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Gomphus pulchellus Sélys, 1840 does not belong to the dragonfly (Odonata)
fauna of the Czech Republic

Petr Jeziorski & Otakar HoluSa

Gomphus pulchellus Sélys, 1840 does not belong to the dragonfly (Odonata) fauna of the Czech
Republic. — Cas. Slez. Muz. Opava (A), 60: 217-222.

Abstract: Gomphus pulchellus is an unacceptable record from the Czech Republic in the past. This
deciscion is based on the revision of the material deposited in all major Czech and Slovak museums,
on the revision of several other dragonfly collections, as well as on an extensive faunistic research
carried out by the authors during the last twenty years. In addition, the published data were critically
evaluated. In summary, no documented specimen in museums or private collections was found, and
there are no recent records from the Czech Republic. Hence deletion of G. pulchellus from
the species list of the Czech Republic is suggested. Reasons for the absence in the Czech Republic are
discussed.
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Introduction

Gomphus pulchellus Sélys, 1840 is a west palearctic species, whose centre of occurrence
lies in southwest Europe (Askew 2004, Dijkstra & Lewington 2006, Clausnitzer 2007,
Suhling & Miiller 1996), with good populations in Portugal, Spain, France and Switzerland
(Seabra 1937, Aguiar & Aguiar 1985, Maibach & Meier 1987, Ocharan-Larondo 1987,
Dommanget 1984, Monnerat 2005). It also occurs in the Netherlands and Belgium (Suhling &
Miiller 1996) and its eastern border is in Germany where, towards the end of the 20" century,
it was recorded as extending its range north and east (Rudolph 1980). The most north-
eastern/eastern occurrences are known from Hannover (Schumann 1948), Wiirzburg (Eiseler
& Eiseler 1981) and Sachsen-Anhalt (Miiller 1993), and in the eastern Nieder Sachsen it is
abundant (Miiller & Suhling 1990). Its range has been extended into eastern Austria (Géchter
1988), where it currently occurs in Voralberg (Raab et al. 2006). Notable records of
individual specimen have been recorded from northern Italy (Schneider & Utzeri 1994) and
Croatia (Schneider 1984). Currently it is considered to be extinct in Italy and of uncertain
occurrence in Croatia (Clausnitzer 2007).

In the past, it was also recorded in two localities of the Danube in the Slovak Republic
(Trpis 1957, Dudich 1958) and also from Romania (Plattner 1968) and Bulgaria (Beschovski
1994). However, these findings are now considered doubtful (Askew 2004, Suhling & Miiller
1996).

Gomphus pulchellus inhabits all types of slow-flowing and standing waters and avoids
strong currents. It is most common in slow, lowland rivers and their stagnant side channels,
on residual floodplain pools and impoundments. In the north, it is usually found in gravel and
sand pits, recreational lakes, oxbow lakes, fish ponds and canals but also occurs on sluggish
rivers. The larvae occupy sandy patches, which may be covered with coarse detritus (Suhling
& Miiller 1996).

Published data

Gomphus pulchellus was reported from the Czech Republic on the basis of a very improbable record (Flicek
2000), which was published without comment, without specifying the number of identified specimens, without
stating the exact date (i.e. 1966 - 1970) and without an exact location ("complex south of Tiebon peatlands, bogs
Bransky les forest, Cepské blato peatbog, etc.") (Flicek 2000). Furthermore, it was published more than 30 years
after being caught. In the last ten years the only reference made to this record appears to be that of Dolny (2007),
who added further data (Cep village, Cepské rybniky ponds, 460 m above sea level, 10™ August 1967, 1 male, J.
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Flicek leg. et det., V. Teyrovsky et J. Pudil rev., documentary specimen was later destroyed by store pests).
Unfortunately, the occurrence of this species in the Czech Republic in this work was not critically evaluated (cf.
Jeziorski & Holusa 2008) and it was basically accepted as a species that has since disappeared from the region.
However, in view of the above comments and the fact that it cannot be verified because it was not supported by
a documented specimen, the record cannot accepted. New species for the fauna of any region should only be
accepted when there is a verifiable specimen and precise details of location, etc. should be published.

In the lists of dragonflies of the Czech Republic (Teyrovsky 1977; Jeziorski 1998; Hanel & Zeleny 2000)
this species has never been cited. Neither was it included in the Red List of Threatened Species of the Czech
Republic (Hanel et al. 2005). Searches have been made in some neighbouring countries, such as Slovakia (David
1996).

Discussion and conclusion

With respect to the recent knowledge of the species’ distribution (Wendler & Niif3 1994,
Askew 2004, Dijkstra & Lewington 2006, Clausnitzer 2007, Suhling & Miiller 1996) and to
the revisions of material from all major Czech and Slovak museums (Perutik 1957, Straka
1990, Jeziorski & Holusa 1999, Holusa 2000, 2002, Holusa & Jeziorski 2002, 2007, Jeziorski
2007, in prep.) and several others, and on the basis of an extensive faunal research carried out
by both authors during the last few decades, and also by the wider public (Dolny 2007), the
occurrence of G. pulchellus in the Czech Republic is improbable. At present, there are no
documentary specimens in museum or private collections, and there are no recent records
from the Czech Republic.

Since the record of G. pulchellus from the Czech Republic was published without an
existing documented specimen, i.e. on the basis of unverified and unverifiable data, it cannot
be regarded as a member of the odonate fauna of the Czech Republic. Until a fully
documented specimen is found in the Czech Republic, it is necessary to delete this species
from the dragonfly fauna of the Czech Republic and to classify it as a species that is
potentially possible.

The occurrence in the Czech and Slovak Republics are mistaken for the following
reasons:

a) false determination — Flicek (1980) probably exchanged species with cognate species
of the genus Gomphus, namely for example with species Gomphus flavipes. Information that
the specimen was revised by Vladimir Teyrovsky and Josef Pudil is very doubtful.
The specimen was presumably caught in 1967 but the scope and activities of Josef Pudil after
1938 are not known (Koleska 1998). Vladimir Teyrovsky (*1898 - $1980) was active in
publishing odonatological records and any revision of the status of this species would
certainly be included in his checklist of dragonflies of the former Czechoslovakia (Teyrovsky
1977).

b) geographical area of species — the centre of occurrence is located in Western Europe
in Portugal, Spain and southern France, and extends into western Austria (Vorarlberg) and the
eastern part of Germany, but probably never crossed through the border mountains of the
Bohemian Massif in the Czech Republic and further east. In the past more than 100 years, this
species has spread towards the northeast from the centre of its expansion in France (Rudolph
1980). In Austria, it was first recorded in 1985 (Géchter 1988). It is very improbable that this
species occurred in the past in the Czech Republic (for example in 1967) since it would be a
small area away from the main territory of occurrence.

c) improbable disappearance from an area in the Czech Republic — the species has not
been detected in the area or elsewhere in the Czech Republic over the past 40 years, although
it can be assumed that, due to changes in the landscape over the past 40 years, the species
would have become extinct in the area eventually and also elsewhere in the Czech Republic.
Due to intensive research it is very unlikely that there was a population in any other region of
the country.
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d) lower vagility of imagoes — the species belongs to the suborder Anisoptera, whose
representatives have far greater ability to "long" migration than species of the suborder
Zygoptera. However, this species does not belong to the typical species with the ability for
long-distance migration, such as Anax ephippiger (Burmeister, 1839), Anax parthenope
(Sélys, 1839), Crocothemis erythraea (Brullé, 1832), Sympetrum fonscolombii (Sélys, 1840)
and others (Corbet 1999). Thus it is very unlikely that this could have been a case of long-
distance migration of this species with only a temporary occurrence in the Czech Republic.
Nevertheless, with reference to the occurrence of G. pulchellus in Bavaria (ca 20 km from the
border of the Czech Republic) (Kuhn 1998) and in west Austria (Raab et al. 2006) and present
climatic changes (due to climatic changes mediterranean species extend to the north and east)
possible finding of G. pulchellus in the west of the Czech Republic cannot be excluded in the
future.

Based on the above, we do not considered the species to be a member of the dragonfly
fauna of the Czech Republic. At present, we recommend that it be deleted from the checklist
and considered only as a species potentially possible.
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Gomphus pulchellus Sélys, 1840 neni souéasti fauny vazek (Odonata) Ceské republiky

Gomphus pulchellus Sélys, 1840 je zapadopalearkticky druh, jehoz centrum rozsifeni lezi v jihozapadni
Evropé (Askew 2004, Dijkstra & Lewington 2006, Clausnitzer 2007, Suhling & Miiller 1996). Druh se
vyskytuje v poetnych populacich na tzemi Portugalska, Spanélska, Francie a Svycarska (Seabra 1937, Aguiar
& Aguiar 1985, Maibach & Meier 1987, Ocharan-Larondo 1987, Dommanget 1984, Monnerat 2005). V arealu
se nachazi take Gizemi Nizozemi a Belgie (Suhling & Miiller 1996). Vychodni hranice rozsifeni lezi na uzemi
Némecka, ke konci 20. stoleti bylo pozorovano rozsifovani aredlu smérem na sever a vychod (Rudolph 1980).
Nejseverovychodnéjsi vyskyt je zndm od Hannoveru (Schumann 1948) a Wiirzburgu (Eiseler & Eiseler 1981),
az po Sachsen-Anhalt (Miiller 1993), ve vychodnim Dolnim Sasku je zjistovan jako velmi pocetny (Miiller &
Suhling 1990). Rozsifeni arealu bylo zjisténo i na Uzemi zépadniho Rakouska (Géchter 1988), kde se v
soucasnosti vyskytuje ve spolkové zemi Voralberg (Raab et al. 2006). Nalezy jednotlivych dospélct pochézeji z
oblasti severni Italie (Schneider & Utzeri 1994) a Chorvatska (byvala Jugoslavie) (Schneider 1984). Z uzemi
Italie a Chorvatska je v soucasnosti hodnocen jako nejisty (Clausnitzer 2007).

Historicky je uvadén take ze dvou lokalit v Podunajské niziné na Slovensku (Trpi§ 1957, Dudich 1958), také
z oblasti Rumunska (Plattner 1968) a Bulharska (Beschovski 1994). V soucasnosti jsou tyto nalezy hodnoceny
jako velmi pochybné popf. byly negovany (Askew 2004, Suhling & Miiller 1996).

Gomphus pulchellus je z Ceska uvadén na zikladé publikovani nedokladovaného nevérohodného nalezu
(Flicek 2000). Tento nalez byl publikovan bez jakéhokoliv komentate, bez uvedeni poctu zjisténych exemplait,
bez presného data nalezu (uvedeno v letech 1966 - 1970) a bez ptesné lokality (uvedeno ,.komplex raSelinist
jizné€ od Tiebong, raselinisté Bransky les, Cepské blato atd.©). Tento nalez byl opublikovan po vice jak 30 letech
od chyceni exemplare v terénu. Zfejmé vzhledem k opublikovani tohoto nalezu v nerecenzovaném sborniku a
bez konkrétnich informaci, byl tento nalez téméf 10 let opomijen. Teprve az Dolnym (Dolny 2007) byl tento
nalez doplnén dalsimi tdaji (Cep, Cepské rybniky, 460 m n. m., 10.VIIL.1967, 1 samec, J. Flicek leg., det., V.
Teyrovsky et J. Pudil rev., dale je uvedeno ,,..dokladovy exemplaf byl pozdéji zni¢en skladistnimi $ktadci®).
Bohuzel vyskyt tohoto druhu v Ceské republice nebyl v této praci kriticky vyhodnocen a byl v podstatd
akceptovan jako druh pro uzemi vymizely, pfestoze tento nepravdépodobny nalez nebyl podlozen existenci
dokladového exemplare (cf. Jeziorski & Holusa 2008).

Vzhledem k vySe uvedenému je publikovany udaj neovéfeny a neovéfitelny, tedy neakceptovatelny. Nové
druhy pro fauny urcitétho uzemi by mély byt v pojeti moderni faunistiky publikovany pouze na zakladé
dokladovaného materialu nebo na zakladé ovéfitelného tidaje nebo skutecnosti.

V seznamech véazek Ceské republiky (Teyrovsky 1977; Jeziorski 1998; Hanel & Zeleny 2000) tento druh
nikdy nebyl uvadén. Tento druh neni uveden ani v Cerveném seznamu ohrozenych druhti Ceské republiky
(Hanel et al. 2005).

Vzhledem k souasnym znalostem roz$ifeni druhu (Wendler & NiBl 1994, Askew 2004, Dijkstra &
Lewington 2006, Clausnitzer 2007), studia materialu viech vétsich muzei na tzemi byvalého Ceskoslovenska
(Perutik 1957, Straka 1990, Jeziorski & Holusa 1999, Holusa 2000, 2002, Holusa & Jeziorski 2002, 2007,
Jeziorski 2007, in prep.) a nékolika dalsSich sbirek a na rozsahlém faunistickém vyzkumu provadéném obéma
autory v poslednich desetiletich, ale i iroké vefejnosti (Dolny 2007) je vyskyt G. pulchellus na izemi Ceska
nepodlozeny.

Vzhledem k tomu, e velmi nepravdépodobny vyskyt G. pulchellus z Ceské republiky byl publikovan bez
existujiciho dokladového exemplare, tedy na zdkladé neoveérenc¢ho a neovéfitelného udaje, nelze povazovat tento
druh za ¢lena fauny Ceské republiky. Dokud nebude druh G. pulchellus dolozen dokladovym materialem
z Ceské republiky je nutné tento druh ze seznamu fauny vazek Ceské republiky vypustit a v sou¢asné dobé jej
povazovat za druh pouze jako mozny.

Udaj o vyskytu druhu na izemi Ceské republiky je mozné povazovat za mylny z nékolika divodi:

a) chybna determinace — Flicek (1980) mohl zaménit tento druh s pfibuznym druhem rodu Gomphus, a to
napt. s druhem Gomphus flavipes. Informace, ze predmétny exemplai revidoval Vladimir Teyrovsky a Josef
Pudil se zda velice pochybna. Pfedmétny exemplai mél byt uloven v roce 1967, ale o pusobnosti a ¢innosti
Josefa Pudila po roce 1938 neni nic znamo (Koleska 1998). V. Teyrovsky (*1898 - $1980) byl publika¢né ¢inny
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a v piipad¢ revize tohoto druhu by zajisté tento druh zafadil do svého seznamu vazek check listu byvalého
Ceskoslovenska (Teyrovsky 1977).

Francie, na vychod areal v souc¢asné dobé zabiha az do Rakouska a vychodni ¢asti Némecka, ale pravdépodobné
nikdy nezasahoval pfes pohraniéni pohoti Ceského masivu do Ceské republiky a dale na vychod. V poslednich
vice jak 100 letech se tento druh §ifi smérem na severovychod od centra jeho rozsifeni ve Francii (Rudolph
1980). V Rakousku byl poprvé zjistén az v roce 1985 (Géachter 1988) a to v jeho zapadni ¢asti. Vzhledem k tomu
je velmi nepravdépodobné, Ze by druh na izemi CR mé&l v minulosti (napf. uZ v roce 1967) v ramci arealu malou
arelu daleko od hlavniho aredlu.

¢) nepravdépodobny zanik arely pop¥. vyhynuti na izemi CR — za poslednich cca 40 let nebyl v dané
oblasti, ani jinde na tizemi CR, druh zji§tén. I kdyz lze predpokladat nemalé ovlivnéni krajiny za poslednich 40
let, druh by musel vyhynout v dané oblasti popf. i jinych oblastech CR. Vzhledem k intenzivnimu priizkumu je
velmi nepravdépodobné, ze by se v jinych oblastech nezachovala ani jedind jina populace.

d) nizsi vagilita dospélcii — druh patii do podfadu Anisoptera, jehoz zastupci maji daleko vétsi schopnosti
“dalkovych” migraci nez zastupci Zygoptera. Nicméné tento druh nepatii k typickym druhtim se schopnosti
dalkovych migraci jako napt. druhy Anax ephippiger (Burmeister, 1839), Anax parthenope (Sélys, 1839),
Crocothemis erythraea (Brullé, 1832), Sympetrum fonscolombii (Sélys, 1840) a dalsi (Corbet 1999). Vzhledem k
tomu je velice nepravdépodobné, Zze by se jednalo u tohoto druhu o dalkovou migraci pouze s dofasnym
vyskytem na pfedmétné lokalité.

Nicméné vzhledem k vyskytu G. pulchellus na izemi Bavorska (cca 20 km od hranice z Ceskou republikou)
(Kuhn 1998) a v zapadni ¢asti Rakouska (Raab et al. 2006) a také ke klimatickym zménam, kdy se vlivem téchto
zmén §ifi mediteranni druhy na sever a na vychod, nelze v budoucnu vyskyt tohoto druhu vyloucit na zapadnim
tizemi Ceské republiky. Tento nélez je viak nutno dolozit dokladovym materialem.

Na zékladé vyse uvedeného, nepovazujeme druh Gomphus pulchellus za ¢lena fauny vazek na uzemi Ceské
republiky. V soucasné dobé doporuCujeme vypustit jej ze seznamu druhd a chéapat jej pouze jako druh
potencialné mozny.
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