the range of the covers.

Is = Island less than 50,000 square kilometres (smaller than Java)
A = Continental range less than 50,000 square kilometres (smaller than Java)
B = Continental range between 50,000 and 100,000 square kilometres (between Java and South Korea)
C = Continental range between 100,000 and 500,000 square kilometres (between South Korea and Thailand)
D = Continental range between 500,000 and  square kilometres (between Thailand and Egypt)
E = Continental range greater than  square kilometres (larger than Egypt)

Species coded ‘A’ and ‘Is’ above are from the  International Biodiversity project (unpub. list; see ICBP 1992) except
for  split by Jones et al. (in press). These species, and those with larger ranges are coded from Jones et al. (in press)
which have been compared with country area statistics given in Collins Atlas  the world 2nd edition (1991).

Range countries/islands/regions
A geographical description of the range. This follows the description given in Jones et (in press).

 trend
A qualitative assessment of the current change in global population size, coded as follows:
I = increasing
S = stable
D = decreasing.

Threats
Current causes for the decline in species numbers and/or predictions of future problems. This assessment is based upon
published sources and information contributed by correspondents and are defined in Chapter 1.

M-L cat.
The Mace-Lande threat category assigned at the Conservation Assessment Workshop and reviewed by the Specialist Group
(see section 1.2.3) and coded as follows:
Ex = extinct
C = critical
E = endangered
V = vulnerable
S = safe

unknown but lack of knowledge is cause for concern.

Future actions
Conservation measures proposed by the Specialist Group as a result of the conservation assessment exercise. Each action is
defined in Chapter 1.
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SCIENTIFIC NAME,
ENGLISH NAME I

SUB THREATS M-L FUTURE
CAT. ACTIONS

S None needed at present

AREA RANGE COUNTRIES/
ISLANDS  REGIONS TREND

D E Australia S
Australian brush-turkey
Aepypodius
Wattled brush-turkev
A. a. 

2
I

I
2

Habitat loss

C
I

Mountains of New Guinea +
Iislands

S None needed at presentNo threat

A. a. I Is  Misol Island I .  loss V
E

Survey, Captive 
Survey, In situ managementAepypodius

Bruiin’s brush-turkev
 vieri

Red-billed taleealla

Insufficient
information

NW New Guinea + Misol and
Salawati islands I

Habitat loss V
I

Remote sensing

Black-billed taleealla
 jobiensis

Brown-collared talegalla

C S New Guinea  Aru islands
I

D Habitat loss S
I

None needed at present

C N New Guinea +  Island
I

D Habitat loss S
I

In situ management

S mainland Australia I Predators, Habitat loss V Survey, In situ management,
Captive management

Sulawesi + islands Habitat loss,
Over-exploitation,
Predators
Habitat loss,
Over-exploitation
Over-exploitation,
Predators, Volcanic
eruption

E  Survey, Intensive research, In
situ management, Education,
Ecotourism

C Survey, In situ management,
Intensive research, Education

E Intensive research, In situ
management, Education

Eulipoa
Moluccan megapode

N, C Moluccas + Misol Island
I

D

Is

I

Niuafo’ou Island, SMegapodius
Polynesian megapode

Megapodius laperouse
 megapode

M. 1. laperouse

2

Is
I

Mariana Islands
I

Predators, Habitat loss E I In situ management

Is  Palau Islands No threat V I In situ managementM. 1. senex
Megapodius nicobariensis
Nicobar megapode

 n. nicobariensis
M. n. 

2

I
V I SurvevIs  N + Mid Nicobar Islands I . No threat

Predators V  In situ managementIs  Great + Little Nicobar Islands  S



SCIENTIFIC NAME
ENGLISH NAME

SUB RANGE COUNTRIES/
IISLANDS  REGIONS

T H R E A T S M-L FUTURE
CAT. ACTIONS
V Survey,  situ management,

Education

V  situ management

Megapodius cumingii
Philippine megapode

7 Sulawesi, N Borneo + D
Philippines

I 1 Habitat loss,
Over-exploitation,
Predators
Habitat loss,
Over-exploitation,

Megapodius bernsteinii
Sula megapode

Is

I

Sula + Banggai Islands

Predators,
Tanimbar Islands Over-exploitation,

Predators. Habitat loss
Megapodius tenimberensis
Tanimbar megapode
Megapodius freycinet
Dusky megapode
Megapodius geelvinkianus
Biak megapode
Megapodius forstenii
Forsten’s megapode
Megapodius eremita
Melanesian megapode

V Survey, In situ management

None needed at present3 Is
I

N Moluccas + islands off NW S/D
New Guinea I

Predators,
Over-exploitation
Over-exploitation,
Predators. Habitat loss
No

Is
I

Geelvink Bay islands, New
I

D E
I

In situ management

2 IS
I

Ceram, Buru + other islands
I I

None needed at present

Is
I

E New Guinea islands I Habitat loss,
Over-exploitation,

I

None needed at present

Predators
Megapodius layardi
Vanuatu megapode

Is I Vanuatu I Habitat loss,
Over-exploitation,
Predators
Habitat loss

V Survey,  situ management

C I N New Guinea I I None needed at presentMegapodius
New Guinea megapode
Megapodius
Orange-footed megapode

5 D/E I E Indonesia, N  New I No threat I None needed at present



CHAPTER 3: Threatened  summaries
The previous chapter presents the basic information of 3
conservation importance for all species and a number of
subspecies of megapode. The standard entry form in the Aepypodius arfakianus misoliensis
table demonstrates that all  listed have been considered
in the same detail, as far as available information allows.

A summary is given in this chapter for all  that were
not  as unequivocally safe from extinction (i.e.
threatened) according to the Mace-Lande (1991) criteria.
Each summary presents the information upon which each

 was assigned a threat category and, therefore, expands
on the species entries in the table given in the last chapter.
For each  this information is:

Conservation status: this gives the threat category
assigned during the Con  Assessment, its listing

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Vulnerable
CITES: Not listed

Taxonomic status: Subspecies of  arfakianus.

Current distribution: Misol Is. (New Guinea), where it is
probably restricted to higher altitudes; not in the coastal
zone. A Restricted Range Species (see ICBP 
occurring in Endemic Bird Area E26 which is the West
Papuan Islands and Vogelkop lowlands and is a Priority II

according to the Convention on Trade in Endangered Endemic Bird Area.
Species and its legally protected status in its range country
or countries, where known.

Taxonomic status: this gives an indication of how distinct
the  is, by indicating whether the  is a species
with no, few or many subspecies. Where there is disagree-
ment over the classification of the  this is indicated.

Current distribution: the geographic distribution of the
 and the habitat that it is known to occur in are given.

Any protected areas from which the  has been recorded
are also listed and, if the species is a Restricted Range
Species (sensu ICBP  this is mentioned, together with
the Endemic Bird Area that the species inhabits and its
conservation priority rating. The identification of these
Endemic Bird Areas and their global distribution is 
presented in ICBP (1992).

Population status: any published data on population
figures are given. For most  however, there has been no
detailed fieldwork upon which to base estimates of

Distribution of wattled brush-turkey, subspecies 

population size and for these  estimates were made
during the Conservation Assessment Workshop. Unless
otherwise stated these estimates are based upon information
relating to density (e.g. frequency of encounters) and
knowledge of the distribution of available habitat. The
number of specimens of the  known to the to be in
captivity are taken from the ISIS register and the WPA
captive census and other sources as indicated.

Threats: these include identified threats and those implied
from, for example, knowledge of habitat loss within the

 range, or widespread egg-collecting throughout a
region.

Future action: these are the recommendations of the
Megapode Specialist Group.

Population status: Unknown but must be small due to its
restricted range. There is a small captive population of less
than 20 specimens which derive, largely, from a single pair
that was kept in Walsrode Bird Garden, Germany.

Threats: Logging is likely to occur on the island which
may threaten the species in the future. Because of the
restricted range of the subspecies it is likely that the
population has always been small, and, therefore any
potential threats to its habitat, such as logging, are a cause
for concern.

Future action: Recent aerial views suggest that Misol is
well forested. Nonetheless, ground surveys should be
conducted to assess the status of this megapode. As there is
so little information on the wild population it would be
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prudent to assess the captive population pedigree and
consider establishing a management plan to ensure the long
term viability of the species in captivity.

3.2:  brush-turkey
Aepypodius bruijnii

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Endangered
CITES: Not listed

Taxonomic Monotypic species.

Current distribution: Waigeo Is. (New Guinea) where it
inhabits hill forest. This species is only known from 14
specimens collected at the end of the last century and one in
1938. A Restricted Range Species (see ICBP 
occurring in Endemic Bird Area E26 which is the West
Papuan Islands and Vogelkop lowlands and is a Priority II
Endemic Bird Area.

Head of immature Bruijn’s brush-turkey from Oustalet
(1881)

Population status: No observations of live birds have been
made. No field research upon which to base a population
estimate, but based on the extent of available habitat the
population may number  The species is probably
secure as the terrain seems to prevent logging on a large
scale. Selective logging is, however, said to occur on North
Waigeo. There are no specimens in captivity.

Threats: No obvious threats, although hunting may be a
problem. It is considered endangered due to the limited
extent of its habitat.

Future action: A survey is urgently needed to determine
the current status of this species. A large reserve already
exists on Waigeo (Cagar  Waigeo  which
comprises almost half the island, however, the degree of
protection provided by the reserve is unknown. It is
suggested that any survey include Batanta Is. as there is a
recent report of a ‘large’ megapode from this island. Based

on survey findings habitat protection should be urged. See
project.

3.3: Red-billed 
 cuvieri

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Vulnerable
CITES: Not listed

Taxonomic status: Polytypic; two subspecies (Jones et al.
in press).

Current distribution: New Guinea and the islands of
Salawati and Misol, where it inhabits lowland and hill forest.
Range overlaps with  (which extends west to
the Utakwa river) in west Irian  segregation is probably
altitudinal. A Restricted Range Species (see ICBP 
occurring in Endemic Bird Area E26 which is the West
Papuan islands and Vogelkop lowlands and is a Priority II
Endemic Bird Area.

Head of  sp. from Oustalet (1881)

Population status: The size of the population is unknown.
It is also not known whether the population is stable or
declining. There are no specimens in captivity.

Threats: Logging could threaten this species through loss
or degradation of habitat. There may also be a threat from
hunting and egg collecting.

Future action  Recent aerial views suggest that Misol is
well forested. Nonetheless, remote sensing of other areas
should be conducted to search for suitable habitat and
subsequently ground survey  shou  be conducted to assess
the status of this megapode. These should also search for the
wattled brush-turkey Aepypodius arfakianus misoliensis on
Misol.
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3.4: Malleefowl
Leipoa ocellata

foxes. See project.
3 . 5 :

Macrocephalon
Conservation status:

Mace-Lande: Vulnerable
CITES: Not listed
National protection status: Endangered

Taxonomic status: Monotypic. DNA studies of disjunct
populations currently underway (David Priddel 

Current distribution: Southern mainland Australia.
Several pairs introduced over a number of years on
Kangaroo Is. but the species is now extinct on this island.

Malleefowl Leipoa
Photo: Raymond Reichelt

Population based on recent census of
large parts of species current distribution is less than 5,000
and the population is declining. The captive poulation is
confined to Australian zoos where breeding is successful
with reintroduction is already underway. ISIS records no
individuals and the WPA-International census, 33.

Threats: Threats from predators (red fox), loss of habitat to
agriculture and degradation of habitat by stock and feral
herbivores, particularly goats. Fires are also a major problem
rendering habitat unsuitable for decades.

Future action: National recovery plan currently being
prepared by the Australian Nature Conservation Agency
(ANCA formerly the Australian National Parks and
Wildlife Service). The following are in progress (David
Priddel  i) monitoring of population trends in
Victoria, South Australia and New South Wales; ii)
monitoring of population demography in New South Wales;
iii) assessment of diet and potential resources; and iv)
development of rapid broad-scale survey techniques. The
following should also be instigated; i) predator and fire
control as well as habitat management; ii) reintroduction of
captive-bred animals into areas managed specifically against

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Endangered
CITES: Appendix 1

Taxonomic status: Monotypic species.

Current distribution: Occurs in Sulawesi (including
Lembeh) where it has been recorded from the northern,
eastern and south-eastern peninsulas and central Sulawesi.
Not known from the south-western peninsula (may or may
not have occurred formerly).  is believed to hold a
population based on villager’s statements and the sale of
eggs in local markets. Inhabits forest up to 1200m and
comes down to sea-level in the breeding season and is
dependent upon volcanically heated soils and sun exposed
beaches for incubation. Much of the coastline of Sulawesi
seems suitable for  nesting sites, but appears to have
already been abandoned. It is present in several protected
areas; Dumoga-Bone and Lore Lindu National Parks, and
Tangkoko-Batuangus and Morowali Nature Reserves among
others. A Restricted Range Species (see ICBP 
occurring in Endemic Bird Area E21 which is the Sulawesi
lowlands and is a Priority II Endemic Bird Area.

Population status: A total of 85 nesting grounds are known
(48 coastal and 37 inland), including 22 sites now
abandoned (19 coastal and 3 inland). Of the remaining 63
there are no data available for 18 sites. 43 are still in use,
though all but four are threatened, 21 severely so (Argeloo
in press). Population estimates in 1978 were 5-10,000

 1978) though this figure was based on an
annual egg production of 30 eggs per bird; productivity is
now estimated to be 8  12 eggs per bird (Dekker 1990). A
recent estimate of the number of birds using the North
Sulawesi coastal nesting grounds is  pairs (Argeloo
in press). In captivity, the New York Zoological Society has
8 individuals. ISIS records 6 individuals and the
WPA-International census 0.

Dekker (1990) has assessed the distribution and status of
nesting grounds on Sulawesi (Phase I) and Argeloo (in
press) has studied the species’ ecology in order to assess the
possibility of the sustainable exploitation of  nesting
grounds in Dumoga-Bone (Phase II). This was collaborative
work between  and the Indonesian PHPA.

Threats: Habitat destruction and egg harvesting. Forest
destruction reduces the available habitat and also isolates
remaining forest from nesting grounds. This is believed to be
the cause of the high incidence of abandonment of coastal
nesting grounds noted above. Egg collection can eliminate
local populations, though local and long established villages
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can harvest sustainably. Coastal human populations are
higher and more volatile making sustainable harvesting
much more difficult to achieve. Village dogs harry and kill

 at egg-laying grounds.
The species is a symbol of the Indonesian fauna (e.g. it

graces the cover of the journal of the Indonesian
Ornithological Society  The use of eggs is of
economic importance, but is not sustainable, and visiting the
nesting grounds is a tourist attraction.

Future action: Phase III of the project should concentrate
on; i) expanding management activities (such as the
clearance of scrub at nesting sites); ii) monitoring nesting
grounds in North Sulawesi; and iii) promoting the
sustainable harvesting of the eggs. In addition, other parts of
Sulawesi should be searched  nesting grounds. See
project.

3.6: Moluccan megapode
Eulipoa

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Critical
CITES: Not listed

Taxonomic status: Monotypic species.

Current distribution: North and central Moluccan Islands
and Misol, where it inhabits forest, probably hill and
mountain forest, though its altitudinal distribution is not
known. The forest habitat and nocturnal behaviour of the
species make it difficult to detect and this may be
responsible for the small number of records. A Restricted
Range Species (see ICBP 1992, in which it was treated as

occurring in Endemic Bird Areas
E23, E24, E25 and E26 which are Buru (Priority I), Ceram
(Priority I), North Moluccas (Priority I) and West Papuan
Islands and Vogelkop lowlands (Priority II) respectively.

Population status: Census of a recently discovered nesting
site and data from other localities indicate a population of
approximately 10,000 individuals. The population appears
to be declining. Recent (1991) discovery of an egg-laying
site on Haruku, followed by a second visit in October 1993,
provides the first quantitative data. Based on the assumption
that one female lays 10 eggs per year and that the communal
site on Haruku, composed of four sub-sites and totalling
about  produces 40,000  50,000 eggs per year, there
may be 4  5,000 pairs using this site. 100  200 birds visit
the nesting-ground each night during the peak of the
breeding season, whereas a maximum of 10  20 birds visit
a second site at Amahai on Ceram each night (Dekker and
Argeloo pers. obs.). Due to the vulnerability of the Haruku
nesting site which may offer nesting facilities to the majority
of the remaining population, this species may be seriously

threatened with extinction. The Mace-Lande criteria are
difficult to apply to this species as the population is
reasonably large but is likely to be dependent mainly on a
single nesting site. Other nesting sites are known to exist but
the status of these sites is unknown, or the number of birds
small.

Moluccan megapode. Taken from Gray (1860)

Threats: Loss of habitat. Main nesting site is highly
susceptible to disturbance and the loss of this site could
result in the extinction of this species. Concentration of birds
drawn to specific egg-laying sites from large areas of forest
(especially if hereditary and birds persist in visiting the same
site, whatever its condition) puts local populations at great
risk.

Future action: Surveys which are designed to identify and
determine the number of individuals using particular
nesting-grounds are urgently required on islands such as on
Buru, Halmahera and Ceram. Any viable nesting site should
then be protected and predator control implemented where
necessary. Long term protection of the main nesting site
should be ensured.
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3.7: Polynesian megapode or malau
Megapodius pritchardii

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Endangered
CITES: Not listed

Taxonomic status: Monotypic.

Current distribution: Niuafo’ou (North  where it
inhabits forested slopes and uses volcanically heated sand
for incubation. A Restricted Range Species (see ICBP

 occurring in Endemic Bird Area  which is not a
highlighted Endemic Bird Area.

Population status: 400  800 (Dieter Rinke, Ann  and
Uwe Vogel, in  Total number in pre-human times was
presumably much higher on Niuafo’ou as well as on other

 islands. In captivity there are four adults in the
Brehm Fund bird station on Tongatapu and ISIS records 2
individuals and the WPA-International census 0.

Threats: Collection of eggs for food and predation by
introduced (feral) cats. A proposal to construct a toxic waste
dump in Niuafo’ou has been submitted to the  Prime
Minister. A major eruption of Niuafo’ou, which is the peak
of an active volcano, would destroy its entire habitat.

Photo: Dieter Rinke

Future action: The following are currently being
conducted by the Brehm Fund for International Bird
Conservation (Dieter Rinke in Zitt.); i) a translocation and
monitoring programme (two transfers of eggs to Late island
in 1992 and further transfers of chicks and/or eggs to Late
and Fonualei in  and ii) an education programme.

Research into the species’ behaviour and ecology has been
conducted. A long-term, conservative translocation and
monitoring programme seems necessary but results from the
ongoing project are awaited. Both translocation and
education should be continued and expanded, the
translocation only when results of the current efforts are
known. Monitoring on Niuafo’ou, Late and Fonualei should
be started. See project.

3.8:  megapode
Megapodius laperouse laperouse

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Endangered
CITES: Not listed
National protection status: Endangered (United
States), Endangered (Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands).

Taxonomic status: One of two subspecies. The other
subspecies is found on Palau Is.

Current distribution: Found on nine of the largely
uninhabited northern islands of the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, four of which have been declared
wildlife sanctuaries. Rare or extinct in the five southern coral
islands (Guam, Rota, Saipan,  and Aguiguan), where
it has possibly been re-introduced and extirpated (Reichel
and Glass 1991). Communal nesting-grounds are only
recorded from black sand and volcanic cinder in the northern
islands, which are of volcanic origin. Reintroduced on
Saipan possibly by local people to provide eggs for food. At
present the population on Saipan is comprised of 
individuals. The species is a Restricted Range Species (see
ICBP 1992) and this subspecies occurs in Endemic Bird
Area  the Mariana Islands which is a Priority I Endemic
Bird Area.

Population status: Population survey indicates 
(Derek Stinson in This is based on surveys carried out
on all islands but some of this information was qualitative
rather than quantitative. The population appears to be stable,
but the populations are not evenly distributed across all
islands. This is possibly due to the lack of suitable nesting
sites on some islands.

Threats: On the more densely populated southern Marianas
poaching may be a problem. The brown tree snake may be
established on Saipan, causing problems, and feral pigs may
reduce populations of the megapode on some uninhabited
islands.

Future action: Continuation of survey and monitoring by
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands
Division of Fish and Wildlife. A reintroduction programme
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has been proposed for the species by an American team. It is communal mounds presumably means that the introduction
suggested, however, that more research into the reproductive of predators would be catastrophic, given the absence of
biology of the species should be conducted and that the mound-building megapodes on carnivore inhabited islands
causes of extinction on these islands be identified before elsewhere. Due to the species distribution on very small
birds are reintroduced. islands it is thought to be vulnerable.

3.9: Micronesian megapode
Megapodius laperouse senex

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Vulnerable
CITES: Not listed
National protection status: Endangered (United

States)

Taxonomic status: One of two subspecies. The other
subspecies is found on the Mariana Is.

Current distribution: Palau Islands, where it is common
on the coral islands south of Koror, Arakabesan and
Badeboab. In the Ngerukewid Islands Preserve megapodes
were found on nine islands, each of which was larger than 2
ha. Incubation mounds are built along beaches and are
constructed of sand. Inland mounds made of leaf litter have
also been recorded. Each mound is used by 10  15 birds
(Wiles and Conry 1990). The species is a Restricted Range
Species (see ICBP 1992) and this subspecies occurs in
Endemic Bird Area F03, the Palau Islands which is a Priority
II Endemic Bird Area.

Micronesian megapode Illustration Esdaile Hudson

Population status: The population is distributed over a
large number of very small islands and is probably stable.
Estimates of population are 69  birds per square
kilometres which gives a total population of 50  80 birds in
the Ngerukewid Islands Preserve. In the Kmekumer Islands,
the four largest islands carry 7 15 birds (Wiles and Conry
1990). There are no individuals in captivity.

Threats: None known. The concentration of egg-laying in

Future action: A survey was conducted in the 1980s and
should form the basis of a monitoring programme.

3.10: Nicobar megapode
Megapodius nicobariensis
nicobariensis

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Vulnerable
CITES: Not listed
National protection status: Schedule I of the Indian
Wildlife Protection Act  amended in 1991

Taxonomic status: One of two subspecies, the other is 

Current distribution: North and middle Nicobar Islands
(north of the Sombrero channel), where it inhabits forest.
Reports from early this century mention megapodes (this
species, possibly this subspecies) on islands north of the
Nicobars; on Little Andaman in the Andaman group and
even  Island in the Birma chain in the far north of the
Andaman and Nicobar archipelago. A Restricted Range
Species (see ICBP  occurring in Endemic Bird Area
D18, which is the Nicobar Islands and is a Priority II
Endemic Bird Area.

Distribution of Nicobar megapode  nicobariensis
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Population status: Little is known of this subspecies. A
survey in 1993 found this subspecies on four islands, but
recorded very few nesting mounds (Ravi  in 
A survey in 1994 found this subspecies in good numbers on
the small islands of Teressa and Bompona (Ravi  in

 Although numbers are believed to have declined
everywhere, it has not disappeared from any island from
which it was historically reported. There are no specimens in
captivity.

Threats: Deforestation of the islands (with an increasing
human population) and replacement with 
plantations is a problem, as many abandoned mounds are
found in these plantations. Predation of eggs by local people
and animals (e.g. the monitor lizard 
occurs on a local and small scale and probably does not have
a great impact on the megapode population. An area of high
nesting mound density on  is threatened by plans to
build a road.

Future action: Other islands from which this subspecies is
reported should be visited to clarify its status. Research on
the breeding biology of this or the other subspecies 

should be started. See project.

3.11: Nicobar megapode
Megapodius nicobariensis 

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Vulnerable
CITES: Not listed
National protection status: Schedule I of the Indian
Wildlife Protection Act  in 1991

Taxonomic status: One of two subspecies, this occurs on
the southernmost islands in the Nicobar group. It builds
mounds inland, but the density is highest close to the
shoreline. Mounds are used, on average, by two pairs
(Dekker 1992).

Current distribution: The southernmost islands of the
Nicobar chain; Great and Little Nicobar plus satellite
islands. A Restricted Range Species (see ICBP 
occurring in Endemic Bird Area  which is the Nicobar
Islands and is a Priority II Endemic Bird Area.

Population status: Believed common throughout its range.
It has become extinct only on the tiny island of  Milo,
and may soon be lost from Megapode Island and Kondul,
both of which are less than two square kilometres in extent.
The subspecies was considered common on Great and Little
Nicobar in 1993 (Ravi in Dekker (1992)
surveyed 26 kilometres of coastline on Great Nicobar in
1992 and found 1.6 active mounds per km. It is estimated

that there is about 170-180 kilometres of forested shoreline
that is suitable for megapode mounds, which may suggest
around 600 pairs breeding along the coastline during March.
Extrapolating further, this may indicate a total population of
at least 1,500 birds (bearing in mind that juveniles as well as
birds laying away from the coast and in other months will
not have been surveyed). Population was thought to be
declining but on Great Nicobar it appears to be stable.

Field studies: Partial survey of Great Nicobar conducted in
1992 (Dekker 1992) and in 1993 (Ravi in

Threats: Where it is locally threatened, on Megapode
Island and Kondul, the creation of coconut plantations and
large human populations, respectively, are the main reasons.

Future action: A survey by the Salim  Centre of
Conservation and Ornithology  was conducted in
1993 and 1994. Information on breeding biology would
provide data that could be used to produce management
recommendations f o r  t h e  o t h e r  s u b s p e c i e s  
nicobariensis. Great Nicobar is approximately 1,050 square
kilometres and two reserves are being established: Campbell
Bay covering the entire northern tip of the island
encompasses 426 square kilometres and  in the
central part of the island covers 110 square kilometres These
efforts should be supported. Introduced predators (cats)
should be eliminated wherever possible. See project.

3.12: Philippine megapode
Megapodius cumingii

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Vulnerable
CITES: Not listed

Taxonomic status: A polytypic species, comprising 7
subspecies

Current distribution: Occurs in Sulawesi, N. Borneo and
the Philippines, including many small islands. Most of the
subspecies are endemic to islands in the Philippines.

Population status: In Sulawesi the species is widespread.
On islands north of Borneo densities of approximately

 have been suggested (Steubing and Zazuli 1986).
Locally common on Palawan in 1981. The species as a
whole appears secure, although the population is declining,
but some of the endemic island subspecies are probably
vulnerable, if not endangered. Populations on the Philippine
islands appear to be most threatened due to the expanding
human population and the species is now rare on a number
of these islands. There are no specimens in captivity.
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Distribution of Philippine megapode

Threats: Introduced predators, hunting and egg collection,
and habitat degradation.

Future action: Surveys of the islands containing the
Philippine subspecies should be made. Where appropriate,
protected areas should be established and existing ones
maintained and effectively protected. An education
programme should aim to raise awareness about the plight of
the species and the need for sustainable harvesting of eggs.
This last activity should follow a survey and target islands on
which the species is threatened.

3.13: Sula megapode
Megapodius bernsteinii

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Vulnerable
CITES: Not listed

Taxonomic status: Monotypic

Current distribution: Occurs on Sula and Banggai Islands,
where it inhabits a variety of forest types including primary
lowland and dry coastal scrub up to 450 m. Recorded from
seven of eight islands in the Banggai group in 1991
(Indrawan et al. 1993). Locally common in secondary
lowland and coastal forest on Taliabu in the Sula group
during 1991 but not found in primary montane forest
(Robert Lucking in  A Restricted Range Species (see
ICBP  occurring in Endemic Bird Area E22, which is
Banggai and Sula Islands and is a Priority I Endemic Bird
Area.

Population status: Two recent surveys suggest that the
population is locally common throughout the islands but

numbers are unknown. A population of around 10,000 birds
seems a realistic estimate. There are no specimens in
captivity.

Threats: Destruction of habitat is probably the most serious
threat, given that the species seems to have an upper altitude
limit that is fairly low. On Sanana (in the Sula group) there
is a road running along the east coast and all forest has been
logged or cleared for cultivation. Birds are caught with
baited hooks on Mangole (in the Sula group); five reported
in a single day at one timber camp (Dennis Yong in  On
Taliabu, snares are set, but villagers reputedly keep only
fully grown birds for consumption (Robert Lucking in 
Hunting and egg collecting, predation by cats (introduced)
and habitat degradation (logging) are also problems. Species
appears to be able to tolerate degraded habitat but it is
unknown to what extent.

Future action: A survey has recently been carried out on
Taliabu by the University of East Anglia Taliabu Expedition
and a protected area proposed based on its findings. In the
Banggai group, the Cagar  Perairan Pulau Peleng
(proposed) includes the small islands of Labobo and
Bangkulo; no reserves are currently proposed on the main
islands of Banggai or Peleng. These proposed protected
areas should be designated as soon as possible so that habitat
protection measures can be enforced. Predators should be
controlled.

3.14: Tanimbar megapode
Megapodius tenimberensis

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Vulnerable
CITES: Not listed

Taxonomic status: A monotypic species, which was
formerly considered a subspecies of M. reinwardt.

Current distribution: Tanimbar Island (very restricted
range). Split from M. reinwardt since the Biodiveristy
Project (see ICBP 1992) was completed. It does, however,
have a  range and occurs in Endemic Bird Area 
which is Tanimbar and associated islands and is a Priority I
Endemic Bird Area.

Population status: Has restricted range but during a recent
survey it was seen regularly (Kate Monk in Zitt.) and might
even be locally fairly common (Alan Lewis in Zitt.). There
are no specimens in captivity.

Threats: Predation by introduced predators, hunting, egg
collection and habitat degradation by humans.
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Future action: A proposed nature reserve covers
approximately half of the island. The current status of this
reserve needs clarification. A survey within the proposed
nature reserve as well as on some of the surrounding small
islands is needed. See project.

3.15: Biak megapode
Megapodius geelvinkianus

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Endangered
CITES: Not listed

Taxonomic status: Monotypic, formerly considered a
subspecies of 

Current distribution: Geelvink Bay Islands off northern
New Guinea. Split fom since the Biodiveristy
Project (see ICBP 1992) was completed. It does, however,
have a restricted range and occurs in Endemic Bird Area
E28, which is Geelvink Bay islands and is a Priority I
Endemic Bird Area.

Biak megapode

Population status: Larger islands in t  group are heavi
deforested or degraded and the species has been relegated to
small islands. The popu lation decline may have slowed, but
it is likely that numbers are still decreasing. The population
size is unknown but believed to be small due to the very
restricted range. There are no specimens in captivity.

Illustration Ber van 

Threats: Habitat degradation, predati
species, hunting and egg collection.

on by i d

Future action: A poorly known species which needs
baseline survey work. A survey of the populations on the
smaller islands needs to be undertaken and a suitable site for
the establishment of a protected area(s) identified.

3.16: Vanuatu megapode
Megapodius layardi

Conservation status:
Mace-Lande: Vulnerable
CITES: Not listed

Taxonomic Monotypic.

Current distribution: Vanuatu (formerly the New
Hebrides), where its ecological distribution is unknown. A
Restricted Range Species (see ICBP  occurring in
Endemic Bird Area F13, which is Vanuatu and Santa Cruz
Islands and is a Priority I Endemic Bird Area.

Vanuatu megapode Illustration Ber van 

Population status: Reported as widespread and still
common in suitable habitat (Bregulla 1992). There are no
specimens in captivity.

Threats: Over-exploitation for food, habitat
introduced predators.

degradation,

Future action: A baseline survey is needed. This should
determine the species’ status in protected areas and if it is
not found in any, they should be designated. See project.
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CHAPTER 4: Five year plan of action

The previous chapter has provided a summary of the
information that is of conservation importance for all
non-safe  of megapode and outlined the action that
should prevent the species from becoming extinct in the
wild. This chapter seeks to build upon the recommendations
of the previous chapter by outlining key projects that the
Specialist Group propose should be started or continued
during the period 1995-1999.

The plan of action presented in this chapter is designed
to be a realistic statement of goals that the Specialist Group
believes must be met during the five years of this Action
Plan. The scale of threat to this group of birds is
considerable and the extent of the action needed to conserve
these species for the future is great. In an ideal world, all of
the actions listed in Chapter 2 and, especially, Chapter 3
would be addressed and attempts to tackle those problems
are strongly urged. This chapter presents a programme that
addresses some of the most serious problems facing this
group of species as a whole.

Projects for inclusion in the Specialist Group plan of
action for 1995-1999 fall into two categories; ongoing
programmes and projects to be initiated. There are three
ongoing programmes, two of which have been instigated,
and are being executed, by national and state wildlife
conservation agencies (malleefowl Leipoa and

 megapode Megapodius and one by
a non-governmental organisation in collaboration with a

national government (Polynesian megapode Megapodius
pritchardii). Outlines of these projects are included as they
deserve full support during the Megapode Action Plan
period, 1995-1999. It is hoped that the third phase of a fourth
project will be initiated
during this same period.

The projects which the Specialist Group aims to promote
over the next five years have been selected according to the
following criteria: conservation urgency, quality and
quantity of information and the size of the  range.
The conservation urgency of a project is largely based on the
Mace-Lande threat category (see Section 2.1): all  that
are vulnerable, endangered or critical were considered for
inclusion, as were some others. The quality and quantity of
information criterion addressed the available knowledge on
the  This is based on a bibliography of more than 700
references as well as much recent correspondence within the
Specialist Group. When assessing the size of the 
range we assumed that small islands can support fewer
individuals of a  than larger ones. Hence the smaller
the range, the smaller the  global population.

Before presenting the five year plan of action, we present
a summary of the threatened species covered in Chapter 3,
the future action proposed for each, and whether it is
included in this chapter. This table should provide a ready
reference for those interested in the conservation of the
megapodes as to what is desperately needed.

Malleefowl Leipoa ocellata Photo: Raymond Reichelt
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
ENGLISH NAME

M-L
CAT.

 PROJECT 
OUTLINE IN
THIS CHAPTER
No

FUTURE
ACTIONS

Aepypodius arfakianus misoliensis
Wattled brush-turkev
Aepypodius bruijnii
Bruijn’s brush-turkey
Talegalla cuvieri
Red-billed talegalla
Leipoa ocellata
Malleefowl

V Survey, Captive
management

E Survey, In situ management es

V Remote sensing

V Survey, In situ management,
Captive management

Yes

E YesSurvey, Intensive research,
In situ management,
Education, Ecotourism
Survey, In situ management,
Intensive research,
Education
Intensive research, In situ
management, Education

Eulipoa
Moluccan megapode

C Yes

Megapodius pritchardii
Polvnesian megapode

E Yes

Megapodius laperouse
 megapode

 1. E In situ management Yes
 1. senex V In situ management No

Megapodius nicobariensis
Nicobar megapode

 n. nicobariensis
 n. 

Megapodius cumingii
Philippine megapode

V Survev Yes
V In situ management Yes
V Survey, In situ management,

Education
No

Megapodius bernsteinii
Sula megapode

V In situ management No

Megapodius tenimberensis
Tanimbar megapode

Survey, In situ managementV

E

V

Yes

Yes

Yes

Megapodius geelvinkianus
Biak megapode

Survey, In situ management

Megapodius layardi
Vanuatu megapode

Survey, In situ management

Summary of the threatened megapode  covered in Chapter 3, the future action
proposed for each, and whether or not a project is outlined in this chapter. �
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4.1: ONGOING PROJECTS PROJECT 4.1.1

Conservation of the malleefowl Leipoa
Mace-Lande status: Vulnerable

Aim: To safeguard the future of the
malleefowl by; i) monitoring the population,
ii) identifying dietary needs in relation to
food availability; and iii) instigating
management practices that will protect its
remaining habitat and restore areas from
which it has disappeared.

Justi f icat ion: The mal leefowl  has
experienced a major decline in numbers
during this century. It was once distributed
throughout the southern half of Australia
and whilst it still has a range of 500,000
square kilometres, the population is
fragmented and probably numbers less than
2,000 pairs (Jones et al. in press).

Newly hatched malleefowl chick.
Photo: Raymond Reichelt.

The species has declined so drastically because its semi arid habitat of mallee and  woodland
with its shrub undergrowth has been cleared and modified for agriculture, grazed or burned (e.g.



Conservation of the malleefowl
Project description: The project has three main
components. Firstly, population trends will be
monitored in the three states in which it still
occurs. In New South Wales, the population
structure will also be monitored so that any
changes will be noticed immediately. In order to
carry out this broad-scale monitoring programme,
techniques are being developed, such as remote
sensing, that will allow large areas to be
monitored quickly and accurately. Secondly,
intensive research is being conducted to identify
dietary and habitat requirements the results of
which will provide the basis for management
recommendations. Thirdly, management will be
practiced as necessary. This includes improvement
and maintenance of habitat in existing localities
and restoration and protection of habitat in areas
where the malleefowl formerly occurred. The

species will be re-introduced into selected areas
where the causes for its extinction have been
eliminated through habitat restoration and/or fox
eradication. Birds are being bred in captivity for
this purpose.

Timescale: For the duration of this Action Plan
and thereafter.

References:
Benshemesh, J. (1990) Management of malleefowl with

regard to fire. In The  lands: a conservation
perspective. Noble, J.C., Joss, P.J. and Jones, G.K. (eds.)
Melbourne

Jones, D.N., Dekker, R.W.R.J. and Roselaar, C.S. (in press)
The megapodes. OUP, Oxford

Australia

Present distribution of the Malleefowl Leipoa
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4.1: ONGOING PROJECTS PROJECT 4.1.2.

Polynesian megapode or malau
 pritchardii conservation project

Mace-Lande status: Endangered

Aim: To ensure the long term survival of the
Polynesian megapode by i) promoting the
sustainable harvesting of eggs by the human
population on Niuafo’ou through research
to identify its needs and conducting an
education programme; ii) establishing new
populations on other islands; and iii)
monitoring known populations, and any
new ones found during survey work.

Justification: The Polynesian megapode is
a Restricted Range Species (see ICBP 1992)
known only from the island of Niuafo’ou in
the north of the Kingdom of  (Jones et
al. in press). The island is the peak of an
active volcano which has erupted at least

Polynesian megapode Photo: Dieter Rinke

nine times during the last 200 years. Whilst eggs have been collected for centuries, the increase in the
human population may have resulted in a decline in megapode numbers, the presence of cats certainly
having an adverse effect. Research into the breeding behaviour of the species and the level of
exploitation by the local people is needed to ensure the survival of the species.

An education’project has been started by the
Brehm Fund for International Bird
Conservation in which the plight of this
megapode is explained. Predators, mainly feral
cats, are widespread in parts of the island and
their elimination is extremely difficult.
Therefore, neighbouring islands that are
uninhabited have been visited to assess their
suitability for the introduction of the Polynesian
megapode and initial translocations of eggs
have been made with some success in 1992 and
1993 (Dieter Rinke in Zitt.).

There is hope that this megapode can be
established on other islands where it is
supposed to have occurred in former times, to
safeguard it against possible extinction on
Niuafo’ou (Jones et al. in press).

Malau habitat Photo: Dieter Rinke
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Polynesian megapode or malau
conservation project

Project description: A detailed study of the species
on Niuafo’ou which has been initiated by the
Brehm Fund will provide data necessary to ensure
its survival. This study will concentrate on
determining the rate of reproduction and assessing
the level of exploitation of the eggs by the human
community in relation to the productivity of the
nesting-ground. This intensive study should mark
the beginning of a monitoring programme in
which the number of birds visiting the various
nesting-grounds is assessed regularly (e.g. every
two/three years). Once the level of exploitation by
the human community has been assessed the
awareness programme can address the issue of
sustainable use and hence the conservation of the
Polynesian megapode.

There are some data on the number of eggs
produced by females (Todd 1983) and hatching
success (Ann  and Uwe Vogel in Given,
however, that the species is restricted to one
island, data on the variation in breeding success
between pairs and also between years is important
baseline information. Reproductive success of
introduced populations can then be compared to

that in this original population.
The first two translocation attempts on Late

have resulted in chicks hatching, suggesting that
the island
least. It is,

is suitable for megapode incubation at
however, not yet known whether birds

will survive to adulthood and assessing survival is
an important next step. Future transfers should try
to find some way by which survival can be
monitored.

The progress of the proposal to build a toxic
waste dump on Niuafo’ou should be monitored
and action taken if necessary.

Timescale: For the duration of this Action Plan
and thereafter.

References:
ICBP (1992) Putting  on the map: priority

areas for global conservation. International Council for
Bird Preservation, Cambridge, UK

Jones, D.N., Dekker, R.W.R.J. and Roselaar, C.S. (in press)
The megapodes. OUP, Oxford

Todd, D. (1983) Pritchard’s megapode on Niuafo’ou island,
Kingdom of Journal World Pheasant Assoc. 8:
69-88
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4.1: ONGOING PROJECTS PROJECT 4.1.3.

Monitoring of the Micronesian megapode
Megapodius laperouse laperouse

Mace-Lande status: Endangered

Aim: To continue the monitoring of this subspecies by the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands Division
of Fish and Wildlife.

Justification: The species is a Restricted Range Species
(see ICBP 1992) and this subspecies occurs on up to 13
islands in the Marianas, due east of the Philippines (Jones
et in press). The population has been estimated at
between 1,000 and 2,500 birds based on a combination of
quantitative and qualitative surveys on all islands (Derek
Stinson in litt.). The subspecies appears to occur in good
numbers on only three islands, namely Maug, Guguan
and Sarigan (Jones et al. in press), which hold a large
proportion of the total population, possibly up to 90%. It
is, therefore, important to monitor the subspecies,
especially on the three islands named above, so that
declines are detected immediately.

Project description: Monitoring should concentrate on 
the three islands, Maug, Guguan and Sarigan, which hold  Esdaile Hudson

the majority of the population. Regular counts should be made on these islands, particularly during the
laying season each year at the communal nesting-ground on Guguan so that population trends can be
assessed. Furthermore, other islands from which the subspecies has been recorded (see Stinson and
Glass 1992) should be surveyed periodically. To date, survey methods used have varied from island to
island. The survey technique should be standardised so that the relative importance of each island can
be assessed. The reasons for the variation in numbers between islands should be documented (see
Stinson and Glass 1992). Of conservation interest is understanding whether this variation is natural or
the result of human disturbance (Reichel and Glass 1991).

Timescale: For the duration of this Action Plan and thereafter.

References:
ICBP (1992) Putting Biodiversity on the map: priority areas for global conservation. International Council for Bird

Preservation, Cambridge, UK
Jones, D.N., Dekker, R.W.R.J. and Roselaar, C.S. (in press) The megapodes. OUP, Oxford
Reichel, J.D. and Glass, P.O. (1991) Checklist of the birds of the Mariana islands. 51: 3-10
Stinson, D.W. and Glass, P.O. (1992) The Micronesian megapode Megapodius conservation and research needs.

Pp 53-55 in Proceedings of the First International Megapode Symposium, Christchurch, New Zealand, December 1990.
Dekker,  and Jones, D.N. (eds.). Zoologische Verhandelingen 278
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4.2: PROJECTS TO BE INITIATED PROJECT 4.2.1

Survey for the Bruijn’s brush-turkey
Aepypodius bruijnii

Mace-Lande status: Endangered

Aim: To provide basic information on the
status and distribution of Bruijn’s
brush-turkey.

Justification: The species is a Restricted
Range Species (see ICBP  which is
endemic to the island of Waigeo, which lies
off the north-western tip of New Guinea.
The species has never been observed in the



Survey for the Bruijn’s brush-turkey
Almost half of the island is covered by the Timescale: Three months.

Cagar  Waigeo  protected area, but the
presence of the species and the degree of References:
protection afforded by this area needs assessing. ICBP (1992) Putting Biodiversity on the map: priority

In addition, the survey should pay attention, areas for global conservation. International Council for

if time and money allow, to Batanta from where Bird Preservation, Cambridge, UK

there is a recent report of a large unidentified Jones, D.N., Dekker, R.W.R.J. and Roselaar, C.S. (in press)
megapode which could be this species The megapodes. OUP, Oxford
Diamond in

, Waigeo

New
Guinea



4.2: PROJECTS TO BE PROJECT 4.2.2

Conservation of the 
Macrocephalon

Mace-Lande status: Endangered

Aim: This project aims to further the
programme already started to conserve the

 by: i) continuing beneficial
management by the staff of the
Dumoga-Bone National Park in Sulawesi;
ii) promoting the protection and restoration
of other nesting-grounds on the coast and
inland; iii) raising awareness among local
people of the plight of the species, its
relationship with man and of the need for
sustainable use; and iv) surveying all
Sulawesi for nesting grounds.

Justification: The  is a Restricted
Range Species (see ICBP 1992) endemic to Illustration  Esdaile Hudson
the island of Sulawesi and possibly some
offshore islands (Jones et al. in press). The species is believed to have suffered a considerable decline
in numbers in recent times due to over-exploitation of eggs by man, loss of habitat and predation by
introduced feral cats (Jones et al. in press). Conservation initiatives were started in  and
continued in  These two phases identified nesting-grounds and their status on Sulawesi (Dekker

 and collected information on
breeding biology (Marc Argeloo in
Zitt.). The third phase, proposed
here, should use the data collected
during the previous phases to
implement management practices in
collaboration with the Indonesian
Directorate General for Forest
Protection and Nature Conservation
(PHPA). A survey should aim to
provide important information
about central, east and south-east
Sulawesi.

Heavily disturbed nesting site of the  at  Sulawesi, September
Photo:  Dekker

Project description:
Management practices to be

continued and expanded are the
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Conservation of the 
protection of the species, the monitoring of its
numbers, and the clearance of secondary growth
and the replanting of trees at the communal
nesting-grounds in the National Park, especially at

In critical situations, the collection and
incubation of eggs in hatcheries could also be
considered. These activities have proved feasible
and successful at the sites where they have been
tried, but must be expanded considerably
throughout the National Park if they are to be of
significant benefit to the species.

The distribution of  nesting-grounds is
known and all sites in North Sulawesi, of which
there are 43 (Marc Argeloo in should be
revisited to reappraise the status of the species in
this area. North Sulawesi is its stronghold and the
infrastructure in this province allows regular
visits. These nesting-grounds must be monitored
and the suitability of the implementation of
management practices assessed. The restoration of
these nesting-grounds and the promotion of
sustainable harvesting should be a part of a public
awareness campaign. In 1991, villagers at 
helped to clear the overgrown vegetation at one
nesting-ground which r e s u l t e d  i n the
re-occupation of some burrows (Marc Argeloo in

The people of Sulawesi that are living close

to the nesting gounds must become aware that the
 is endemic to their island and also that it is

seriously threatened. This will provide the
opportunity to promote wise use of the species
among egg-collectors, a step that is vital if this
symbol of Sulawesi is to be safeguarded for the
future.

Whilst the distribution of  nesting
grounds is now fairly well known in North
Sulawesi, there is a clear need to search other
areas for the  Such a survey could be
combined with a public awareness campaign,
which should promote wise use of the eggs and
restoration of the nesting grounds.

Timescale: Duration of the Action Plan.

References:
Argeloo, M. (in press) The 

new information on the distribution and status of
Sulawesi’s endemic megapode. Bird Conservation
International

Dekker, R.W.R.J. (1990) The distribution and status of the
nesting-grounds of the in
Sulawesi, Indonesia.  Cons. 51: 139-150

ICBP (1992) Putting Biodiversity on the map: priority
areas for global conservation. International Council for
Bird Preservation, Cambridge, UK

Jones, D.N., Dekker, R.W.R.J. and Roselaar, C.S. (in press)
The megapodes. OUP, Oxford
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4.2: PROJECTS TO BE INITIATED PROJECT 4.2.3

Conservation of the Moluccan megapode
Eulipoa

Mace-Lande status:

Aim: To ensure the long-term survival of the
Moluccan megapode by providing information on its
current status throughout its historical range and by
assessing human impact on the main nesting ground of
the species.

Justification: The Moluccan megapode is a Restricted
Range Species (see ICBP 1992) endemic to the
northern and central Moluccan islands and Misol in
Indonesia. There is little contemporary information on
this species from many islands from which it has been
recorded, although recent surveys have confirmed its
presence in some parts of the historical range (Jones et
al. in press). Estimates of abundance are lacking for all
islands except Haruku. On this island, a single
nesting-ground covering 1.5 ha. was rediscovered in
1991 and thousands of pairs are still believed to use
this site for breeding (Jones et al. in press). Few other

Moluccan megapode taken from Gray (1860)

nesting-grounds are known and the site on Haruku probably supports a major portion of the world’s
population of this species. This nesting ground is close to a small village, the inhabitants of which
collect the eggs according to strict exploitation rules. This raises an important issue: either this

 may be in need
of further protection to ensure
the species’ survival or this case
may prove to be an example of
the successful sustainable use of
megapode eggs which can be
extended to other species.

Nesting site of the Moluccan megapode, Haruku, October 1991.
Photo:

Project description: 1) All of
the historical nesting-grounds of
the species which have not been
visited recently should be
surveyed. These sites include the
islands of Buru, Ceram, 
and Halmahera in the Moluccas.
The species may also occur on
islands such as Morotai, 
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Conservation of the Moluccan megapode
the Obi-group and Saparua (Jones et al. in press). two/three years). Once the level of exploitation by
These surveys should be timed to coincide with the human community has been assessed an
the nesting season (see below) so that use of awareness programme can be devised which
nesting grounds can be assessed. 2) A detailed addresses the issue of sustainable use and hence
study of the species at the Haruku nesting-ground the conservation of the Moluccan megapode.
will provide data necessary to ensure the survival
of this and other nesting-grounds. This study will Timescale: Twelve months. Ten to twelve nights
concentrate on determining the islands from around the full moon each month should be spent
which the nesting individuals originate, such as on Haruku. The remainder of the time could then
Ceram; assessing the level of exploitation of the be spent visiting other islands.
eggs by the human community in relation to the
productivity of the nesting-ground; and References:
determining the ideal incubation conditions. ICBP (1992) Putting  on the map: priority

The intensive study on Haruku should areas for global conservation. International Council for

mark the beginning of a monitoring programme in Bird Preservation, Cambridge, UK

which the number of birds visiting this
Jones, D.N., Dekker, R.W.R.J. and Roselaar, C.S. (in press)

nesting-ground is assessed regularly (e.g. every
The megapodes. OUP, Oxford

Australia



4.2: PROJECTS TO BE INITIATED PROJECT 4.2.4

Survey and study of the Nicobar megapode
 nicobariensis

Mace-Lande status
and the

 the northern subspecies  n. nicobariensis is
southern subspecies  n. is Vulnerable

Aim: To determine  the  s ta tus  and
distribution of the two subspecies and to
provide information on the breeding
biology.

Justification: The Nicobar megapode is a
Restricted Range Species (see ICBP 1992)
which is endemic to the Nicobar islands
(Jones et al. in press). It remained very little
known until the Indian National Trust for
Art and Culture considered that the
population was less than 500, all on Great
Nicobar, in 1988 (Jones et al. in press).
Surveys of the island in 1992 (Dekker 1992)
and 1993 (Ravi in however,
considered the subspecies to be
common on Great Nicobar.

This subspecies is also believed to be

Vulnerable,

Nicobar megapode at its mound, Great Nicobar, March 1992.
Photo:  Dekker

common on other islands. The northern subspecies nicobariensis is of greater concern. Only a few
nesting mounds were found during 1993, the single exception being one area on Katchall (Ravi

Mound of the Nicobar megapode just above the high tide line, Great Nicobar,
March 1992. Photo:

in
More recently, the northern

subspecies was found in ‘good
numbers’ o n  T e r e s s a  a n d
Bompona i s l a n d s  ( R a v i

in Zitt.). This sub-
species is threatened by loss of
forest to coconut plantations
and, locally, by plans to build a
road through an area of high
nes t ing  mound dens i ty  on
Katchall.  Surveys on other
islands from which the species
(especially the northern
subspecies) has been reported
are urgently needed.
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Survey and study of the Nicobar megapode
This should be combined with a study of the The intensive study should aim to discover
breeding biology, probably of the more accessible whether the densities observed on other islands
and currently commoner southern subspecies are natural or the result of megapode populations

which will provide important information declining as a consequence of habitat loss,
on habitat requirements for nesting, numbers of over-exploitation of eggs or predation of birds by
eggs laid per female and per season, and hatching introduced species. Therefore, the ecological
success. characteristics of several islands where mounds

occur should be compared to the level of
Project description: The extensive survey should disturbance at each and the number of birds that
aim to cover all islands from which the species is fledge from each mound.
known or suspected during the course of the Due to current travel restrictions, this
project. Initially,  (reported by local study is best carried out by Indian ornithologists.
people), Menschall (apparently common), Treis The Salim  Centre for Ornithology and Natural
and Trax should be searched for the southern History  is ideally equipped to conduct
subspecies and Tillanchong (supposedly such a study.
not common) for the northern subspecies
nicobariensis. The distribution of mounds should Timescale: Three years
be mapped. This survey should also search for
other species endemic to these islands, in order to References:
assess the uniqueness of the Nicobar avifauna. ICBP (1992) Putting Biodiversity on the map: priority

As the northern subspecies appears to nest areas for global conservation. International Council for

in reasonable numbers only at one site, it is Bird Preservation, Cambridge, UK

important that the reasons for this are understood.
Jones, D.N., Dekker, R.W.R.J. and Roselaar, C.S. (in press)

The megapodes. OUP, Oxford

India
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4.2: PROJECTS TO BE INITIATED PROJECT 4.2.5

Survey for the Tanimbar megapode
 tenimberensis

Mace-Lande status: Vulnerable

Aim: To provide basic information on the
status and distribution of the Tanimbar
megapode.

Justification: This species, recently split
from  reinwardt (Jones et al. in press) and
therefore a Restricted Range Species (see
ICBP  is endemic to Tanimbar, an
island in the south-east of the Indonesian
archipelago. Very little is known of this
species in the wild (Jones et al. in press) and
it is believed at risk from a variety of human
activities. It was encountered regularly and
five or six mounds were seen along a 10  12
kilometre trail in SE Tanimbar during
December 1991 (Kate Monk in and
may even be locally fairly common (Alan
Lewis in Knowledge of its biology and
conservation status is lacking. Tanimbar megapode Illustration: Ber van 

Project description: A survey of Tanimbar and surrounding islets should map the distribution of
nesting mounds and assess the species’ population status.

A nature reserve has been proposed for about half of the island and the distribution of the megapode
within this proposed protected area should be established, as well as the reserve’s likely effectiveness.

Australia

Timescale: Three months

References:
ICBP (1992) Putting Biodiversity on the map:
priority areas for global conservation. International
Council for Bird Preservation, Cambridge, UK
Jones, D.N., Dekker, R.W.R.J. and Roselaar, C.S. (in
press) The megapodes. OUP, Oxford
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4.2: PROJECTS TO BE INITIATED PROJECT 4.2.6

Survey for the Biak megapode
 geelvinkianus

Mace-Lande status: Endangered

Aim: To provide basic information on the
status and distribution of the Biak
megapode.

Justification: This species, recently split
from (Jones et al. in press) and
therefore a Restricted Range Species (see
ICBP  is found on the Geelvink Bay
islands off the coast of northern New
Guinea. Very little is known of this species
in the wild (Jones et al. in press) and it is
believed at risk from a variety of human
activities. The only recent information on
the species is that small numbers were
reported from Owi and Supiori islands in
1991 (Jones et al. in press). Biak megapode Illustration Ber van 

Project description: A survey of Biak and surrounding islands should map the species’ distribution and
assess its population status. The islands to be visited are Biak, Owi, Supiori, Mios Korwar, Numfor,
Pulu Manim and Mios Num. An international airport on Biak should make logistics fairly simple for
this project. Biak can be used as a base from which to visit the other islands.

. Biak

Timescale: Three months

References:

ICBP (1992) Putting Biodiversity on
the map: priority areas for global
conservation. International
Council for Bird Preservation,
Cambridge, UK

Jones, D.N., Dekker, R.W.R.J. and
Roselaar, C.S. (in press) The
megapodes (Megapodiidae) . OUP,
Oxford
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4.2: PROJECTS TO BE PROJECT 4.2.7

Survey for the Vanuatu megapode
 layardi

Mace-Lande status: Vulnerable

Aim: To provide basic information on the
status and distribution of the Vanuatu
megapode.

Justification: The species is a Restricted
Range Species (see ICBP 1992) and is
endemic to Vanuatu (formerly the New
Hebrides) (Jones et al. in press). There is no
recent information on its status and it is
believed to be at risk from a variety of
human activities. As long ago as 1878 it
was considered to have declined on at least
one island as a result of over-exploitation
(Jones et al. in press). Although it was
considered to be common and widespread in
1977 (Bregulla  a systematic survey
is needed to assess the size of the population Vanuatu megapode Illustration: Ber van 
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