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to convert thousands of acres of salt ponds into tidal and managed wetland habitat. While
the restoration to tidal marsh will increase habitat for many species, it also will reduce the
overall habitat available for waterbirds. Through adaptive management, the Project is
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committed to maintaining historic levels of waterbirds in this landscape. To inform these Figure 1: Modern aerial and ground data used to calculate a — -
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significant changes that have occurred over 30 years. We identified significant increases in
populations for some guilds, such as gulls, and declines at all or some locations for other
guilds such as divers, terns and grebes. We provide recommendations for the Project’s
development and for future adaptive management to ensure abundant and diverse
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in South Bay Salt Ponds. Values represent the average number of birds in a guild expected for a survey in any season.

e We used a generalized linear model framework with a
guasipoisson distribution

* Variables included species identity and numbers of birds
counted in ground and aerial surveys of ponds.

e Observations where the aerial or ground count was zero
and the paired aerial or ground count was nonzero were
removed under the assumption that they represented
movement of birds rather than differences in visibility.

Application of model to historic waterbird surveys

e We used the model to convert the historical aerial
waterbird abundance values into estimated ground
abundance values.

* We used bootstrap methods to calculate a 95% prediction
interval for the calculated ground survey counts

 We identified increases in populations for some guilds, such as gulls, dabblers, and shorebirds, and declines at all or some locations for other
guilds such as divers, terns and grebes.
* Changes in bird numbers are likely the result of changes in pond management and habitat availability:
* Restoration of tidal influence to salt production ponds
* Changes in the remaining salt production ponds
 Management for wildlife
* Changes in landscape- and flyway-level populations need to be considered as well.
« Recommendations for the project’s development and for future adaptive management to ensure abundant and diverse waterbird
communities:
« Manage ponds at a variety of water levels and salinities, across the landscape.
 Provide for isolated roosting habitat near foraging habitat. For example, provide insular levees adjacent to mudflats for shorebirds.
Monitor management actions and the effects on waterbird use of ponds.
 Use the locally collected data in the larger context of populations of birds in the Pacific Flyway to determine benefits for and impacts on
local waterbirds.
 Recognize that not all ponds are created equal in the eyes of waterbirds. Careful management decisions need to be made when restoring
ponds to tidal marsh or when attempting to manage them for specific species or guilds.
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