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Lemos, June

From: Jacob Patterson <jacob.patterson.esq@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 12:24 PM
To: Lemos, June; Munoz, Cristal
Cc: O'Neal, Chantell; Gurewitz, Heather
Subject: Public Comment and Questions re staff report for Grocery Outlet appeal (7/26/21 CC 

Mtg. Item 7B)
Attachments: Hard To Swallow_ Great Blue Herons Eating Gophers In Golden Gate Park.pdf; Hunting 

Herons at Point Reyes National Seashore - Exploring Nature by Sheila Newenham.pdf; 
Foraging Habitat Preferences of Herons and Egrets.pdf; Habitat utilization by great 
blue herons (Ardea herodias) in Elkh.pdf; kelly_etal_2008_wetlands.pdf

City Council or Staff, 
 
I have some questions about the following statements on page 8 of the staff report for the Grocery Outlet 
appeal: 
 
"Herons have been observed eating gophers and other rodents on lawns and other open spaces, but this does not 
qualify the space as blue heron habitat." 
 
"The site is far from secluded as it is right in the middle of a commercial district in town just one block east of a 
State Highway. The area where trees exist on site are frequented by transient human populations and is not 
suitable nesting habitat. There was no evidence of bird nesting as noted in the biological survey and the site, 
based on the wetlands survey cannot be considered Blue Heron habitat."  
 
Is there a source for the allegation that "Herons have been observed eating gophers and other rodents on lawns 
and other open spaces, but this does not qualify the space as blue heron habitat"? I cannot recall or locate 
anything in the record that supports this assertion. In fact, this appears to be a likely incorrect assumption 
regarding the extent of the definition of "habitat" as being limited to nesting locations rather than also including 
foraging locations. 
 
Is there a source for the allegation that "The area where trees exist on site are frequented by transient human 
populations"? I cannot recall or locate anything in the record that supports this otherwise unsupported assertion. 
Are there photos of the alleged transients under the trees? Are there police reports noting that 
particular activity? Are there documented site visits where someone observed the alleged transient activity or is 
this merely anecdotal or a staff assumption?  
 
[As an aside, I find it ironic that the City appears to be basing the appeal analysis on assertions with no support 
in the record when staff's response to the majority of the objections raised in the public comments and 
testimony is to attempt to reject them as irrelevant for (allegedly) the exact same reason: a lack of supporting 
evidence. In my opinion, that is the primary underlying problem with the MND (as currently written) and the 
staff "analysis" that is frequently cited and being complete and sufficient. Moreover, contrary to the City staff's 
positions, a person need not introduce supporting evidence for the opposite conclusion than was was included in 
the City's entitlement review documents if the objection is that the initial positions recommended by staff and 
consultants are not supported by substantial evidence in the record and no such evidence actually exists because 
all positions need to be supported by facts and supported analysis in the record.] 
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Further, is there a source for the allegation that the alleged transient activity would make the area "not suitable 
for nesting habitat" or that the applicable definition of habitat is limited to nesting locations rather than foraging 
locations? I cannot recall or locate anything in the record that supports this assertion, including the biological 
study or any supplemental biological review to evaluate the documented observation of herons using the site as 
foraging habitat (not nesting habitat). 
 
I understand that the definition of "habitat" in the context of biological studies scientific analysis of migratory 
bird includes both nesting locations as well as foraging locations. Since I am the person who submitted the 
photos based on personally visiting the site on numerous locations and observing/documenting the herons 
foraging under the subject trees and in the southern field on the project site, in that case hunting gophers for 
food--the extensive presence of gophers on the site was noted in the biological study as well--I thought it 
appropriate that I review and respond to how this was addressed in the staff report. Did staff not include 
foraging locations as within the definition of "habitat" for the documented migratory birds? If not, why was the 
biologist who authored the original study not contacted again to review their analysis and conclusions in light of 
the documented evidence of herons using the project site as foraging habitat? If there was a qualified biologist 
who opined that the nature of the site and the transient or other human activity made the site unsuitable to be 
considered heron habitat despite the documented observations of herons using the site for just that purpose, why 
was this not included in the packet or referenced in the staff report in a similar way to how the soil and 
hydrology study was updated by the subject matter expert? 
 
I have also attached several studies and supporting documents concerning heron foraging habitat that I believe 
are relevant to this issue (and so my positions have additional support in the record). 
 
Regards, 
 
--Jacob 
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Hard To Swallow: Great Blue Herons Eating Gophers InHHHaaarrrddd TTTToooTTTTT SSSwwwaaaallllllooowww::: GrGrGreeeaaaatttt BBBllluuueee HHHeeerrrooonnnnsss EEEaaattttiiinnnnggg GGGoooppphhheeerrrsss IIInnnn
Golden Gate ParkGoGoGollldddeeennnn GaGaGattteee PPPPaaarrrkkkk
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Hoodline is an online news publication that covers the issues, people, communityHHHoooooooooodddddllliiiiinnneeeee iiiiis s s aaaaannn ooooonnnllliiiiinnneeeee nnneeeeews ws ws wsws pppppuuubbbbbllliiiiicccaaaaatttiiiiiooooonnn ttthhhaaaaattt cccooooovvveeeeerrrsss ttthhheeeee iiiiissssssuuueeeeesss,,, pppppeeeeeooooopppppllleeeee,,, cccooooommmmmmuuunnniiiiitttyyy
organizations and local businesses that make up San Francisco neighborhoods. Theooorrrgggaaannniiizzzaaatttiiiooonnns s s aaannnddd lllooocccaaalll bbbuuusisisinnneeesssssseeesss ttthhhaaattt mmmaaakkkeee uuuppp SSSaaannn FFFrrraaannnccciiissscccooo nnneeeiiiggghhhbbbooorrrhhhoooooodddsss... TTThhheee
following article is by Walter Thompson and was rst published on June 23, 2016.fffooofffff llllllooowinwinwinggg aaarrrtttiiicccllleee iiis s s bbbyyy WWWaaaWWWWW lllttteeerrr TTThhhooommmpppsssooonnn aaannnddd wwwaaasss rrrsssttt pppuuubbbllliiissshhheeeddd ooonnn JJJuuunnneee 222333,,, 222000111666...

TheTTThhheee gophersgggoooppphhheeerrrsss of Golden Gate Park spend most of their lives below ground, but asoooff f GGGooollldddeeennn GGGaaattteee PPPaaarrrkkk spspspeeennnddd mmmooosssttt ooofff ttthhheeeiiirrr llliiivvveeesss bbbeeellloooww w gggrrrooouuunnnddd,,, bbbuuuttt aaasss

soon as they emerge, they're a potential meal forsoonsoonsoon aaasss ttthhheeeyyyy eeemmmeeerrrgggeee,,, ttthhheeeyyyy'''rrreee aaa pppooottteeennntttiiiaaalll mmmeeeaaalll fffooofffff rrr coyotescccoooyyyooottteeesss,,,, great horned owlsgggrrreeeaaattt hhhooorrrnnneeeddd ooowlwlwlsss andaaannnddd

other raptors. However, many park visitors have been astonished to learn thatooottthhheeerrr rrraaappptttooorrrs.s.s. HHHooowwweeevvveeerrr,,, mmmaaannnyyyy pppaaarrrkkk vvviiisssiiitttooorrrsss hhhaaavvveee bbbeeeeeennn aaassstttooonnniiissshhheeeddd tttooo llleeeaaarrrnnn ttthhhaaattt

these furry critters have another mortal enemy:ttthhheeesesese fufufurrrrrryyy cccrrriiitttttteeerrrsss hhhaaavvveee aaannnooottthhheeerrr mmmooorrrtttaaalll eeennneeemmmyyy::: the great blue heronttthhheee gggrrreeeaaattt bbbllluuueee hhheeerrrooonnn....

According to Victoria Heyse, a waterbird biologist atAAAccccccooorrrdddiiinnnggg tttooo VVVViiiccctttooorrriiiaaa HHHeeeyyyysesese,,, aaa wwwwaaattteeerrrbbbiiirrrddd bbbiiiooolllooogggiiisssttt aaattt The San Francisco Bay BirdTTThhheee SSSaaannn FFFrrraaannnccciiiscscscooo BaBaBayyyy BBBiiirrrddd

ObservatoryOOObbbseseserrrvvvaaatttooorrryyyy (SFBBO) there's a heron colony in Golden Gate Park that hosts ve((((SSSFFFBBBBOBOBO))) ttthhheeerrreee'''sss aaa hhheeerrrooonnn cccooolllooonnnyyy iiinnn GGGooollldddeeennn GGGaaattteee PPPaaarrrkkk ttthhhaaattt hhhooossstttsss vvveee

Great Blue Herons are eating gophers in Golden Gate Park.iiGGGrrreeeeeaaaaaattttt BBBBBBBllluuueeeee HHHHeeeeerrrrooooonnnsss aaaaaarrreeeee eeeeeaaaaatttttiiiiinnnggggggg gggggggooooophpphhpp eeeeerrrsss iiiiinnn GGGooooollldddddeeeeennn GGGaaaaattttteeeee PPPPPaaaaaarrrrkkk...
Walter Thompson/ HoodlineW iWWWaaaallltttteeerrrr TTThhhooommmpspspsooonnn/// HHHoooooodddllliiinnneee
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ObservatoryOOOOObbbbbseeess rrrvvvaaaaatttooooorrryyy (SFBBO), there s a heron colony in Golden Gate Park that hosts ve(((SSSFFFBBBBOBOBO))),,, ttthhheeerrreee sss aaa hhheeerrrooonnn cccooolllooonnnyyy iiinnn GGGooollldddeeennn GGGaaattteee PPPaaarrrkkk ttthhhaaattt hhhooossstttsss vvveee

nests. Given the chance, every resident could make a meal of a pocket gopher,nnneeestststs.s.s. GGGiiivvveeennn ttthhheee ccchhhaaannnccceee,,, eeevvveeerrryyyy rrreeesssiiidddeeennnttt cccooouuulllddd mmmaaakkkeee aaa mmmeeeaaalll ooofff aaa pppoooccckkkeeettt gggoooppphhheeerrr,,,

which can weigh up to 8.5 ounces.whwhwhiiiccchhh cccaaannn wwweeeiiiggghhh uuuppp tttooo 888...555 ooouuunnnccceeesss...

Great blue herons are wading birds, but "they eat a variety of things," said Heyse.GGGrrreeeaaattt bbbllluuueee hhheeerrrooonnnsss aaarrreee wwwaaadddiiinnnggg bbbiiirrrdddsss,,, bbbuuuttt """ttthhheeeyyy eeeaaattt aaa vvvaaarrriiieeetttyyy ooofff ttthhhiiinnngggsss,,,""" sssaaaiiiddd HHHHeeeyyyyssseee...

"They like to stalk their prey, so they'll wander around and really go for anything."" """"TTThhheeeyyyy llliiikkkeee tttooo stststaaalllkkk ttthhheeeiiirrr ppprrreeeyyy,,, sososo ttthhheeeyyyy'''llllll wwwwaaannndddeeerrr aaarrrooouuunnnddd aaannnddd rrreeeaaallllllyyy gggooo fffooofffff rrr aaannnyyyttthhhiiinnnggg..."""

Fish, amphibians and smaller birds are all on the menu, "as are small mammals, ifFFFiiishshsh,,, aaammmppphhhiiibbbiiiaaannnsss aaannnddd smsmsmaaalllllleeerrr bbbiiirrrdddsss aaarrreee aaallllll ooonnn ttthhheee mmmeeennnuuu,,, """aaasss aaarrreee sssmmmaaallllll mmmaaammmmmmaaalllsss,,, iiifff

they can manage to get them.""ttthhheeeyyyy cccaaannn mmmaaannnaaagggeee tttooo gggeeettt ttthhheeemmm..."""

Elliot
@Loh

@coolbiRdpics yesterday in Golden Gate Park, San 
Francisco

6:41 PM · May 6, 2016
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Mature great blue herons top out at just under ve feet tall, and have a wingspan ofMMMaaaaatttuuurrreeeee gggggggrrreeeeeaaaaattt bbbbbllluuueeeee hhheeeeerrrooooonnnsss tttoooooppppp ooooouuuttt aaaaattt jjjjjuuusssttt uuunnndddddeeeeerrr vvveeeee ffffeeeeefffff eeeeettt tttaaaaallllll,,, aaaaannnddddd hhhaaaaavvveeeee aaaaa wwwiiiiinnngggggggssspppppaaaaannn ooofff

about 80 inches. Using its tapered bill as a spear, a heron on a hunt will hover overaaabbbooouuuttt 888000 iiinnnccchhheees.s.s. UUUsisisinnnggg iiitttsss tttaaapppeeerrreeeddd bbbiiillllll aaasss aaa ssspppeeeaaarrr,,, aaa hhheeerrrooonnn ooonnn aaa hhhuuunnnttt wwwiiillllll hhhooovvveeerrr ooovvveeerrr

a hole until it detects movement. Once an unsuspecting gopher disturbs the looselyaaa hhhooollleee uuunnntttiiilll iiittt dddeeettteeeccctttsss mmmooovvveeemmmeeennnttt... OOOnnnccceee aaannn uuunnnsssuuussspppeeeccctttiiinnnggg gggoooppphhheeerrr dddiiissstttuuurrrbbbsss ttthhheee llloooooossseeelllyyyy

packed dirt that serves as its front door, the heron drives its spear-like beak intopppaaaccckkkeeeddd dddiiirrrttt ttthhhaaattt seseserrrvvveeesss aaasss iiitttsss frfrfrooonnnttt dddoooooorrr,,, ttthhheee hhheeerrrooonnn dddrrriiivvveeesss iiitttsss ssspppeeeaaarrr---llliiikkkeee bbbeeeaaakkk iiinnntttooo

the hole.ttthhheee hhhooollleee...

Voila: one gopher kebab, to go.VVVoooVVVVV iiilllaaa::: ooonnneee gggoooppphhheeerrr kkkeeebbbaaabbb,,, tttooo gggooo...

Elliot
@Loh

Replying to @Loh

@coolbiRdpics @TetZoo moments layer it was swallowed 
h l t th h d d li ht f ll tt di

14 Most Sued Industries for ADA Non-
Compliance | GoMarketing

accessiBe Learn more

ADVERTISEMENTAAAAADDDDDDVVVVEEERRRRRTTTIIISSSEEEMMMEEENNNTTT
Article continues below this adi i iAAArrrttttiiicccllleee cccooonnnttttiiinnnuuueeesss bbbeeelllooowww ttthhhiiisss aaaaddd

Read MoreRead MorRead MorRead Moreee



Since they lack teeth, great blue herons "can swallow a lot of things," said Heyse,SSSiiiiinnnccceeeee ttthhheeeeeyyyy lllaaaaaccckkk ttteeeeeeeeeettthhh,,, gggggggrrreeeeeaaaaattt bbbbbllluuueeeee hhheeeeerrrooooonnnsss """""cccaaaaannn ssswwwaaaaallllllooooowww aaaaa lllooooottt ooooofff ttthhhiiiiinnngggggggsss,,,""""" sssaaaaaiiiddd HHHeeeyyyssseee,,,

who added that they manipulate their prey to get the easiest angle. Unlike birds ofwhwhwhooo aaaddddddeeeddd ttthhhaaattt ttthhheeeyyy mmmaaannniiipppuuulllaaattteee ttthhheeeiiirrr ppprrreeeyyy tttooo gggeeettt ttthhheee eeeaaasssiiieeesssttt aaannngggllleee... UUUUnnnllliiikkkeee bbbiiirrrdddsss ooofff

prey, which regurgitate small bones and fur, great blue herons digest everything.ppprrreeeyyy,,, whwhwhiiiccchhh rrreeeggguuurrrgggiiitttaaattteee smsmsmaaallllll bbbooonnneeesss aaannnddd fffuuufffff rrr,,, gggrrreeeaaattt bbbllluuueee hhheeerrrooonnnsss dddiiigggeeesssttt eeevvveeerrryyyttthhhiiinnnggg...

According to Heyse, that the birds usually live for ve to seven years, althoughAAAccccccooorrrdddiiinnnggg tttooo HHHHeeeyyyysesese,,, ttthhhaaattt ttthhheee bbbiiirrrdddsss uuusssuuuaaallllllyyy llliiivvveee fffooofffff rrr vvveee tttooo ssseeevvveeennn yyyeeeaaarrrsss,,, aaalllttthhhooouuuggghhh

they've been known to live into their 20s in captivity.2ttthhheeeyyyy'''vvveee bbbeeeeeennn kkknnnooownwnwn tttooo llliiivvveee iiinnntttooo ttthhheeeiiirrr 222000sss iiinnn cccaaappptttiiivvviiitttyyyy...

whole, to the horror and delight of all attending

7:30 PM · May 6, 2016
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The heronry in Golden Gate Park is watched over by volunteers fromTTThhheee hhheeerrrooonnnrrryyyy iiinnn GGGooollldddeeennn GGGaaattteee PPPaaarrrkkk iiisss wwwwaaatttccchhheeeddd ooovvveeerrr bbbyyyy vvvooollluuunnnttteeeeeerrrsss fffrrrfffff ooommm SFBBO'sSSSFFFBBBBOBOBO'''sss

Colonial Bird Monitoring ProgramCCCooolllooonnniiiaaalll BBBiiirrrddd MMMooonnniiitttooorrriiinnnggg PPPrrrooogggrrraaammm. Since 1982, trackers have visited the park to take... SSSiiinnnccceee 1119999888222,,, tttrrraaaccckkkeeerrrsss hhhaaavvveee vvviiisisisittteeeddd ttthhheee pppaaarrrkkk tttooo tttaaakkkeee

population counts and map nest sites. Other heron colonies in San Francisco arepppooopppuuulllaaatttiiiooonnn cccooouuunnntttsss aaannnddd mmmaaappp nnneeesssttt sssiiittteeesss... OOOttthhheeerrr hhheeerrrooonnn cccooolllooonnniiieeesss iiinnn SSSaaannn FFFrrraaannnccciiissscccooo aaarrreee

located near Lake Merced, the Palace of Fine Arts and Stow Lake.lllooocccaaattteeeddd nnneeeaaarrr LLLaaakkkeee MMMeeerrrccceeeddd,,, ttthhheee PPPaaalllaaaccceee ooofff FFFiiinnneee AAArrrtttsss aaannnddd SSStttooowww LLLaaakkkeee...

SFBBO acceptsSSSFFFBBBBOBOBO aaacccccceeeppptttsss applications to the waterbird monitor programaaappppppllliiicccaaatttiiiooonnnsss tttooo ttthhheee wwwaaattteeerrrbbbiiirrrddd mmmooonnniiitttooorrr ppprrrooogggrrraaammm year-round, butyyyeeeaaarrr---rrrooouuunnnddd,,, bbbuuuttt

volunteers won't be assigned until January/February. Applicants must have priorvvvooollluuunnnttteeeeeerrrsss wwwooonnn'''ttt bbbeee aaassigssigssignnneeeddd uuunnntttiiilll JJJaaannnuuuaaarrryyy///yyy//yyyy FFFeeebbbrrruuuaaarrryyyy... AAAppppppllliiicccaaannntttsss mmmuuusssttt hhhaaavvveee ppprrriiiooorrr

experience identifying relevant species and be able to drive on dirt roads. They'reeeexxxpppeeerrriiieeennnccceee iiidddeeennntttiiifffyyyfffff iiinnnggg rrreeellleeevvvaaannnttt ssspppeeeccciiieeesss aaannnddd bbbeee aaabbbllleee tttooo dddrrriiivvveee ooonnn dddiiirrrttt rrroooaaadddsss... TTThhheeeyyy'''rrreee

also required to attend an orientation before joining the monthly surveys, whichaaalllsososo rrreeeqqquuuiiirrreeeddd tttooo aaatttttteeennnddd aaannn ooorrriiieeennntttaaatttiiiooonnn bbbeeefffooofffff rrreee jjjoooiiinnniiinnnggg ttthhheee mmmooonnnttthhhlllyyy sssuuurrrvvveeeyyysss,,, wwwwhhhiiiccchhh

take place between March and August.tttaaakkkeee ppplllaaaccceee bbbeeetttwwwweeeeeennn MMMaaarrrccchhh aaannnddd AAAuuuggguuusssttt...

HHHHHHHeeeeeeeerrrrrrroooooonnnnnnn ccccccaaaaaaapppppppttttttttuuuuuuurrrrrrreeeeeeeesssssss ggggggggoooooopppppppphhhhhhheeeeeeerrrrrrr aaaaaaatttttttt  SSSSSSSaaaaaaannnnnnn  FFFFFFFFrrrrrrraaaaaaannnnnnncccccciiiiiissssssccccccoooooo GGGGGGGoooooolllllldddddddeeeeeeeennnnnnn  GGGGGGGaaaaaaatttttttteeeeeeeeHeron captures gopher at San Francisco Golden Gate
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HUNTING HERONS AT POINT REYES
NATIONAL SEASHORE

NOVEMBER 11 , 2019 / SHEILA NEWENHAM

Gophers are everywhere in this part of Northern California.  The landscape is literally

pockmarked with their holes.  Their vision is poor, living mostly underground, nding

food by smell and navigating with their exquisitely sensitive whiskers.  They eat

primarily grasses, shoots and roots sometimes pulling a whole plant through the

HOME  WILDLIFE  HUNTING HERONS ATAA POINT REYES NATAA IONAL SEASHORE

E X P L O R I N G  N A T U R E  B Y  S H E I L A
N E W E N H A M

S H A R I N G  E X P E R I E N C E S  A N D  O B S E R V A T I O N S

☰ M E N U





ground into their tunnel like some sort of magic disappearing act.  When these

Botta’s Pocket Gophers show up at their burrow openings, they will retreat

disappearing in one-tenth of a second.  And reasonably so since everybody here eats

gophers – raptors, ravens, bobcats, coyotes, foxes and even great blue herons.

Walking the elds looking and listening

This is a seldom-seen hunting behavior in great blue herons and great egrets.  These

feathered hunters are classi ed as wading birds and commonly eat sh, crabs, frogs,

and insects. But here at Point Reyes National Seashore, they’ve adapted to what iss




most readily available: gophers. The herons slowly stalk the open elds, stopping to

tilt their head one way and then another listening and waiting.  They can hear the

gophers moving underground.  And the gopher can “hear” them walking, too, by the

vibrations picked up by its whiskers.

When I rst saw a great blue heron standing in a eld here, I didn’t know he was

hunting standing quietly by a burrow hole, listening and waiting.  I would have

driven right by.  Patience is rewarded here.  The heron freezes.  He tenses and slowly,

smoothly and deliberately coils his head and neck backward, carefully starts to unfurl

his wings and in an instant is off the ground. The full force of his body is thrown

behind the piercing, razor-sharp beak aimed at a ve-inch long gopher at the

opening of its burrow.





The Leap





The Strike

When the heron’s feet hit the ground again, a struggling gopher hangs from its bill.





The heron’s aim for a fatal strike was off the mark and the gopher is desperately

trying to free himself from this grasp. Meanwhile, the heron is trying to readjust his

grip for a better hold and ease of swallowing without losing his catch.













It’s fascinating and a little gruesome at the same time.  I feel compassion for the ill-

fated, little gopher so violently torn from his home and at the same time, I know this

is the web of life, necessary for all of us in one way or another.





















Daniel Dietrich, of Point Reyes Wildlife Safaris, tells me that the Great Blue Herons

here usually strike at a gopher every 5-10 minutes while hunting the elds.  They

certainly aren’t always successful.  However, he once watched a single heron swallow

ve or six gophers in the span of 45minutes.  Where would this ve-pound bird put

that much much food??









The Swallow





Look at how fat that neck is now!

After several tense minutes, the meal was complete and the heron hunted on.

This was amazing to see; the adaptations, techniques and skill of these birds, and

even more spectacular to be able to photograph it.

f you’ve enjoyed this article, subscribe to my blog to get email updates about new

posts.

Email address:

Your email address
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LANDSCAPE INFLUENCE ON THE QUALITY OF HERON AND EGRET
COLONY SITES

John P. Kelly1, Diana Stralberg2, Katie Etienne1, and Mark McCaustland1

1Cypress Grove Research Center, Audubon Canyon Ranch

P. O. Box 808, Marshall, California, USA 94940

E-mail: kellyjp@egret.org

2PRBO Conservation Science

3820 Cypress Drive #11Petaluma, California, USA 94954

Abstract: We evaluated landscape associations related to heron and egret colony site selection and the

productivity of successful great blue heron (Ardea herodias) and great egret (Ardea alba) nests. The study

was based on annual observations (1991–2005) at 45 colony sites known to be active within 10 km of

historic tidal marshes of northern San Francisco Bay. The analyses focused on a priori models analyzed

within 1, 3, 5, 7, and 10 km of colony sites, using the areal extents of several NOAA land cover types

(Landsat images, 2000–2002), number of wetland patches, and total wetland edge as predictor variables.

A comparison of landscape characteristics surrounding colony sites with those surrounding randomly

selected, unoccupied sites revealed the primary importance of estuarine emergent wetland and open water

within 1 km of colony sites. Increased productivity in successful great blue heron nests was associated

with more estuarine emergent wetland, open water, and low-intensity development, and less grassland,

but was not differentially related to the extent of habitat available within any particular distance from

colony sites. The productivity in successful great egret nests was associated with variation in habitat

extent at larger spatial scales, especially within 10 km of heronies, with nests producing more young at

sites surrounded by more estuarine emergent wetland and low-intensity development, less open water and

palustrine emergent wetland, and more patches of wetland habitat. To estimate landscape foraging

patterns, we used aircraft to track the flights of great egrets departing from heronries and used the

observed flight distances, colony sizes, and the regional distribution of wetland habitat to model regional

foraging densities. Results suggested that increasing the extent of wetland feeding areas for herons and

egrets might improve reproductive performance in colony sites up to 10 km away, increase foraging by

herons and egrets in created or restored wetlands within 3–10 km of sites, and enhance nest abundance at

colony sites within 1 km of restoration sites. Regional maps based on the distribution of colony-sites and

predictions of landscape influences on colony site selection, nest productivity, and foraging dispersion,

suggested areas potentially suitable for colonization.

Key Words: Ardeidae, coloniality, foraging, habitat selection, productivity, reproductive success, San

Francisco Bay, wetland restoration

INTRODUCTION

Identifying habitat conditions needed for success-

ful nesting is an essential part of protecting habitat

to maintain populations of birds. Colonial nesting

birds establish breeding territories that are spatially

packed within a centralized colony site (heronry)

from which they recurrently depart in search of food

(Wittenberger and Hunt 1985). In herons and egrets,

these foraging excursions may be limited to nearby

feeding areas or may involve travel over consider-

ably greater distances. For example, great blue

herons (Ardea herodias (L.)) and great egrets (Ardea

alba (L.)) often forage within a few km of their

nesting colonies but may travel 20 km or more to

hunt for food (Custer and Osborn 1978, Bancroft et.

al 1994, Custer and Galli 2002). The costly

expenditure of time and energy needed to conduct

long flights is considered to be an important

influence on the distances traveled by these birds

(Wittenberger and Hunt 1985, Gibbs 1991, Smith

1995). If flight costs limit the ability of nesting

herons and egrets to provision their young, any loss

or degradation of foraging habitat that forces them

to travel farther to find food might impose an

additional burden that further limits their ability to

feed young, leading to reduced reproductive success.

The substantial ecological and economic values of

wetlands and associated pressures resulting from

changes in human land use have inspired continuing

interest in the relationships between nesting distri-

butions of herons and egrets and the extent or
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quality of their surrounding wetland feeding areas

(Parnell et al. 1988).

Many authors have addressed the influences of

foraging habitat within particular distances of

heronries (Fasola and Alieri 1992a, Bancroft et al.

1994, Custer and Galli 2002, Tourenq et al. 2004)

and the habitat preferences of foraging individuals

(Custer and Osborn 1978, Hom 1983, Strong et al.

1997, Bancroft et al. 2002, Trocki and Paton 2006).

Other investigators have measured the use or

selection of nest-site or colony-site habitat (Gibbs

et al. 1987, Fasola and Alieri 1992b, Kelly et al.

1993, 2007, Grüll and Ranner 1998). Studies in

inland Maine (Gibbs 1991) and Illinois (Gibbs and

Kinkel 1997) demonstrated that great blue herons

established colonies near the center of available

foraging habitat, potentially minimizing aggregate

travel costs. Tourenq et al. (2004) found that annual

variation in nesting abundance in colonies of tree-

nesting herons was significantly related to changes in

the spatial extent of rice fields within 1, 5, and 10 km

of heronries. However the effects of habitat extent

and configuration at multiple scales on the locations

of colony sites, relative to available nesting habitat,

has not been thoroughly investigated and has not

been examined in an estuarine setting.

The productivity of heron and egret nests typically

depends on the extent of brood reduction, which

results from asynchronous incubation and hatching

that leads to a hierarchy of competitiveness and

survivorship among nestlings (Kushlan and Hancock

2005). One benefit of brood reduction is an ability to

match the number of young produced in successful

nests to unpredicted changes in prey availability, or

variation in the quality or productivity of feeding

areas (Lack 1947, 1954, Mock et al. 1987, Mock and

Forbes 1994). Therefore, the productivity of success-

ful nests is likely to be sensitive to the availability of

suitable foraging habitat. A few studies have directly

related the characteristics of foraging sites, nest sites,

or colony sites to levels of reproductive success

(Beaver et al. 1980, Powell 1983, Frederick and

Collopy 1989, Frederick et al. 1992). However,

information is lacking on the relative effects of

available foraging habitat at multiple spatial scales

on heron or egret reproductive performance.

The creation of wildlife habitat is often a principal

goal in wetland restoration (Zedler 2001). Increasing

interest in trophic connections as functional targets

in ecological restoration recognizes the importance

of top predators such as herons and egrets (Palmer

et al. 1997, Vander Zanden et al. 2006). Herons and

egrets exhibit patchy foraging distributions and

respond closely to dynamic changes in prey abun-

dance among wetland feeding sites (Kushlan and

Hancock 2005). Measurements of foraging ranges

further indicate that foraging densities of nesting

herons and egrets decrease with increasing distance

from heronries (Custer and Osborn 1978, Dowd and

Flake 1985, Nemeth et al. 2005, but see Trocki and

Paton 2006). Other evidence indicates that herons

and egrets in many areas do not saturate available

foraging habitat (Butler 1994, 1995, Gibbs and

Kinkel 1997). Therefore, estimating foraging distri-

butions and the spatial extent of habitat influences

surrounding colony sites may help explain differ-

ences in foraging density or predation in particular

areas such as wetland restoration sites.

The objectives of this study were to determine

landscape-level habitat relationships of nesting great

blue herons and great egrets in the northern San

Francisco Bay region, based on 15 y of regional

monitoring of colony sites. Specifically, we examined

the relative extents of habitat types and the config-

uration of wetland patches, within multiple distances

of nesting colonies, and modeled their influences on

colony site selection and the productivity of success-

ful nests. To evaluate regional implications, we used

the resulting models to generate predictive maps of

landscape quality with regard to colony site selection

and the productivity of successful nests. To determine

if the availability of suitable feeding and nesting areas

was consistent with predicted patterns of space use by

foraging great egrets, we modeled the distribution of

flight distances from colony sites and used the results

to predict the foraging distribution across northern

San Francisco Bay wetlands.

STUDY AREA

The study encompassed all areas within 10 km of

all heron and egret colony sites (1991–2005) within

10 km of the historic tidal-marsh boundary (ca.

1770–1820) of Suisun Bay and the Petaluma and

Napa marshes of San Pablo Bay (Figure 1; San

Francisco Estuary Institute 1999). The area includes

extensive tidal marsh systems as well as historic

wetlands that have been diked and drained or

otherwise managed, although some areas have been

restored to tidal action (San Francisco Bay Area

Wetlands Ecosystem Goals Project 1999). The

Petaluma Marsh consists primarily of fully tidal

marshes; the Napa marsh is a matrix of former salt

evaporation ponds and tidal marsh; and most of the

wetlands in Suisun Marsh are impounded by water-

control levees and managed for duck hunting. The

salinities of wetlands within the study area range

from 30 ppt in the southern part of San Pablo Bay

to nearly fresh in parts of Suisun Marsh. Dominant

wetland plants include perennial pickleweed (Sali-
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cornia virginica (L.)) in the higher salinity marshes,

bulrush species (Bolboschoenus maritimus (L.) and

Schoenoplectus americanus (Pers.)) in brackish areas,

and tule (Schoenoplectus acutus (Muhl. ex. Bigelow)

and S. californicus (C. A. Mey.)), and cattail (Typha

spp.) in the freshest marshes.

The upper portions of the study area extend

across the hillsides and lower slopes of the Coast

Range, with freshwater streams, grazed grasslands,

chaparral, oak and mixed evergreen forests, vine-

yards, and urban and suburban development. Broad

alluvial terraces surrounding the tidal and non-tidal
marshes include seasonal wetlands, rural roads and

housing, and grazed or cultivated lands. Non-native

eucalyptus trees (predominately Eucalyptus globulus

(Labill.)) are the dominant trees associated with

most of the wetland terraces surrounding the San

Francisco Estuary and generally occur as narrow

windbreaks or small patches of , 1 ha.

METHODS

We determined the locations of colony sites

(heronries) through aerial searches in 1991, supple-
mented annually by communications with state,

regional, and local natural resource managers,

county breeding bird atlas project coordinators,

and local bird watching networks, to identify new

colony sites. In addition, we conducted annual,

ground-based searches in May and June, when

colony sites were relatively conspicuous because of

adults actively feeding nestlings, nestlings large

enough to be easily seen or heard, and guano

accumulations beneath nests. Ground searches only

rarely revealed newly established sites because new

colonies were usually detected first through com-

munications with other observers (3.3 6 0.53 [SE]

new sites yr21). Thus, we assumed that all active

colony sites within the study area were included in

our analysis. Colony sites in the region were

generally established in trees, with a few exceptions

in shrubs, snags, reeds, or artificial structures; the

most common nesting substrates were Eucalyptus

trees. Additional information on colony sites is

available from previous papers (Kelly et al. 1993,

2006, 2007).

We used GPS or USGS 7.5-min topographic

quads to record the geographic position of each

heronry (NAD83). All colonies were observed from

the ground or from boats using binoculars and

telescopes. Observers visited most colony sites at

least four times each breeding season, generally at

Figure 1. Heron and egret nesting colonies (solid circles) and randomly selected, unoccupied sites (open circles) within

10 km of historic tidal marsh in northern San Francisco Bay, 1991–2005. The study area is indicated by diagonal hatching.
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monthly or more frequent intervals. Sites that could

be visited only once in a given year were usually

observed in May or early June when nests and

broods were most conspicuous.

Colony Site Selection

To examine patterns of colony site use relative to

the availability of potential nesting sites, we

compared landscape conditions surrounding occu-

pied colony sites (n 5 44; species pooled, including
great blue heron, great egret, snowy egret [Egretta

thula (Molina)], and black-crowned night-heron

[Nycticorax nycticorax (L.)]) to those surrounding

a randomly selected set of unoccupied sites (n5 44).

To identify unoccupied sites within the regional tidal

marsh boundary, we first selected a set of random

locations within the marsh area equal to the number

of occupied sites. We then used aerial photographs
to select the nearest edge of the nearest patch of

mature trees from each random location as an

unoccupied site. A patch was defined as a group of

trees with a contiguous canopy of any areal extent

(most patches , 1 ha), with height . 15 m. To

generate a representative set of unoccupied sites

outside the tidal marsh area, with regard to the

proximity of wetlands, random locations beyond the
regional tidal marsh boundary were selected with the

constraint that they conformed to the distribution of

distances from occupied colony sites to the tidal

marsh boundary; as above, unoccupied sites were

identified from aerial photographs as the nearest

edge of the nearest unoccupied patch of mature trees

from each of the randomly selected locations.

Nest Productivity

Overall nest productivity includes the combined

effects of nest survivorship and the number of young

produced in successful nests. Therefore, overall

productivity is likely to vary with the extent of
available foraging habitat needed to provide food

for nestlings and with other processes, such as nest

predation or disturbance, that affect nest survivor-

ship and can vary with localized conditions (Kelly et

al. 2007). Regional mean nest survivorship was 796
0.4%, for great blue heron and 78 6 0.4% for great

egret. We used the number of young produced in

successful nests as a response variable because it is
potentially more sensitive than overall productivity

to the availability of surrounding foraging areas

needed to provide food for nestlings (Lack 1947,

1954, Mock et al. 1987, Mock and Forbes 1994).

We determined the productivity of successful

nests based on prefledging brood size, determined

when nestlings were 5–8 wks old, for great blue

herons, or 5–7 wks old for great egrets. During these

periods, nestlings were too young to hop away from

their nests and old enough to have survived the

period when most brood reduction occurs (Pratt

1970, Pratt and Winkler 1985). We determined

nestling age by observing focal nests from initiation

or early in the incubation period, by the onset of

post-guardian parental behavior (nestlings 21–28 d

old; Pratt 1970, McCrimmon et al. 2001), and by

nestling size compared to known-age nestlings.

Further detail on methods used to measure repro-

ductive success is available in Kelly et al. (2007).

Landscape Variables

We analyzed landscape associations within 1, 3, 5,

7, and 10 km of colony sites, based on the areal

extents (km2) of land cover types (from 30-m pixel

land cover classification of satellite imagery, NOAA

2000) and the configuration of wetland patches

surrounding sites. These distances were selected to

estimate a range of potential habitat associations

related to foraging distances reported in other

studies (e.g., Custer and Galli 2002, Smith 1995,

Custer and Osborn 1978): adjacent to heronries

(within 1 km), within a distance that could account

for the majority of flights (3 km), within intermedi-

ate distances (5–7 km), and within a distance likely

to account for most foraging flights (10 km).

We selected the five land cover variables as

potentially important habitat associations related

to colony site selection and foraging habitat

preferences, based on experience with herons and

egrets in this region and on published accounts of

nesting and foraging behavior: 1) estuarine emergent

wetland (km2 of tidal and managed estuarine marsh;

Hom 1983, McCrimmon et al. 2001, Trocki and

Paton 2006), 2) open water (km2; includes former

salt ponds; Hom 1983, McCrimmon et al. 2001,

Bancroft et al. 2002), 3) low-intensity development

(km2; includes small buildings, ditches, ponds, and

substantial vegetated surface; Kushlan and Hancock

2005, Kelly et al. 2007), 4) grassland (km2; Butler

1995, Smith 1995, Bancroft et al. 1994), and 5)

palustrine emergent wetland (ha; Thompson 1978,

Bancroft et al. 1994, McCrimmon et al. 2001). Land

cover extents were calculated using ArcGIS 9.1

Spatial Analyst (ESRI 2005). We also hypothesized

that colony site selection and the number of young

in successful nests would be associated with two

variables related to wetland configuration near

heronries: 1) number of wetland patches (potentially

associated with differences in hydrologic timing and

water-level drawdowns that concentrate prey; Erwin
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1983, Dowd and Flake 1985) and 2) total length of

wetland edge (m; Rodgers 1983, Hom 1983).

Wetland patches (tidal marsh only) were determined

by hand-delineation of wetland boundaries from the

San Francisco Bay Area EcoAtlas (San Francisco

Estuary Institute 1998). We used FRAGSTATS v. 3

to calculate the number of wetland patches and total

edge (McGarigal and Marks 1995).

Following Flights

Using fixed-winged aircraft, we measured forag-

ing dispersion by following the flights of great egrets

departing from two colony sites in Suisun Marsh (n

5 36; Figure 2). Observations of following flights

were conducted by at least two observers, in

addition to the pilot, during 2-h observation periods

centered on low (0.01 m above mean lower-low

water) or high (1.1–1.2 m above mean lower-low

water) tides. Flights were conducted in the post-

guardian period of the nesting season, when both

parents at most nests conducted foraging excursions

simultaneously (May 19 and June 6, 2004, June 13,

2005). For each following flight, the plane circled

above a colony site and followed the first departing

great egret, maintaining a distance of 300–350 m

above and behind the bird to avoid disturbance to

the bird’s behavior (Custer and Osborn 1978, Smith

1995, Custer and Galli 2002). We recorded landing

sites manually on USGS 7.5 min topographic maps

and collected GPS coordinates as supplemental

data. Nemeth et al. (2005) found that foraging great

egrets did not choose areas farther from the colony

site after their first landing, and Van Vessem et al.

(1984) found that foraging Grey Herons (Ardea

cinerea (L.)) did not move between sites before

returning to the nesting colony. Therefore, the flight

distances measured in this study are likely to be

representative of foraging distances from colony

sites. If a bird landed for less than one minute, we

planned to follow the continuing flight path and

record the subsequent landing location, but such

continued movement did not occur.

Statistical Analysis

We used logistic regression to analyze differences

between occupied and unoccupied sites in relation to

a priori candidate models developed from nine

combinations of the landscape variables described

above (Table 1; see below). We considered colony

sites that were occupied in one or more years of

study (1991–2005) to be suitable sites for nesting and

contrasted these with randomly selected sites for

which regional communications and annual searches

for new colonies provided no evidence of nesting.

Figure 2. Foraging flight vectors and landing sites of great egrets from two nesting colonies in Suisun Marsh, California.
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Occupied sites (n 5 44) were weighted by average

nest abundance (1991–2005; species pooled) and

unoccupied sites (n5 44) were weighted equally. We

used the peak number of active nests as an estimate

of annual nest abundance. Before April 1, nests were

assumed to be active if they contained two adults, an

adult carrying nest material, nestlings, or an adult

incubating or caring for eggs. After April 1 of each

year, all occupied nests were assumed to be active.

We used the approach above to analyze colony

site preferences, rather than accounting for possible

differences between years, because 1) colony sites

were generally active across most or all years,

suggesting persistent site preferences, 2) traditional

use of heronries (Simpson et al. 1987) suggests a

potentially strong dependence in site selection

between years, 3) local disturbance unrelated to

differences in foraging habitat resulted in abandon-

ment of colony sites in some years, 4) changes in the

extent of tidal, nontidal (diked), and seasonal

wetlands during the study period were minor (San

Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem Goals

Project 1999, The Bay Institute 2004, 2005), and 5)

annual data for independent variables were not

available.

We used multiple linear regression to analyze the

effects of landscape variables on the productivity of

successful nests. The analysis was organized around

the same a priori combinations of predictor variables

that were used in the colony site selection analysis

(Table 1; see below). The dependent variable was

mean prefledging brood size in each colony site (38

great blue heron colonies; 20 great egret colonies)

each year (1991–2005; great blue heron: n 5 255;

great egret: n 5 122), weighted by the number of

nests measured (percent measured annually in each

colony: 64 6 1.7%, SE, for great blue heron; 31 6
2.5% for great egret). Indicator variables for year

were included in each model to control for annual

differences in the productivity of successful nests.

The a priori candidate models used in logistic and

multiple regression analyses were structured by

identical combinations of independent variables

(Table 1). These combinations were selected as

simple groups of predictors that were most likely

to account for variation in nesting or feeding

behavior, based on our experience in this region

and on published accounts of heron and egret

habitat relationships. They represented general

hypotheses related to wetland habitat area (three

combinations of predictors), wetland and upland

habitat area (three combinations), and wetland area

and configuration (three combinations; Table 1). In

each set of analyses, we used these general hypoth-

eses to generate nine a priori models at each of five

spatial scales, based on values measured within 1, 3,

5, 7, and 10 km of heronries. This resulted in 45

candidate models representing scale-specific hypoth-

eses related to combinations of habitat influence. In

developing the candidate models, we examined

correlations between independent variables and

excluded pairwise combinations that were highly

correlated at one or more scales (|r| . 0.70, Table 1;

Graham 2003). When choosing between highly

correlated variables, we selected the predictor

leading to a variable combination hypothesized to

best account for nesting or foraging behavior.

We examined residuals to confirm that the

assumption of linearity in the logit held for each

independent variable in logistic regressions (Hosmer

and Lemeshow 1989). Based on visual inspection of

scatterplots and residual plots following multiple

regressions, brood-size predictors were linearly

related to response variables and assumptions of

normality and equal variance were satisfied. To test

for spatial autocorrelation of response variables, we

calculated Geary’s C for residuals from all brood

size and colony site selection models, which was near

Table 1. Combinations of independent variables used in

a priori models of landscape effects on heron and egret

colony site selection and productivity of successful nests in

northern San Francisco Bay. Five models were generated

from each combination of variables by measuring values

within 1, 3, 5, 7, and 10 km of colony sites.a

Wetland area

Estuarine emergent wetland (km2), open water (km2),

palustrine emergent wetland (ha)

Estuarine emergent wetland (km2), open water (km2)

Estuarine emergent wetland (km2), palustrine emergent

wetland (ha)

Wetland and upland area

Estuarine emergent wetland, grassland (km2), low-

intensity development (km2)

Estuarine emergent wetland (km2), open water (km2),

low-intensity development (km2)

Estuarine emergent wetland (km2), grassland (km2)

Wetland area and configuration

Open water (km2), number of wetland patches

Open water (km2), total wetland edge (m)

Open water (km2), palustrine emergent wetlands (ha),

number of wetland patches
a Pairwise |r| , 0.70 between variables in each model; combina-
tions of predictors did not include the following correlated pairs
of variables: open water and grassland (r , 20.70 within 3, 5, 7,
and 10 km), estuarine emergent wetland and number of wetland
patches (r . 0.70 within 3, 5, 7, and 10 km); estuarine emergent
wetland and total wetland edge (r. 0.70 within 5, 7, and 10 km);
total wetland edge and number of wetland patches (r . 0.70
within 1, 7, and 10 km).
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1.0 within distances of 10, 20, 30, and 40 km (0.90,
Ĉ , 1.02, P . 0.05; Geary 1954, Schabenberger and

Gotway 2005). Therefore, we assumed that response

variables were not spatially correlated and that

model assumptions of independence were satisfied.

All statistical analyses were conducted using

STATA (Statacorp 2005).

The best models were considered to be those with

the lowest Akaike’s Information Criterion corrected

for small samples (AICc; Burnham and Anderson

2002). We calculated the differences between the

AICc value for the top model and other candidate

models (DAICc) and selected models with DAICc ,
7 as those with the greatest strength of evidence,

given the data (Burnham and Anderson 2002).

Because it is well established that foraging great

blue herons and great egrets may fly farther than

10 km to feed (Smith 1995, Custer and Galli 2002,

this study), we predicted that the relative strengths

of candidate models in the analyses of colony site

selection and brood size would be greatest when

independent variables were measured within the

largest radius around colony sites (10 km).

We evaluated the predictive information in each

variable in the selected set of models by calculating its

model-averaged coefficient as the sum across all

models in which it occurred, multiplied by Akaike

weights (wi; relative measures of model support that

sum to 1 across models), and calculated confidence

intervals that incorporated model uncertainty (Burn-

ham and Anderson 2002). We also evaluated the

relative importance of each predictor variable present

in the set of best models, by summing the relative

Akaike weights across all models in which the

variable occurred (Burnham and Anderson 2002).

Because the logistic regression was based on case-

control sampling of occupied vs. unoccupied sites, we

interpreted the results in terms of odds ratios

(Keating and Cherry 2004). To further evaluate the

performance of important predictors across spatial

scales, we calculated the model-averaged coefficients

or odds ratios across all models, for all five scale-

specific versions of each variable that occurred in the

selected set of best models, and plotted the values

across spatial extents of measurement. These predic-

tors also accounted for all variables present in models

with the most evidence of support within each scale

(DAICc , 4.0 within scales).

To examine regional patterns of landscape habitat

influence, we created predictive maps based on

model-averaged predictions from each selected set of

best models. For each analysis, we mapped model-

averaged predictions for all points in the study area

across a 100-m resolution grid. Thus, we used the

models to predict nest productivity and the odds of

colony-site use expected at any point if suitable nest

substrate and site-level conditions were present. To

provide equations that produce estimates identical

to averaging the predictions from the models in each

set, we calculated averaged models based on model-

averaged coefficients that incorporate values of zero

for models in which they did not occur (Burnham

and Anderson 2002: 152).

The observed foraging flight distances of great

egrets did not differ significantly (p . 0.05) across

days (F2,31 5 0.03), tides (F1,31 5 1.14), colony sites

(F1,31 5 0.34), or interactions of these effects (F1 or 2, 30

, 0.77). Because of limited sample sizes (n 5 36), we

pooled the observations to estimate the distribution

of foraging distances, and thus flight distances

predicted from this limited sample should be

interpreted cautiously. We modeled foraging dis-

persion, based on 1,000 bootstrap samples of flight

distances (Manly 1997), as a two parameter rise to

a maximum proportion of landings with increases

in habitat area accessible within foraging flight

distances (radii):

y ~ 1 { eax
b

, ð1Þ
where y is the cumultive proportion of foraging

flights that terminate at locations within a given

distance from the colony site, x is either the circular

area (km2) around the site within a radius equal to

the foraging flight distance (distance model) or the

area of wetland habitat (km2 of estuarine emergent

+ palustrine emergent wetland) within a radius

equal to the foraging flight distance (habitat

model). The distance model estimates foraging

densities that would be likely if foraging dispersion

is determined solely by the time or energy costs of

travel. The habitat model estimates foraging densi-

ties if dispersion varies with the extent of available

habitat. The model parameters ‘‘a’’ and ‘‘b’’

elaborate slightly on the one-parameter model used

by Nemeth et al. (2005), which estimates an

exponential decline in landings that is proportional

to flight distance. The parameter ‘‘a’’ is the

proportional constant of exponential decline in

cumulative landing rate and ‘‘b’’ scales landing

rates to the extent of available habitat. Thus, area (x)

should scale to near b 5 0.5 to estimate the log-

proportional decline in landing rate relative to flight

distance or overall area (distance increases increases

with area0.5). If landing rate is estimated relative to

available habitat, b . 0.5 because flight distance

increases with habitat area. 0.5.

The derivative of Equation 1 predicts the propor-

tional landing rate at any distance:

y0 ~ {eax
b � a b x(b{1): ð2Þ
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Multiplying the proportion estimated by Equation 2

by twice the number of active nests predicts the density

of birds at any distance when all nests are in the post-

guarding stage (both parents foraging simultaneously).

Because all observed foraging flights teminated in

wetlands, we assumed in both models that all birds

land in wetlands. To estimate the areal extent of

wetlands within a given flight distance (radius) from

each colony site, and thus the extent of foraging

habitat assumed to be suitable for landing, we used

quadratic models based on the extent of available

wetland within 1, 3, 5, 7, and 10 km of each colony

site. Because the data closely fit the quadratic models

at all colony sites (R2 . 0.97), we used the models to

estimate the extent of wetlands accessible from each

heronry at distances corresponding to each potential

landing location, rather than measure actual wetland

area for each distance from land cover data. The rate

of increase in available wetland habitat relative to total

area with increasing distance from each colony was

measured as the derivative of each quadratic model

divided by the derivative of the increase in total area

(6.28 3 distance). Thus, the distance model predicts

the density of birds in wetlands (D) at any distance,

based on observed flight distances, as

Ddistance model ~ 2n � {eax
b � a b x(b{1)

h i�

HA z 2HB � Distð Þ= 6:28 � Distð Þ½ �
ð3Þ

where the numerator is the number of adults in a

colony (2n) times the proportional dispersion km22 at

a given distance (Equation 2), HA and HB are the

linear and quadratic parameters, repectively, from the

quadratic models for wetland area, and the denomi-

nator adjusts for the proportion of wetlands available

within the foraging flight distance (Dist).

Table 2. Logistic regression models of occupied (n 5 44) vs. unoccupied (n 5 44) colony sites in northern San Francisco

Bay, 1991–2005. The measurement scale (areal extent indicated by radius around colony site), number of parameters

including constant (K), Akaike’s Information Criterion adjusted for small sample size ( AICc), difference in AICc (DAICc),

Akaike weights (wi), and Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic (Ĉ) are provided. Only models with DAICc , 7 are

presented, representing the 0.95 model confidence set (gwi). The following predictors, each measured at the 1-km scale,

were included in the averaged model (g(x)): estuarine emergent wetland (ESTUAR), open water (OPENW), palustrine

emergent wetland (PALUSTR), low-intensity development (LOWINT), grassland (GRASSL), and number of wetland

patches (NPATCH), and total wetland edge (TEDGE).

MODELa
Scale

(km radius) K AICc DAICc wi

Hosmer-Lemeshow

Ĉ p

ESTUAR, OPENW 1 3 107.47 0.00 0.422 11.27 0.187

ESTUAR, OPENW, PALUST 1 4 108.07 0.60 0.313 6.76 0.563

ESTUAR, OPENW, LOWINT 1 4 109.61 2.14 0.145 13.88 0.085

OPENW, NPATCH 1 3 112.47 4.99 0.035 8.16 0.418

OPENW, TEDGE 1 3 113.06 5.59 0.026 1.76 0.987

OPENW, PALUST, NPATCH 1 4 114.18 6.71 0.015 5.40 0.714

ESTUAR, GRASSL, LOWINT 1 4 114.41 6.93 0.013 9.14 0.331

g(x) 5 exp[21.017 + 0.642(ESTUAR) + 1.060(OPENW) + 0.017(PALUSTR) 2 0.006(LOWINT) 2 0.011(GRASSL) +
0.005(NPATCH) + 0.000001(TEDGE)] / [1+ exp[21.017 + 0.642(ESTUAR) + 1.060(OPENW) + 0.017(PALUSTR) 2
0.006(LOWINT) 2 0.011(GRASSL) + 0.005(NPATCH) + 0.000001(TEDGE)]]

Table 3. Landscape variables in logistic regression models of occupied (n 5 44) vs. unoccupied (n 5 44) heron and egret

colony sites in northern San Francisco Bay, 1991–2005. Scale indicates the radius around each colony site within which

variables were measured. Model-averaged odds of predicted colony site use (based on all models in which each variable

occurred, with 95% confidence interval), and relative importance (gwi) of each variable are provided. Only variables in the

selected best set of models (DAICc , 7) are presented.

Variable Scale (km radius) Odds 95% CI gwi
a

Open water (km2) 1 2.930 1.549–5.539 0.955

Estuarine emergent wetland (km2) 1 2.008 1.075–3.724 0.899

Palustrine emergent wetland (ha) 1 1.050 0.969–1.138 0.328

Low-intensity development (km2) 1 1.081 0.294–3.676 0.161

Number of wetland patches 1 1.106 0.872–1.401 0.054

Total wetland edge (m) 1 1.000 0.9999–1.0001 0.034

Grassland (km2) 1 0.460 0.269–0.782 0.020
aRelative importance was calculated by summing Akaike weights (wi) for all models in which the variable was present.
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The habitat model predicts D with the simplifying

assumption that foraging individuals disperse and

land in relation to the areal extent of wetland habitat

(x) around each colony site:

Dhabitat model ~ 2n � {eax
b � a b x(b{1): ð4Þ

Both models assume that 1) all birds foraged in

wetlands, 2) nesting distribution reflected long-term

average distribution, 3) all nests were in the post-

guardian stage with both adults foraging simulta-

neously, 4) all wetlands were equally suitable for

foraging, 5) flight directions were random (Erwin

1983), 6) flight distances were not affected by colony

size or density-dependent competition (Furness and

Birkhead 1984, Marion 1989), and 7) flight distances

were not affected by other unknown factors. To

estimate landscape foraging density patterns we

created predictive maps by summing model predic-

tions for all colony sites at each point across a 100-

m-resolution density grid. Unless indicated other-

wise, precision of estimates is reported as 6 SE.

RESULTS

Colony Site Selection

All of the selected best models of colony site

selection represented habitat conditions within 1 km

of heronries (Table 2). Hosmer-Lemeshow (1989)

goodness-of-fit tests indicated that all of the best

models statistically fit the data (Table 2). The

resulting averaged model correctly classified 68%
of the sites, which was 36% better than chance

(kappa K 5 0.36, Z 5 3.7). Predictors of occupied

vs. unoccupied (randomly selected) colony sites

revealed the primary importance of estuarine

emergent wetland and open water within 1 km, each

of which occurred in the top three colony site models

(Tables 2 and 3). The odds of landscape conditions

being suitable for an occupied (vs. unoccupied)

colony site increased by a factor of nearly three with

each additional km2 of open water within 1 km of

the site and by a factor of two for each km2 of

estuarine emergent wetland within 1 km (Table 3).

The odds of site use decreased by a half with each

km2 of grassland within 1 km, although grassland

was a relatively unimportant predictor that did not

occur in the most competitive models (Tables 2 and

3, Figure 3). The effects of surrounding habitat on

the odds of colony site use declined dramatically

when measured within distances .1 km from

heronries (Figure 3). The predicted odds of colony

site use across the study area suggested that

landscape conditions suitable for heronries were

more likely in areas immediately adjacent to the

Figure 3. Logistic regression results from a priorimodels

of landscape effects on heron and egret colony site

selection in northern San Francisco Bay, 1991–2005,

showing A) model-averaged log likelihood and B) odds

of colony site use (95% confidence interval, CI) associated

with landscape variables. All variables measured within a

1-km radius of sites were present in the selected set of best

models: estuarine emergent wetland (solid circle), open

water (open, downward-pointing triangle), low intensity

development (solid, upward-pointing triangle), grassland

(open circle), number of wetland patches (open, upward-

pointing triangle), palustrine emergent wetland (solid,

downward-pointing triangle), and total wetland edge

(solid diamond).
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shoreline of San Francisco Bay, near the upper

(eastern) end of the estuary, and in the central

portions of major tidal marsh areas, especially Napa

and Suisun Marshes (Figure 4). Low odds of site use

were predicted in surrounding areas in spite of the

presence of several small great blue heron colonies,

because weighting colony sites (species pooled)

focused the models on conditions suitable for larger,

mixed-species colonies.

Productivity of Successful Nests

The selected set of best models for predicting

habitat effects on prefledging brood size in great

blue herons included habitat influences measured

within all spatial extents around colony sites

(Table 4). However, none of the models acounted

substantially for variation in nest productivity (R2 #
0.22). The most important predictors, each associ-

ated with increases in prefledging brood size, were

estuarine emergent wetland, open water, and low-

intensity development, at all spatial scales of

measurement (Figure 5). The number of young in

successful nests declined with the extent of grassland

within 3, 7, and 10 km, but grassland was a

relatively unimportant predictor (Table 5). None

of the spatial extents of habitat measurement

resulted in models or variables that were substan-

tially more predictive than others (Figure 5).

The number of young fledged in successful great

egret nests was influenced primarily by habitat

variation measured within the largest areas around

colony sites (10 km radius; Table 4). As in great blue

herons, the most important predictor variables were

estuarine emergent wetland, open water, and low-

intensity development, but in great egrets the effects

were strongest when measured at the largest spatial

scale (10 km; Tables 4 and 5). The negative influ-

ence of open water on great egret nest productivity

contrasted with the positive effects of open water on

great blue herons (Table 5). Other potentially

important predictors of productivity in great egrets

were the extent of palustrine emergent wetland (with

effects similar to open water; Figure 6) and the

number of wetland patches within 10 km (Table 5).

Comparisons of predictors across spatial extents

Figure 4. Odds of colony site use by herons and egrets relative to landscape conditions in northern San Francisco Bay,

based on logistic regression (Table 2) of actual colony sites (solid circles), 1991–2005, vs. randomly selected, unoccupied

sites (open circles).
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showed relatively strong influences (both positive

and negative) of habitat conditions measured within

10 km and relatively weak effects of habitats within

1 km (Figure 6).

The predictive map of great blue heron nest

productivity suggested higher productivity near bay

shorelines and wetland areas (Figure 7). Patterns of

landscape variation were broad, in spite of the multi-

scale habitat associations in the selected set of

models (Table 4, Figure 7). The map of predicted

great egret brood size reflected the larger scale of

landscape influences, with the greatest nest produc-

tivity in the vicinity of Suisun Marsh and in areas

with low-intensity development adjacent to wet-

lands, and lower productivity in northern San Pablo

Bay marshes (Figure 7). Model predictions for great

egret nest productivity above 2.4 young per success-

ful nest exceeded the maximum observed in colony

sites. This may have resulted from a positive bias in

areas where the extent of low-intensity development

was considerably greater than the maximum extent

in the data and unlikely to reflect the linear influence

that occurred within the range of conditions around

colony sites (max 5 31%, 24%, 20%, 21%, and 17%
low-intensity development, respectively, within 1, 3,

5, 7, and 10 km of colony sites).

Foraging Dispersion

Flight distances fitted to the dispersion models

resulted in parameter values of a 5 20.197 6 0.001

and b 5 0.472 6 0.001 for the distance model and a

5 20.120 6 0.001 and b 5 0.696 6 0.002 for the

habitat model (observed vs. predicted r2 . 0.92 for

both models). The distribution of flight distances

indicated that approximately 60% of the great egrets

foraged within 3 km of the colony site or within a

radius that encompassed approximately 20 km2 of

estuarine/palustrine emergent wetland (Figure 8).

These distances should be interpreted cautiously,

however, because they were based on a small

number of flights (n 5 36).

The habitat model predicted a more even foraging

distribution across regional wetlands than the

Table 4. Multiple regression models predicting annual mean brood size of successful nests in colony sites, based on 38

great blue heron colonies (n 5 255 sites 3 years) and 20 great egret colonies (n 5 122 sites 3 years) in northern San

Francisco Bay, 1991–2005. The measurement scale (areal extent indicated by radius around colony site), number of

parameters including constant and indicator variables for year (K), Akaike’s Information Criterion adjusted for small

sample size ( AICc), difference in AICc (DAICc), Akaike weights (wi), and measures of model fit (R2) are provided. Only

models with (DAICc , 7) are presented, representing the 0.95 model confidence set (gwi) for each species. The following

predictors were included in the averaged model for each species (g(x)): estuarine emergent wetland (ESTUAR), open water

(OPENW), low-intensity development (LOWINT), grassland (GRASSL), palustrine emergent wetland (PALUSTR), and

number of wetland patches (NPATCH), and year (to facilitate interpretation, indicator variables for year are removed

from the model column). Suffixes on variable names in the averaged models indicate the scale of measurement (km radius).

Model Scale (km radius) K AICc DAICc wi R2

Great Blue Heron

ESTUAR, OPENW, LOWINT 3 18 262.04 0.00 0.285 0.22

ESTUAR, OPENW, LOWINT 10 18 262.36 0.32 0.243 0.22

ESTUAR, OPENW, LOWINT 5 18 263.88 1.84 0.113 0.22

ESTUAR, OPENW, LOWINT 1 18 264.18 2.14 0.098 0.21

ESTUAR, OPENW, LOWINT 7 18 264.31 2.27 0.092 0.21

ESTUAR, GRASSL 10 17 266.13 4.09 0.037 0.20

ESTUAR, GRASSL, LOWINT 3 18 266.93 4.89 0.025 0.21

ESTUAR, GRASSL, LOWINT 10 18 267.05 5.01 0.023 0.20

ESTUAR, GRASSL 3 17 267.11 5.07 0.023 0.20

ESTUAR, GRASSL 7 17 267.55 5.51 0.018 0.20

g(x) 5 1.7649 + 0.0091(ESTUAR1) + 0.0038(ESTUAR3) + 0.0005(ESTUAR5) + 0.0002(ESTUAR7) +
0.0005(ESTUAR10) + 0.0165(OPENW1) + 0.0048( OPENW3) + 0.0008( OPENW5) + 0.0003( OPENW7) +
0.0005(OPENW10) + 0.0186(LOWINT1) + 0.0132(LOWINT3) + 0.0014(LOWINT5) + 0.0005(LOWINT7) +
0.0009(LOWINT10) 2 0.0006(GRASSL3) 2 0.0001(GRASSL7) 2 0.0001(GRASSL10)

Great Egret

ESTUAR, OPENW, LOWINT 10 18 32.53 0.00 0.837 0.62

ESTUAR, OPENW, PALUST 10 18 36.64 4.11 0.107 0.60

OPENW, PALUST, NPATCH 10 18 39.25 6.71 0.029 0.59

g(x) 5 1.8755 + 0.0057(ESTUAR10) 2 0.0043( OPENW10) 2 0.0077(PALUSTR10) + 0.0156(LOWINT10) +
0.0002(NPATCH10)
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distance model (Figure 9), but the predicted forag-

ing densities of great egrets were still substantially

concentrated near colony sites. Based on these

predictions, regional foraging densities were highest

in Suisun Marsh, the lower Petaluma Marsh, and

along the western shoreline of San Pablo Bay

southward to the northern shoreline marshes of

Central San Francisco Bay (Figure 9B). Foraging

concentrations were generally predicted in areas

associated with higher predicted nest productivity

and greater odds of colony site use (Figures 4, 7, and

9). Long flight distances required from great egret

colonies to access the Napa Marsh resulted in

relatively low predicted foraging densities (Fig-

ure 9B).

DISCUSSION

Our results showed that both the reproductive

performance and the foraging distribution of a key

group of wetland predators may depend on land-

scape patterns within distances of at least 10 km.

The activities of wide-ranging predators such as

herons and egrets that concentrate their nesting

activities in particular areas may, in turn, influence

other elements and processes in the tidal landscape

through cascading effects on the populations or

behavior of other species and through nutrient

effects in the vicinity of nesting colonies (Master

1992, Frederick and Powell 1994, Frederick 2002,

Batzer et al. 2006).

Our finding that colony-site selection is associated

primarily with the extent of estuarine wetland and

open water within 1 km suggests the importance of

local foraging opportunities near heronries. The

establishment of colony sites based on local
conditions, combined with the predominance of

foraging flights terminating within similarly local-

ized areas and the relatively stable use of colony sites

across years, suggests the long-term importance of

nearby feeding habitat. The extent of low-intensity

development was an important predictor of prefled-

ging brood size but was not clearly important in

predicting colony site use. This difference suggests

that potential foraging benefits associated with

greater productivity in successful nests may be offset

by potentially negative effects (e.g., disturbance or

predation) of locating colonies close to residential

development. The spacing of colony sites at

distances of approximately 6 km in the San Fran-

cisco Bay area (Kelly et al. 2007), and 5–7 km in

northwest Italy (Fasola and Alieri 1992a), and the

frequent formation of satellite colonies close to the

original sites in the San Francisco Bay area (Kelly et
al. 1993, 2007) and along the Atlantic Coast (Custer

et al. 1980), further suggest smaller-scale processes

affecting nesting distributions.

The lack of spatial differences in habitat effects on

great blue heron nest productivity might be the

result of the consistent use, by different individuals

in a colony, of different feeding areas at different

Figure 5. Multiple regression results from a priori

models of landscape effects on mean prefledging brood

size in great blue heron colonies in northern San Francisco

Bay, 1991–2005, showing A) model-averaged fit (R2) and

B) standardized (beta) coefficients of landscape variables

(6 standard error). Only those variables present at one or

more spatial scales in the selected set of best models are

presented: estuarine emergent wetland (solid circle), open

water (open, downward-pointing triangle), low intensity

development (solid, upward-pointing triangle), and grass-

land (open circle).
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distances from the colony site (Dowd and Flake

1985, Simpson et al. 1987, Marion 1989). If so, nest
productivity in great blue heron colonies may

depend on the extent of foraging habitat at all

scales, and models that specify habitat effects across

several scales are likely to be more predictive than

the scale-specific hypotheses used in our analysis.

Simpson et al. (1987) found that great blue herons

feeding near the colony site had nests that were more

successful than herons feeding at distant sites.
However, they determined that the number of

young produced in successful nests was not signif-

icantly related to foraging distance.

The negative effect of grassland extent on great

blue heron nest productivity might be related to the

inverse correlation between grassland and open

water, which was associated with increased produc-

tivity. In contrast, the extent of open water was

negatively related to the number of young in

successful great egret nests. This difference was
consistent with 1) the positive effect of estuarine

emergent vegetation on great egret productivity, 2)

the inverse correlation between open water and

grassland areas which may provide suitable foraging

habitat for great egrets (McCrimmon et al. 2001), 3)

Custer and Galli’s (2002) finding that great egrets

foraged preferentially in small ponds whereas great

blue herons chose larger bodies of water for

foraging, and 4) the possibility that open water

areas often exceed the shallow foraging depths (,
19 cm) preferred by great egrets but may provide

more extensive feeding areas for great blue herons,

which are less sensitive to water depth than great

egrets (Gawlik 2002). The positive effect of low-

intensity development on productivity in both

species suggested an association with small, unde-

tected ponds, ditches, and other manipulated water

sources, although we have not verified this possibil-

ity. The spatially extensive habitat influences on

great egret reproductive success suggested by our

results were consistent with shifts in nesting distri-

bution of 10 km or more in response to periods of

localized drought in the Everglades (Bancroft et al.

1994).

Table 5. Landscape variables in multiple regression models predicting annual mean brood size of successful nests in colony

sites, based on 38 great blue heron colonies (n 5 255 sites 3 years) and 20 great egret colonies (n 5 122 sites 3 years) in

northern San Francisco Bay, 1991–2005. Scale indicates the radius around each colony site within which variables were

measured. Standardized (beta) coefficients, based on all models in which each variable occurred, standard error (SE), and the

relative importance (gwi) of each variable are provided. Relative importance was calculated by summing Akaike weights (wi)

for all models in which the variable was present. Only variables in the selected best set of models (DAICc , 7) are presented.

Variable Scale (km radius) Beta coefficient SE gwi

Great Blue Heron

Estuarine emergent wetland (km2) 3 0.197 0.089 0.333

Low-intensity development (km2) 3 0.157 0.075 0.310

Estuarine emergent wetland (km2) 10 0.178 0.073 0.303

Open water (km2) 3 0.181 0.064 0.285

Low-intensity development (km2) 10 0.106 0.077 0.266

Open water (km2) 10 0.173 0.072 0.243

Estuarine emergent wetland (km2) 5 0.164 0.089 0.139

Low-intensity development (km2) 5 0.131 0.076 0.123

Estuarine emergent wetland (km2) 7 0.165 0.084 0.118

Open water (km2) 5 0.188 0.050 0.113

Estuarine emergent wetland (km2) 1 0.191 0.084 0.107

Low-intensity development (km2) 1 0.059 0.075 0.102

Low-intensity development (km2) 7 0.092 0.080 0.100

Open water (km2) 1 0.240 0.063 0.098

Open water (km2) 7 0.184 0.070 0.092

Grassland (km2) 10 20.171 0.088 0.060

Grassland (km2) 3 20.207 0.095 0.047

Grassland (km2) 7 20.194 0.083 0.026

Great Egret

Open water (km2) 10 20.566 0.132 0.973

Estuarine emergent wetland (km2) 10 0.920 0.103 0.956

Low-intensity development (km2) 10 0.777 0.135 0.848

Palustrine emergent wetland (ha) 10 20.511 0.139 0.137

Number of wetland patches 10 0.701 0.080 0.029
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The great egret dispersion models provided

evidence of concentrated foraging near heronries

that was consistent with the importance of nearby

wetlands suggested by the colony site analysis. The

reasonable expectation that habitat selectivity is

greater than distinguished by the models (violation

of assumptions 4, if wetland habitat quality is

variable, and 5, if flight directions are not random)

suggests greater variability in foraging densities and

some limitations of the predicted patterns. Predic-

tions are likely to be lower than actual densities in

high quality habitat because predicted densities were

calculated over all areas of wetland habitat, some of

which may be low quality. The possibility that flight

distances might increase with colony size (violation

of assumption 6) suggests a bias in the flight distance

models toward greater foraging dispersion because

distances were based on flights from colonies that

were larger than most in the region. This possibility

strengthens the prediction of concentrated foraging

near colony sites.

The habitat model of foraging dispersion assumed

that the costs of accessing wetlands from all sites

were similar to those in Suisun Marsh where

foraging flights were measured (landing rate was

log-proportional to wetland area0.696). However, at

sites that are farther from surrounding wetlands

than those in Suisun Marsh, the costs of extended

travel might reduce the extent of accessible foraging

habitat. If so, birds may be forced to forage closer to

the colony, relative to the extent of surrounding

wetland area, than we predicted. Because more

wetland habitat was available near colony sites in

Suisun Marsh, the habitat model was likely to

underestimate the effects of travel costs from more

isolated sites, overestimating foraging dispersion.

This bias also strengthens the prediction of concen-

trated foraging near colony sites. However, Parris

and Grau (1978) found that great blue herons

nesting at island and mainland sites in southwestern

Lake Erie used the same amount of foraging habitat

even though they differed greatly in the distance

traveled to find food, suggesting that differences in

travel costs did not affect foraging dispersion. If so,

foraging dispersion might vary substantially among

colony sites with different amounts of surrounding

foraging habitat. In addition, foraging distances

might vary with interannual differences in foraging

habitat quality.

If foraging great egrets actually fly farther

relative to the extent of available wetlands than

we predicted, foraging dispersion would be less

concentrated near colony sites. The flight distances

we used to predict landscape foraging patterns

were comparable to those reported in other

geographic areas. The average great egret foraging

distance of 3.0 6 0.40 km was near the lower end

of the range of average distances of 2.8–8.6 km

reported in other geographic areas (Custer and

Osborn 1978, Thompson 1978, Bancroft et al.

Figure 6. Multiple regression results from a priori

models of landscape effects on mean prefledging brood

size in great egret colonies in northern San Francisco Bay,

1991–2005, showing A) model-averaged fit (R2) and B)

standardized (beta) coefficients of landscape variables (6
standard error). Only those variables present at one or

more spatial scales in the selected set of best models are

presented: estuarine emergent wetland (solid circle), low

intensity development (solid, upward-pointing triangle),

number of wetland patches (open, upward-pointing

triangle), palustrine emergent wetland (solid, downward-

pointing triangle), and open water (open, downward-

pointing triangle).
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Figure 7. Prefledging brood size in successful A) great blue heron and B) great egret nests, as predicted by landscape

influences in northern San Francisco Bay, based on model-averaged multiple regressions of mean colony brood sizes,

1991–2005, against land cover and wetland patch variables (Table 4). Solid circles indicate colony sites.
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1994, Smith 1995, Custer and Galli 2002). Simi-

larly, the distance model estimated that 1% of

flights exceeded 28.2 km, which was near the lower

end of maximum distances of 28–40 km reported

by the same studies.

The predicted dispersion patterns suggested

extensive areas with relatively low rates of foraging

by nesting great egrets in the marshes of northern

San Pablo Bay and more intensive foraging in

marshes along the western shore of San Pablo Bay

and in Suisun Marsh. These patterns, functions of

nesting distribution and foraging dispersion, could

be related either to large-scale variation in foraging

or nesting habitat quality, trade-offs related to the

costs of travel (Gibbs 1991, Gibbs and Kinkel 1997)

or, alternatively, underestimation of foraging dis-

persion. However, information is lacking on the

extent to which areas far from colony sites might be

subject to foraging by non-breeding individuals not

limited by the need to return to nest sites (Bancroft

et al. 1994). Trocki and Paton (2006) found no

significant relationship between the number of

foraging great egrets or snowy egrets using marshes

in Rhode Island and the distance to the nearest

colony site.

The restoration of wetland habitat can result in

increased use by herons and egrets and the

establishment of new colony sites (Mauchamp et

al. 2002, Kelly et al. 2007). Spatial predictions

suggested that landscape values responsible for

relatively low odds of colony site use in northern

San Pablo Bay marshes were also associated with

reduced nest productivity. This suggests that

increasing the extent of suitable foraging habitat

in this area might lead to an increase in breeding

densities, with an associated increase in foraging

activity. The broad influence of landscape habitat

conditions on great blue heron and great egret nest

productivity further suggests the importance of

regional wetland management and collaborative

planning. Regional planners could enhance the

value of wetland landscapes to nesting herons and

egrets by promoting clusters of habitat protection

or restoration projects within a few to several km

of colony sites. Based on our results, we hypoth-

esize that restoring the extent or suitability of

wetland foraging habitat (both vegetated and

unvegetated) for herons and egrets may 1)

influence reproductive performance in colony sites

up to 10 km away, 2) lead to increased foraging by

herons and egrets at sites within 10 km of colony

sites, and especially within 3 km, and 3) increase

nest abundance at colony sites within 3 km of

restoration sites.

We recommend prioritizing the protection, res-

toration, or creation of potential nesting sites in

areas of wetland landscapes that are more than

6 km from active colony sites and have landscape

features associated with both higher reproductive

performance and preferred colony sites. Such

features include more extensive areas of emergent

wetland interspersed with open water channels and

ponds, within 1 km and 10 km. Similar criteria

should be used to create or protect a viable wetland

patch matrix in areas surrounding existing colony

sites.

Figure 8. Estimated cumulative foraging dispersion of

great egrets, based on 1,000 bootstrap samples of

departure flights (n 5 36) from colony sites in Suisun

Marsh, modeled as a function of A) flight distance and B)

areal extent of estuarine and palustrine emergent wetland

accessible within flight distances (see text).
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Figure 9. Predicted great egret foraging densities in estuarine and palustrine emergent wetlands in northern San

Francisco Bay, based on average nesting distribution, 1991–2005, and foraging dispersion from colony sites (solid circles)

relative to A) flight distance and B) the areal extent of wetland accessible within flight distance (see text).
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Grüll, A. and A. Ranner. 1998. Populations of the Great Egret
and Purple Heron in relation to ecological factors in the reed
belt of the Neusiedler See. Colonial Waterbirds 21:328–34.

Hom, C. W. 1983. Foraging ecology of herons in a southern San
Francisco Bay salt marsh. Colonial Waterbirds 6:37–44.

Keating, K. A. and S. Cherry. 2004. Use and interpretation of
logistic regression in habitat selection studies. Journal of
Wildlife Management 68:774–89.

Kelly, J. P., K. Etienne, C. Strong, M. McCaustland, and M. L.
Parkes. 2006. Annotated Atlas and Implications for the
Conservation of Heron and Egret Nesting Colonies in the
San Francisco Bay Area. Audubon Canyon Ranch, Marshall,
CA, USA.

Kelly, J. P., K. Etienne, C. Strong, M. McCaustland, and M. L.
Parkes. 2007. Status, trends, and implications for the conser-
vation of heron and egret nesting colonies in the San Francisco
Bay area. Waterbirds 30:455–78.

Kelly, J. P., H. M. Pratt, and P. L. Greene. 1993. The
distribution, reproductive success, and habitat characteristics
of heron and egret breeding colonies in the San Francisco Bay
area. Colonial Waterbirds 16:18–27.

Kushlan, J. A. and J. A. Hancock. 2005. The Herons. Oxford
University Press, New York, NY, USA.

Lack, D. 1947. The significance of clutch-size. Ibis 89:302–52.
Lack, D. 1954. The Natural Regulation of Animal Numbers.
Clarendon Press, Oxford, UK.

Manly, B. F. J. 1997. Randomization, Bootstrap and Monte
Carlo Methods in Biology. Chapman & Hall, London, UK.

Marion, L. 1989. Territorial feeding and colonial breeding are not
mutually exclusive: the case of the Gray Heron (Ardea cinerea).
Journal of Animal Ecology 58:693–710.

Master, T. L. 1992. Composition, structure, and dynamics of
mixed-species foraging aggregations in a southern New Jersey
salt marsh. Colonial Waterbirds 15:66–74.

Mauchamp, A., P. Chauvelon, and P. Grillas. 2002. Restoration
of floodplain wetlands: opening polders along a coastal river in
Mediterranean France, Vistre marshes. Ecological Engineering
18:619–32.

274 WETLANDS, Volume 28, No. 2, 2008



McCrimmon, D. A., Jr., J. C. Ogden, and G. T. Bancroft. 2001.
Great Egret (Ardea alba). In A. Poole and F. Gill (eds.) The
Birds of North America, No. 570. The Birds of North America,
Inc., Philadelphia, PA, USA.

McGarigal, K. and B. J. Marks. 1995. FRAGSTATS: spatial
pattern analysis program for quantifying landscape structure.
USDA Forest Service General Technical Report PNW-351.

Mock, D. W. and L. S. Forbes. 1994. Life-history consequences
of avian brood reduction. Auk 111:115–23.

Mock, D. W., T. C. Lamey, and B. J. Ploger. 1987. Proximate
and ultimate roles of food amount in regulating egret sibling
aggression. Ecology 68:1760–72.

Nemeth, E., P. Bossew, and C. Plutzar. 2005. A distance
dependent estimation of foraging ranges of neighboring bird
colonies. Ecological Modeling 182:67–73.

NOAA. 2000. Pacific Coast land cover. The Coastal Change
Analysis Program, NOAA Coastal Services Center. http://:
www.csc.noaa.gov/crs/ccap_index.html.

Palmer, M. A., R. F. Ambrose, and N. L. Poff. 1997. Ecological
theory and community restoration ecology. Restoration
Ecology 5:291–300.

Parnell, J. F., D. G. Ainley, H. Blokpoel, B. Cain, T. W. Custer, J.
L. Dusi, S. Kress, J. A. Kushlan, W. E. Southern, L. E. Stenzel,
and B. C. Thompson. 1988. Colonial waterbird management in
North America. Colonial Waterbirds 11:129–69.

Parris, R. W. and G. A. Grau. 1978. Feeding sites of Great Blue
Herons in southwestern Lake Erie. Proceedings of the Colonial
Waterbird Group 1:110–13.

Powell, G. V. N. 1983. Food availability and reproduction by
Great White Herons, Ardea herodias: a food addition study.
Colonial Waterbirds 6:139–47.

Pratt, H. M. 1970. Breeding biology of Great Blue Herons and
Common Egrets in central California. Condor 72:407–16.

Pratt, H. M. and D. W. Winkler. 1985. Clutch size, timing of
laying, and reproductive success in a colony of Great Blue
Herons and Great Egrets. Auk 102:49–63.

Rodgers, J. A., Jr. 1983. Foraging behavior of seven species of
herons in Tampa Bay, Florida. Colonial Waterbirds 6:11–23.

San Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem Goals Project. 1999.
Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals. U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, San Francisco, California/San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Oakland, CA, USA.

San Francisco Estuary Institute. 1998. Bay Area EcoAtlas, Version
1.5, b4. San Francisco Estuary Institute, Oakland, CA, USA.

Schabenberger, O. and C. A. Gotway. 2005. Statistical Methods
for Spatial Data Analysis. Chapman & Hall/CRC, Boca Raton,
FL, USA.

Simpson, K., J. N. M. Smith, and J. P. Kelsall. 1987. Correlates
and consequences of coloniality in great blue herons. Canadian
Journal of Zoology 65:572–77.

Smith, J. P. 1995. Foraging flights and habitat use of nesting
wading birds (Ciconiiformes) at Lake Okeechobee, Florida.
Colonial Waterbirds 18:139–58.

Statacorp. 2005. Stata statistical software: release 9.0. Statacorp,
College Station, TX, USA.

Strong, A. M., G. T. Bancroft, and S. D. Jewell. 1997.
Hydrological constraints on Tricolored Heron and Snowy
Egret resource use. Condor 99:894–905.

The Bay Institute. 2004. Developing an index of habitat recovery
for San Francisco Bay. http://www.bay.org/ecological_scorecard.
htm. The Bay Institute, Novato, CA, USA.

The Bay Institute. 2005. The Bay Institute ecological scorecard:
2005 San Francisco Bay Index. http://www.bay.org/ecological_
scorecard.htm. The Bay Institute, Novato, CA, USA.

Thompson, D. H. 1978. Feeding areas of Great Blue Herons and
Great Egrets nesting within the floodplain of the upper
Mississippi River. Proceedings of the Colonial Waterbird
Group 2:202–13.

Tourenq, C., S. Benhamou, N. Sadoul, A. Sandoz, F. Mesleard,
J. Martin, and H. Hafner. 2004. Spatial relationships between
tree-nesting heron colonies and rice fields in Camargue, France.
Auk 121:192–202.

Trocki, C. L. and P. W. C. Paton. 2006. Assessing habitat
selection by foraging egrets in salt marshes at multiple spatial
scales. Wetlands 26:307–12.

Vander Zanden, M. J., J. D. Olden, and C. Gratton. 2006. Food-
web approaches in restoration ecology. p. 165–89. In D. A.
Falk, M. A. Palmer, and J. B. Zedler (eds.) Foundations of
Restoration Ecology. Island Press, Washington, DC, USA.

Van Vessem, J., D. Draulans, and A. F. de Bont. 1984.
Movements of radio-tagged Gray Herons Ardea cinerea
during the breeding season in a large pond area. Ibis 126:576–
87.

Wittenberger, J. F. and G. L. Hunt, Jr. 1985. The adaptive
significance of coloniality in birds. Avian Biology 8:1–78.

Zedler, J. B. 2001. Handbook for Restoring Tidal Wetlands. CRC
Press, Boca Raton, FL, USA.

Manuscript received 15 August 2007; accepted 20 February 2008.

Kelly et al., LANDSCAPE INFLUENCE ON HERONS AND EGRETS 275


	00 Memo Style
	Foraging Habitat Preferences of Herons and Egrets
	Habitat utilization by great blue herons (Ardea herodias) in Elkhorn Slough, California
	Hard To Swallow_ Great Blue Herons Eating Gophers In Golden Gate Park
	Hunting Herons at Point Reyes National Seashore - Exploring Nature by Sheila Newenham
	kelly_etal_2008_wetlands

