Factors Influencing The Abundance of Wintering Western Snowy Plovers
at Crown Beach State Memorial Park

David L. Riensche (driensche@ebparks.org) ¥ No Reaction j
Julian D. Geoghegan (julian.d.geoghegan@gmail.com) The study took place within Robert Crown Beach State Memorial Park -
Nicole A. Beadle (nbeadle@ebparks.org) (37.76034N Lat., 122.2666 | W Long.), located on the east side of San Francisco Fly & Return
. A Bay in the city of Alameda (Fig. ). The site is managed by the EBRPD, which ®Run & R
East Bay Regional Park District established the plover protection zone. The protection zone consists of a un eturn
2950 Peralta Oaks Ct., Oakland, CA 94605 roped-off rectangle of sandy beach adjacent to the bay and tidal areas. This = Fly Away
b e, v = fenced oi’ij area (leo Iknown as ;ymbolic fenc:nfg) is dengnbed to dissuade public Dl;ri;sg ;he survey effortd8:dI 75 iulls,h3,80I dbeach us|i_r|1g public, 489 crows/raveTs,
= . = - a - 4 access and provide plovers with roosting and foraging habitat. an ogs were recorded within the study area. Human presence was near|
e e RI?,’.I.ECP e‘.(vuzﬁf-tﬂ'h‘.‘!“_rqs.§@gmﬂligm_).p- . i B i *P : Pl ; . h f ? T - B constant, \f/hile crow/raven numbers were r);.latively minimallnduring the study. :
Las Positas College : p el - Western Snowy Plovers were typically engaged in roosting (nearly 80% of the
3033 Collier Canyon Road, Livermore, CA 94551 . time), or foraging (17.2%) prior to a disturbance event (Fig. 3). While gulls Figure 5. Western Snowy Plover Reaction to Disturbance by Hunting
Ao - - Ihp Elover Protection Zone accounted for the greatest number of disturbance factors,Western Snowy Crows and Ravens.

.
- = HMeLaughli
—_— - East Shore
g | , e e Suate Park

Plovers had “no reaction” to the presence of hunting gulls during 91.1% of
observations. The majority of negative reactions to hunting gulls were a “run

and return” response, at 6.3%. j

Western Snowy Plovers had a moderately negative response to the pres'enmj ’

both walking and jogging beach using public (Fig. 4),and crows/ravens (Fig. 5), i ¥ Run & Return
¢ ; : ‘ having a “no reaction” response in 64.0% and 62.2% of observations, respec-
i L PR B o tively. However, for beach using public the “run and return” behavior was

4 recorded during 26.6% of the observations while the “fly and return” behavior
was observed 21.6% for crows/ravens.

Plovers had a severe reaction to dogs, nearly 80% of the time, with their typical ¥ Fly Away
response being the “run and return” (Fig. 6).
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