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Védecké jméno / Scientific name

Ceské jméno / Czech name

Kritéria / Criteria 2017

Kategorie / Category 2005

Cechy

Boh

Morava a Slezsko

Mor

Karlovarsky kraj

KVK

Jihocesky kraj

Jihomoravsky kraj

JHM

Krélovéhradecky kraj

Liberecky kraj

LBK

Moravskoslezsky kraj

MSK

Olomoucky kraj

OLK

Pardubicky kraj

PAK

Hlavni mésto Praha

PHA

Plzenisky kraj

PLK

Stredocesky kraj

STC

Ustecky kraj

ULK

Kraj Vysocina

VYS

Zlinsky kraj

ZLK

Allolobophora hrabei
(Cernosvitov, 1935)

=
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Allolobophora moravica
PiZl et Houskova, 1994
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Aporrectodea icterica
(Savigny, 1826)

Aporrectodea limicola
(Michaelsen, 1890)

VU
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Helodrilus oculatus
He i 1845

NT

Lumbricus meliboeus
Rosa, 1884

VU

Octolasion cyaneum
(Savigny, 1826)
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Octolasion montanum
(Wessely, 1905)

NT

Proctodrilus opisthoductus
Zicsi, 1985
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Mollusca (mékkysi)
[kmen/phylum: Mollusca; tfida/class: Gastropoda, Bivalvia]
LuBo$ BERrAN, Lucie JuRIEKOVA & MicHAL HorsAk

Vyzkum mékkyst méa na nasem Uzemi dlouholetou tradici, kterou ostfe vymezuje vydani prvniho sou-
borného dila na faunu Cech ,Mékkysi &esti (Uicny 1892-95). Skutednym prilomem v poznani nadi ma-
lakofauny bylo klasické dilo ,KIi¢ k urovani Ceskoslovenskych mékkysa* (Lozex 1956), pfitemz aktudlni
poznatky o celé nasi fauné nalezneme v knize ,M&kkysi Ceské a Slovenské republiky* (Horsik et al. 2013).
Dobré znalosti o rozsiteni naSich mékkysd (HorsAk et al. 2016), zejména pak vodnich druht (Beran 2002),
umoznuji velmi pfesné zhodnoceni stavu populaci vétSiny nasich ohroZenych druh(i. Intenzivni monitoring
populaci vybranych chranénych druht pravé v poslednich 10 letech vedl k zasadni revizi kategorizace
ohrozZenosti nasich mékkysu oproti pfedchozi verzi ¢erveného seznamu meékkysu (Beran et al. 2005).

V sougasnosti je z naseho Uzemi ve volné pFirodé doloZen vyskyt 251 druh mékkys(, z toho 28 miz(,
51 vodnich a 172 suchozemskych plzi (viz http:/mollusca.sav.sk/malacology/checklist.htm). Do niZe uve-
dené verze &erveného seznamu bylo zafazeno celkem 94 druh(i nasi malakofauny. Zmény, ke kterym
doslo v zafazeni druhd do jednotlivych kategorii, jsou zplisobeny jak zménami v Grovni poznani, tak i zmé-
nami v jejich rozsifeni. Velky vliv mélo i rozdilné pojeti celkové koncepce a snaha o rigidni klasifikaci v ram-
ci definic kategorii podle IUCN. U fady druht tak do$lo ke sniZeni stupné ohroZeni, zejména na niz$ich
urovnich ohrozenosti, naopak u nékolika ke zvySeni (napf. Radix ampla a Vallonia enniensis). Dva vodni
druhy plzd (Gyraulus laevis a Stagnicola palustris) byly zafazeny mezi taxony, o nichZ jsou nedostateéné
Udaje (DD), nebot znalosti o jejich rozsifeni, dané ¢asto jejich problematickym taxonomickym zafazenim €i
nedavnym vyjasnénim taxonomie, neumozuji nyni objektivnéji stanovit miru ohrozeni.

Pokud bychom méli zhodnotit jednotlivé faktory zpUsobujici ohroZeni nasi malakofauny, tak v pfipadé
vodnich mékkyst dochazi stale k dal§imu zhorSovani situace predevsim u druhl vazanych na stojaté
vody v nivach vétsich fek (napf. Anisus vorticulus), nebot regulaci do$lo k umrtveni dynamiky téchto fek,
zamezujici vznik novych odstavenych ramen a tlni, pficemz staré biotopy postupné zanikaji. Ani situace
na nasich rybnicich se pfili§ nezlepsila, spiSe naopak. ZlepSeni je pouze lokalni a to obvykle v pfipadé
rybnikd a jinych vodnich ploch v chranénych dzemich, kde se dafi alespori ¢aste¢né prosazovat vyrazné
SetrnéjSi hospodareni. P¥ili§ pozitivni neni situace ani v pfipadé vodnich toku. Po vyrazném zlepSeni kvality
vody na konci 20. stoleti, ktera vedla ke zlepSeni stavu nékterych fi€nich druht (napf. Sphaerium rivicola
a Pisidium supinum), jiz kvalita vody spiSe stagnuje. Stejné tak i stav koryt vétSiny naSich tokd se pfili§
nezlepSil a nevhodné vodohospodarské zasahy stale prevazuji nad revitalizacemi. Za tohoto stavu se
nelze divit, Ze do éerveného seznamu bylo zafazeno 40 druhd vodnich mékkysa, coZ je 51 % z celkového
podtu druh(i (78).

Pokud se zaméfime na suchozemské druhy, dramaticky ubytek rozsiteni a lokalit téchto druh(i probéhl
v mnoha pfipadech v poslednich pfiblizné 60 letech. Souvisi zejména s degradaci lest viivem nardstu
velkoplo$nych smrkovych monokultur, s degradaci alkalickych mokfad(i a v poslednich desetiletich také
se sukcesnimi zménami travnich stanovist' vlivem zmény obhospodarovani krajiny a velkoploSnym pou-
Zivanim hnojiv. Trend Ubytku vyskytu téchto druhd se v mnohém zpomalil, ale zejména proto, Ze vétsina
zbyvajicich populaci byla redukovana na vyskyt v maloplodnych zviasté chranénych uzemich (napf. Ma-
crogastra latestriata). Zde je vyskyt téchto druhl zavisly na ochrané, v pfipadé nejcitlivéjSich lesnich druhd
na ponechavani padiého dfeva, a na snaze o bezzasahovost vedouci k navozeni pralesovitého charakte-
ru. V pfipadé otevienych stanovist, véetné luénich mokfadd, jde naopak o pravidelnou aplikaci vhodného
managementu, blokujiciho pfirozenou ¢i viivem ¢lovéka Casto zrychlenou sukcesi. Neustalému tlaku jsou
vystaveny zejména druhy reliktnich a otevienych stanovist, pfedevsim nizkostébelnych stepi (napf. Chon-
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drula tridens). Trvajicim hrozbam neunikly ani druhy oligotrofnich mokradu (napf. Vertigo geyeri), které
Celi jak sukcesnim zménam stanovist, tak stale neutuchajicim snaham o vysuSovani mokfadu &i naopak
vystavbu vodnich nadrzi a zatopeni mokfadu. Stav téchto populaci je stabilizovan jen diky peclivé dzemni
ochrané a srde¢nym snahdm mistnich ochranard a pfirodovédcl. Celkové bylo do této verze cerveného
seznamu zafazeno 54 druh( suchozemskych plzd, coz je 31 % z celkového poctu druhdl (172). Zbyvajici
druhy, zde neuvedené, jsou povazovany za druhy neohrozené a zafazené tak do kategorie malo dotéeny
(LC), pfipadné druhy zavleCené, které jsou vedeny jako nevyhodnocené (NE). Nomenklatura byla prevzata
z praci Horsék et al. (2013, 2016). Az na novinky jsou véechny druhy mékkys z izemi CR vyobrazeny
v préci HorsAk et al. (2013).

The mollusc research in our country has a long tradition, which is strongly delimited by the publication of
“Czech Molluscs” (ULieny 1892-95), the first comprehensive work on mollusc fauna in our country. However,
it was the classic work “Key to the Identification of Czechoslovak Molluscs” (Lozek 1956) that became a true
milestone in the knowledge of our malacofauna, whereas the current knowledge of our whole fauna can be
found in the book “Molluscs of the Czech and Slovak Republics” (Horsik et al. 2013). The good knowledge
of the distribution of our molluscs (Horsak et al. 2016), notably of aquatic species (Beran 2002), allows for
very accurate evaluations of populations of the majority of our threatened species. The intensive population
monitoring of selected protected species over the last 10 years led to a substantial revision of the categories
of threat applicable to our molluscs compared to the previous Red List of Molluscs (Beran et al. 2005).

The occurrence of 251 mollusc species, 28 of which are bivalves, 51 aquatic and 172 terrestrial gastro-
pods, has been documented from our country to date (viz http://mollusca.sav.sk/malacology/checklist.htm).
The Red List version presented here includes a total of 94 species of our malacofauna. The changes made
to the classification of species into the individual categories were driven by knowledge changes, as well as
changes in their distribution. In addition, the list was largely influenced by the different overall concept and
the efforts for the rigid classification according to IUCN category definitions. Thus, numerous species were
down-listed, especially those at lower threat levels, while several others were up-listed (e.g. Radix ampla
and Vallonia enniensis). Two aquatic snail species (Gyraulus laevis and Stagnicola palustris) were classified
among Data Deficient (DD) taxa, because the knowledge of their distribution, often stemming from their
problematic taxonomic classification or from a recent clarification of their taxonomy, does not allow for deter-
mining their conservation status now.

Evaluating the individual factors that threaten our malacofauna, we find that the situation of aquatic mol-
luscs continues to worsen — especially for species associated with stagnant waters in the floodplains of larger
rivers (e.g. Anisus vorticulus), because regulation has suppressed the dynamics of such rivers, where new
oxbow lakes and pools can no longer be formed, while the old habitats are gradually vanishing. The situation
of our ponds has not significantly improved either, rather the contrary. Improvements are only local — usually
in ponds and other water bodies situated in protected areas, where a much more eco-friendly management
has been at least partly enforced. Not even the situation of our watercourses is good enough. After a sig-
nificant water quality improvement in the late 20" century, which led to improvements for certain river spe-
cies (e.g. Sphaerium rivicola and Pisidium supinum), the water quality tends to stagnate now. Likewise, the
condition of most of our stream beds has not improved to any great extent either, with inappropriate water
management interventions still predominating over stream restorations. No wonder that the Red List includes
40 aquatic mollusc species, i.e. 51 % of all species (78).

If we focus on terrestrial species, we can often find dramatic reductions in their distribution and localities
over approximately the last 60 years. This is related in particular to the degradation of forests — stemming
from expanded large-scale spruce monocultures — the degradation of alkaline wetlands and, over the last
decades, also the ecological succession changes in grassland habitats, triggered by landscape management
changes and also extensive use of fertilisers. The trend of the declining occurrence of these species has
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decelerated in a number of aspects, but the main reason is that the occurrence of most of the remaining
populations has been reduced to small-scale specially protected areas (e.g. Macrogastra latestriata), where
the occurrence is contingent on protection and — for the most sensitive forest species — on keeping fallen
wood in place, as well as on efforts for avoiding any interventions to ensure that primeval forest conditions
are induced. By contrast, for open habitats, including meadow wetlands, appropriate management ought to
be regularly applied in order to prevent the natural ecological succession, which may be often accelerated
by humans. Particularly species populating relict and open habitats, especially low-productive steppes, are
exposed to constant pressure (e.g. Chondrula tridens). Persisting threats also affect species of oligotrophic
wetlands (e.g. Vertigo geyeri), which are exposed to succession changes in their habitats, as well as to
unremitting efforts to dry their wetlands up or, on the other hand, to build reservoirs and flood the wetlands.
The size of these populations is only stabilised by prudent landscape protection and heartfelt efforts of local
conservationists and natural scientists. In total, the Red List includes 54 species of terrestrial snails, i.e.
31% of all species (172). The remaining species not included in this list are considered to be non-threat-
ened, thus being classified as Least Concern (LC), or they constitute non-native species, classified as Not
Evaluated (NE). The nomenclature was adopted from the works by HorsAk et al. (2013, 2016). Apart from
currently added species, all mollusc species from the Czech Republic are shown in the work by HorsAk et
al. (2013).
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Scorpiones (Stifi)
[tfida/class: Arachnida; fad/order: Scorpiones]
JAN FARKAC & Davip KRAL

Z CR je znam pouze jediny druh &tira (napf. Tasorsky 1959, 1961, Lang 1960, Kovarik 1991, 1998, Kovarik &
KrAL 1993). Farkac & KRAL (2005) jej Fadi v CR mezi druhy kriticky ohroZené. Otazku piivodnosti jeho vyskytu
na Uzemi CR se pokougelo fesit ngkolik autord (Kovakik 1998), pfiéem? prevazuje minéni, 7e se jedna o izo-
lovanou autochtonni populaci na severni hranici aredlu rozsifeni druhu. Podle prace Kurka et al. (2015) byl
pravdépodobné na slapskou lokalitu zavleen. Ve vétsiné starSich publikaci nalezneme $tira kylnatého pod
jménem Euscorpius carpathicus (Linnaeus, 1767). Na zakladé recentnich morfologickych i molekularnich studii
revidujicich druhovy komplex §tird E. carpathicus byla Ceska populace pfifazena k druhu E. tergestinus (Kovarik
& Fer 2003, Puiskova 2015). Podporuje to i skute¢nost, Ze tato populace tak patfi ke stejnému druhu, jako Stifi

zjinych oblasti CR byly zatim pokazdé vysvétiovany jako zaviedeni (Kovaik 1998). Ceské nazvoslovi je prejato
z prace Kurka & Kovarik (2003). Evropské druhy §tirl Ize identifikovat napfiklad podle prace Kovarik (1999)
nebo Fet (2010), pfehled druhl rodu Euscorpius pak nalezneme napfiklad v souhrnnych pracich (Kovarik 1991,
2000, Fet 2010). Lokalita (Slapska prehrada: Nebiich — okoli, faunisticky Ctverec 6252) je v sou¢asné dobé silné
zdevastovana lidskou éinnosti. Stir kylnaty zde byl naposledy pozorovan v roce 1983 (HaneL et al. 2002) a 1998
(Lozex et al. 2005). Podle Pliskové (PLiskovA 2015) tato populace pied nékolika desetiletimi zanikla.

Only one scorpion species is known from the Czech Republic (e.g. TAsorsky 1959, 1961, Lanc 1960, Kovarik 1991, 1998,
Kovarik & KrAL 1993). Farkac & KrAL (2005) classify it as Critically Endangered in the Czech Republic. Several authors
have tried to figure out whether the species is native to our country (Kovarik 1998), and the prevalent opinion is that it is an
isolated indigenous population at the north edge of the species distribution range. Kurka et al. (2015) believe that the species
was probably introduced into the Slapy locality. Most of older publications refer to the Carpathian scorpion as Euscorpius
carpathicus (Linnaeus, 1767). Based on recent morphological and molecular studies revising the species complex of the E.
carpathicus scorpions, the Czech population was assigned to the species E. tergestinus (Kovarik & Fet 2003, PLiskovA 2015).
This is also supported by the fact that this population belongs to the same species as scorpions living in the nearest known
Austrian locality close to the town of Krems (Kovarik 1998, Kovarik & FET 2003). Accidental findings of scorpions from other
areas of the Czech Republic have always been explained as introductions so far (Kovakik 1998). The Czech terminology is
adopted from the work by Kurka & Kovarik (2003). European scorpion species can be identified, for example, according to
Kovarik (1999) or Fet (2010), while an outline of species of the genus Euscorpius can be found, inter alia, in summarising
works (Kovarik 1991, 2000, Fet 2010). The locality (Slapy reservoir: Nebfich — surroundings, faunistic square 6252) is stron-
gly devastated by human activities now. The last times that the Carpathian scorpion has been observed there was 1983 (Ha-
NeL et al. 2002) and 1998 (Lozek et al. 2005). According to PliSkova (PLiskova 2015), this population perished decades ago.
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