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Hunting influences the diel patterns in habitat selection by northern
pintails Anas acuta

Michael L. Casazza, Peter S. Coates, Michael R. Miller, Cory T. Overton & Daniel R. Yparraguirre

Northern pintail Anas acuta (hereafter pintail) populations wintering within Suisun Marsh, a large estuarine managed
wetland near San Francisco Bay, California, USA, have declined markedly over the last four decades. The reasons for this
decline are unclear. Information on how hunting and other factors influence the selection of vegetation types and
sanctuaries would be beneficial to manage pintail populations in Suisun Marsh. During 1991-1993, we radio-marked and
relocated female pintails (individuals: N = 203, relocations: N = 7,688) within Suisun Marsh to investigate habitat
selection during the non-breeding months (winter). We calculated selection ratios for different vegetation types and for
sanctuaries, and examined differences in those ratios between hunting season (i.e. hunting and non-hunting), age (hatch-
year and after-hatch-year), and time of day (daylight or night hours). We found that diel patterns in selection were
influenced by hunting disturbance. For example, prior to the hunting season and during daylight hours, pintails selected
areas dominated by brass buttons Cotula coronopifolia, a potentially important food source, usually outside of sanctuary
boundaries. However, during the hunting season, pintails did not select brass buttons during daylight hours, but instead
highly selected permanent pools, mostly within sanctuaries. Also, during the hunting season, pintails showed strong
selection for brass buttons at night. Sanctuaries provided more area of permanent water pools than within hunting areas
and appeared to function as important refugia during daylight hours of the hunting season. Wildlife managers should
encourage large protected permanent pools adjacent to hunted wetlands to increase pintail numbers within wetland
environments and responsibly benefit hunting opportunities while improving pintail conservation.
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Northern pintail Anas acuta (hereafter pintail) pop-
ulations within Suisun Marsh in California, the
largest brackish water marsh in the western United
States, have experienced substantial declines since
the 1970s. Although no single causative factor
explains these declines within Suisun Marsh, one
hypothesis is that severe loss of seed sources within
wetland habitat has limited the opportunities for
pintails to feed during the winter (Frayer et al. 1989),
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largely as the result of urban expansion and agricul-
tural practices (Central Valley Joint Venture 2006).
This marshland plays a critical role as a wintering
area for pintail populations, especially during earlier
months prior to the onset of winter rains when
flooded habitats may be limited.

Pintails exhibit distinct diel patterns of spatial
distribution (Cox & Afton 1997, Fleskes et al. 2002).
For example, pintails have been observed using
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different areas during night hours than those during
daylight, which has been associated with feeding at
night and resting in flooded areas during the day
(Lovvorn & Baldwin 1996). The three primary
hypotheses that explain this behaviour are: 1) the
preference hypothesis, 2) the supplementary hypoth-
esis (McNeil et al. 1992) and 3) the functional unit
hypothesis. The preference hypothesis proposes that
feeding areas are selected during night hours because
this is a time when it is profitable and safe to forage.
The supplementary hypothesis indicates that addi-
tional food is sought only to satisfy a nutritional
deficiency from daytime foraging. Alternatively, the
functional unit hypothesis indicates that differences
between day and night use of habitat is thought to be
caused by different fundamental behaviours (Tamis-
ier 1976). For example, pintails used areas for feeding
during night and social gathering during daylight
hoursin Louisiana. These associations between areas
and social behaviours that are not associated with
feeding or roosting have been termed functional units
(Tamisier 1985).

Disturbance from hunting temporarily displaces
ducks from feeding areas at local (Bregnballe &
Madsen 2004) and regional levels (Madsen & Fox
1995, Madsen 1998a,b) to the point of not reaching
population carrying capacities. Although the effects
of hunting disturbance on pintail populations are
unclear, some evidence from a study in Louisiana,
USA, suggests that hunting pressure influences
pintail spatial distribution (Cox & Afton 1997). An
understanding of how hunting influences diel pat-
terns in selection of specific food sources is essential
to wetland management within the Pacific Flyway,
especially considering that approximately 70% of the
remaining wintering wetlands in California are
privately owned and are almost used exclusively for
recreational hunting (Gilmer et al. 1982, Heitmeyer
et al. 1989).

We developed four objectives regarding habitat
selection, the disproportionate use in relation to
availability, by wintering pintails. First, we identified
and mapped vegetation types that were thought to be
important food sources for pintail populations
within Suisun Marsh. We categorized vegetation
plant communities based on winter pintail food
habits in Suisun Marsh and other nearby wetlands.
Important food sources included areas dominated by
seeds from alkali bulrush Scirpus maritimus and
brass buttons Cotula coronopifolia (George et al.
1965, Mall 1969). Second, we examined differences in
dominant vegetation communities between areas
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within sanctuary boundaries and those that were in
hunting zones. Third, we evaluated the effects of
daylight and nighttime hours and hunting and non-
hunting periods on habitat selection patterns by
radio-marked pintails. We considered night loca-
tions as foraging habitats based on reports of pintails
feeding primarily at night (Miller 1985, Euliss &
Harris 1987, Palomares & Delibes 1992). The
purpose of this objective was to evaluate evidence
for the prevailing night foraging hypotheses: prefer-
ence or supplementary. If the preference hypothesis
was valid, then we would have expected to find
differences in diel habitat selection patterns between
hunting and non-hunting periods because pintails
should prefer to feed at times of lower threat. Lastly,
we evaluated differences of diel patterns in selection
for sanctuaries between hunting and non-hunting
periods. In these selection analyses, we also consid-
ered age effects. We predicted that older pintails
would demonstrate a greater degree of selection for
habitat and sanctuaries than younger pintails.

Material and methods

Study area

Our primary study area consisted of 230 km? of
marshlands within Suisun Marsh. Our study area
also consisted of 93 km? of bays and waterways
located at the west end of the confluence of the
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers (also referred to
as the Delta) approximately 12 km east of San
Francisco Bay (Fig. 1). Our study area included
about 150 private duck hunting clubs and several
State Wildlife Areas, the largest of which is Grizzly
Island Wildlife Area encompassing approximately
40.5 km?.

The marsh had a steady water supply for wetland
management, although the quality (salinity) of the
water varied annually and seasonally (Rollins 1981).
The marsh consisted of fresh and salt water environ-
ments, which provided a productive habitat for
pintails, but it was generally unsuitable for agricul-
ture because of high salinity. Wetlands within Suisun
Marsh are permanently and seasonally flooded to
provide water and nutrients for plants that are
thought to be preferred by waterfowl populations.
A large portion of the permanent water pools were
located within three primary hunting sanctuaries
and multiple smaller sanctuaries, encompassing
15.3 km? (approximately 7% of the marsh). For
example, > 28% of the sanctuaries consisted of
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Figure 1. Study area and habitat map of
Suisun Marsh based on important plants in
waterfowl diet. PP = permanent pools, BB =
brass buttons, P = pickleweed, FH = fat hen,
AB = alkali bulrush, M = miscellaneous and
BW = bays and waterways. Data were
collected during 1991-1993.
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permanent pools, whereas 4% of areas outside of
sanctuaries consisted of permanent pools.

Vegetation types within sanctuaries usually dif-
fered from those outside of the sanctuaries. Areas
outside the sanctuaries were characterized mostly by
vegetation that was thought to provide a rich source
of seeds for pintails, such as alkali bulrush, fat hen
Atriplex prostrata and brass buttons. However, areas
within the sanctuary were largely dominated by
pickleweed Salicornia virginica. Bays and waterways
were also found to be much less prevalent inside the
boundaries of sanctuaries. The measurements of
vegetation types are explained in detail later in the
text.

Vegetation map
California Department Fish and Game (CDFG)
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delineated Suisun Marsh vegetation types from true
colour aerial photographs taken in June 1991 using a
1: 9,600 spatial resolution (CDFG, Bay Delta Di-
vision, Stockton, California, USA). Vegetation types
were classified by the dominant plant species that
have been reported or thought to be important to the
diet of pintails (Mall 1969, Rollins 1981, Miller et al.
2009). Specifically, the plant species were identified
within the photographs and the boundaries of the
areas were delineated as distinct vegetation cover
types where a change in plant species composition
was detected. The species that covered the greatest
amount of the delineated area was designated as the
dominant vegetation type. For example, a vegetated
area that consisted of 70% pickleweed, 15% brass
buttons, 10% fat hen and 5% miscellaneous by visual
observation of photographs would have been classi-
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fied as a pickleweed vegetation type. The dominant
vegetation types consisted of pickleweed, brass
buttons, fat hen and alkali bulrush (Table 1, see
Fig. 1). We classified areas with permanent wetland
water (flooded at the time of aerial photography) as
permanent pools and large open waterways and bays
were also classified. We classified areas that were not
thought to be important to pintails (primarily upland
grasses) as miscellaneous. These areas were manually
digitized from the delineated maps into Geograph-
ical Information System (GIS) map layers (polygons)
for the habitat analyses. Verification of plant vege-
tation types on the ground was conducted by CDFG.
In a separate GIS coverage, the boundaries of all
sanctuaries throughout the marsh were also digi-
tized. We conducted this mapping effort on a tri-
annual basis, and thus, we assumed the spatial
distribution of vegetation types to be the same during
the years of pintail data collection.

Field methods

We captured female pintails using rocket nets and
baited funnel traps (Schemnitz 1994) on Grizzly
Island Wildlife Area during late August and early
September in 1991 (N =102) and 1992 (N = 101).
We aged each captured individual as hatch-year
(HY; N = 79) and after-hatch-year (AHY; N =
124) based on bird plumage (Duncan 1985,
Carney 1992). We fitted pintails with 18-g (ap-
proximately 2% of the body weight) VHF back-
pack style radio-transmitters (Dwyer 1972) that
included motion sensitive mortality switches (Ad-
vanced Telemetry Systems of Isanti, Minnesota,
USA). Tagging of pintails resulted in handling for
< 30 minutes, and we released all ducks at the
location of capture.

We attempted to relocate pintails remaining in our
primary study area of Suisun Marsh > 5 times per
week during daylight (relocations: N = 4,409, indi-
viduals: N =201) and night hours (relocations: N =
3,279, individuals: N = 165) using radio-telemetry
during September - March of 1991/92 and 1992/93.
Dual vehicle-mounted yagi antennas were used with
anull-peak system (Cochran & Lord 1963; Advanced
Telemetry Systems of Isanti, Minnesota, USA).
Vehicle alignment azimuth, location (Universal
Transversal Mercator (UTM) units) and bird azi-
muths were keyed into a modified version of the
XYLOG and UTMTEL programs (Dodge & Steiner
1986) to determine all pintail locations. We sought to
minimize the time spent traveling between locations
to prevent location bias based on movement of

4

Table 1. Cover types delineated and classified based on aerial photos
within the minimum convex polygon (MCP) of relocations of all
individual radio-marked pintails in the Suisun Marsh during 1991-
1993.

Area Area
Abbreviation Description (ha) (%)
M Consisted of no dominant plant 7555 223
species that were reported as
important to pintails
P Pickleweed Salicornia virginca 1901 5.6
dominated
BB Brass buttons Cotula coronopifolia 4666 13.7
dominated
FH Fat hen Atriplex prostrata 1576 4.7
dominated
AB Bulrush Scirpus spp. dominated 8886 26.2
PP Permanent water pools 1830 5.4
BW Large open waterways and bays 7469 22.1

pintails (Schmutz & White 1990). This was partially
accomplished by obtaining two or more azimuths at
approximately 90° angles from the pintail location.
We did not approach pintails within 100 m and
sought to avoid measurements > 1.5 km away from
actual pintail locations. The average error distance to
test transmitters for our telemetry system was 58 *+
35m.

Statistical analyses

Differences in vegetation proportions

Within a GIS, we intersected sanctuary boundaries
and the vegetation map layers, and then, calculated
the proportion of each vegetation type within sanc-
tuaries and non-sanctuaries. Each vegetation type
was tested separately for equality of proportions
(Newcombe 1998). We reported proportions with the
95% confidence interval (CI) of the estimated
difference. We considered proportions different if
CIs did not include zero.

Habitat selection

We employed a design II habitat analysis, as
described in Manly et al. (2002), because habitats
that were used by individual pintails were known,
and the available habitats were assumed to be the
same for each pintail of the population. This design
was appropriate because pintails often have home
ranges that are large and overlap, and our study
questions were specifically related to habitat selection
within a distinct wetland area. Selection analysis re-
quires a measure of available habitat to all individ-
uals (Aebischer et al. 1993, Manly et al. 2002). Since
studies that assign a predefined area may bias
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selection (Aebischer et al. 1993), available habitat
was calculated using radio-location data. We first
imported relocations as points into a GIS (ArcGIS
9.3; ESRI software, Redlands, California, USA). We
used Hawth’s Analysis Tools (Beyer 2004) to gener-
ate a minimum convex polygon (MCP) on all the
locations of tagged pintails. The overall MCP
accounted for 92.4% of the Suisun Marsh legal
boundaries. We calculated the area (ha) and propor-
tion of each habitat type within the overall MCP
using XTools Pro (DeLaune 2000).

We categorized relocation points by day and night
to examine the hypothesis that habitat selection
differs between daylight and nighttime hours. We
defined daylight as the period from 30 minutes before
sunrise to 30 minutes after sunset.

We also divided the study duration into two
periods of time, pre-hunting and hunting, to examine
the hypothesis that hunting activity influences hab-
itat selection. We defined hunting seasons as 26
October - 5 January 1991/92 and 24 October - 10
January 1992/93. We classified all relocations ob-
tained before the onset of the hunting season as
during non-hunting. A split period of no duck
hunting (17 - 29 November 1991 and 14 November -
5 December 1992) was still classified as hunting
because other species (e.g. Canada geese Branta
canadensis and ring-necked pheasants Phasianus
colchicus) were open to hunt within Suisun Marsh,
thereby still resulting in potential human distur-
bance.

Within the hunting season, all areas were accessi-
ble to hunters except those within sanctuaries.
Although it was likely that some areas were more
accessible than others, we were not capable of
accounting for this source of variation in the habitat
selection analyses. However, because pintails were
actively managed for hunting in non-sanctuary
areas, we are confident that an effect of variation in
accessibility was negligible. Wildlife management
areas allowed hunting at least three days per week
(i.e. Wednesday, Saturday and Sunday), and most
hunting clubs followed these standards voluntarily,
resulting in a minimum of 25 hunt days and a
maximum of 59 per season. It is possible that hunting
clubs allowed > 3 hunt days per week, which pre-
sented challenges in collecting and analyzing data of
hunting effects on a day-to-day basis with respect to
the relatively large spatial scale of our study. There-
fore, we categorized hunting period based on water-
fowl hunting season because of the strong potential
for lag effects from hunting disturbance to confound
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non-hunting days during the hunting season. Daily
bag limits during the years of our study were set at
one pintail during both years, and we made the
assumption that hunting pressure across the season
and landscape was constant. Adult survival was
estimated at 78% based on radio-telemetry data
(Fleskes et al. 2007).

We calculated the proportional use of each habitat
type for each pintail by day-night period separately
within each hunting category. To estimate propor-
tionate use of habitat by pintails, we buffered
relocation points 60 m to account for triangulation
error (i.e. 58 £ 35 m). We calculated the area and
proportion of the buffer that intersected each habitat
type using XTools Pro (DeLaune 2000), and we
averaged proportions for each individual.

We conducted the habitat analyses in two steps.
During step one, we investigated sources of variation
in the disproportionate use of vegetation types using
a multivariate mixed effect model approach. We first
generated Napierian logarithmic ratios (i.e. In(a;/b);
Aebischer et al. 1993) by dividing each habitat
proportion (a) by the proportion of alkali bulrush,
the most dominant habitat type (b). This step was
necessary to remove the unit sum constraint (Ae-
bischer et al. 1993) and normalize compositions
(Aitchison 1986). We replaced zero values with 0.005
to reduce Type I error rate (Bingham & Brennan
2004). We then developed log-ratios for available
habitat using the same method. We used the differ-
ences between the six log-ratios for used and avail-
able habitats as response variables (Aebischer et al.
1993) in the models. This approach was taken to
identify differences in any one log-ratio (i.e. response
variable) as a function of the independent variables.

To evaluate evidence for different hypotheses of
variation in disproportionate use, we developed a
candidate set of seven a priori models (Table 2). The
models consisted of age, hunting season and day-
night period as fixed effects. We included random
effects of year and repeated measurements for
individual birds because variation in disproportion-
ate use may only be partly explained by the fixed
effects (Gillies et al. 2006, Koper & Manseau 2009).

We used Akaike’s Information Criterion (Akaike
1973) to evaluate evidence of support for each model.
We compared models by calculating the difference in
support (AAIC). We also calculated model proba-
bilities (w; Anderson 2008). Parameter estimation
and model fit were performed using the package
'Ime4' (Bates et al. 2008) in Program R (R Develop-
ment Core Team 2008).
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Table 2. A candidate set of « priori mixed effects models used to investigate habitat selection of pintails within the Suisun Marsh, California.
Each modelincluded year as a random effect and individual bird as a repeated measures effect. Hypothesis is the one represented by the model,
and it is supported if the model has greatest support among the candidate set.

Model covariates Description of covariates

Hypothesis

AGE Age (hatch-year and after-hatch-year)
DN Day vs night
HS Hunting vs non-hunting

AGE, DN (additive)
AGE, HS (additive)
DN, HS (additive)
DN, HS (interaction)

Additive effect (age and day period)
Additive effect (age and hunt period)
Additive effect (day and hunt period)

Interactive effect (day and hunt period)

Age alone influences selection

Diel patterns in selection alone

Hunting alone influences selection

Age effects and daylight independently influence selection
Age effects and hunting independently influence selection
Daylight and hunting independently influence selection
Diel patterns in selection are influenced by hunting

During step two, we investigated the dispropor-
tionate use of vegetation types by pintails within
each of four groups: 1) hunting season and daylight,
2) hunting season and night, 3) non-hunting season
and daylight and 4) non-hunting season and night.
These groups were based on the most parsimonious
model identified in step one. For each group, we
conducted a compositional analysis (Aebischer et
al. 1993) and calculated selection ratios (SR) for
each vegetation type. SR represent the proportion
of used habitat to available habitat, with a 95% CI
based on Bonferroni inequality (Manly et al. 2002)
using individual pintails as the unit of replication. If
the CIs of a habitat type included the value one, we
scored the habitat type as no selection or avoidance
(Manly et al. 2002). CI > 1 suggested habitat se-
lection, and CIs < 1 suggested avoidance. We esti-
mated differences between SR (Manly et al. 2002) of
the vegetation types (e.g. brass buttons vs perma-
nent pools) within each group. Selection between
habitats was considered different if the CI did not
include zero (Manly et al. 2002). We conducted the
SR analyses using the software package
'adehabitat' (Calenge 2006) in Program R (R
Development Core Team 2008).

The relatively low number of pintail relocations
subsequent to the hunting seasons precluded post-
hunting data to be included in the mixed model
habitat selection analyses. However, we carried out a
post hoc examination to evaluate differences in
proportional use of permanent pools and the most
selected food type between three periods: pre-hunt-
ing, hunting and post-hunting. These analyses were
carried out for day and night categories. For
example, we calculated the proportion of points
found in permanent pools vs other habitat types in six
categories during pre-hunt daylight hours. We
obtained 156 locations from 21 pintails in the day-
light hours and 106 locations from 15 pintails at night
during the post-hunting period.

6

Sanctuary selection

We manually digitized waterfowl sanctuary bound-
aries in a GIS. We classified these areas into
sanctuary (SC) and non-sanctuary (NSC). Similar
to the methods described above, pintail relocations
were buffered and the proportion of sanctuary within
the buffer was computed as used. Napierian log-
ratios of use and available sanctuary (i.e. In(SC/
NSC)) were developed, replacing zero values with
0.005 (Bingham & Brennan 2004). Difference be-
tween use and available was calculated as a response
variable. We used the same seven a priori mixed
effects models (hypotheses) as described for selection
of vegetation types to investigate factors that influ-
ence selection for sanctuaries. We estimated model
parameters (package 'lme4'; Bates et al. 2008, R
Development Core Team 2008) and used informa-
tion theory to evaluate the models (Anderson 2008).
As with the analyses of habitat types, we computed
SR for sanctuaries and recorded their 95% CIs based
on Bonferroni inequality (Manly et al. 2002) (pack-
age 'adehabitat'; Calenge 2006, R Development
Core Team 2008) for each of four groups: 1) hunting
season and daylight, 2) hunting season and night, 3)
non-hunting season and daylight and 4) non-hunting
season and night.

Results

Sanctuary habitat proportions

Over 75% of the sanctuary consisted of permanent
pools (28%), pickleweed (21%) and alkali bulrush
(28%; Table 3). The proportion of sanctuary that
consisted of permanent pools (0.28) was substantially
greater than the proportion of non-sanctuary that
consisted of permanent pools (0.04). The proportion
of sanctuary that consisted of pickleweed (0.21) was
also greater than the proportion of non-sanctuary
that consisted of pickleweed (0.05). However, pro-
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Table 3. Tests of equal proportions of available habitat types within sanctuary and non-sanctuary areas in Suisun Marsh, California during
1991-1993. The degrees of freedom for each proportional tests was one and the number of hectare was used as the sample unit. Difference
indicates a significantly lesser (-), greater (+), or no difference (ND) in the proportion of available habitat in sanctuary than in non-sanctuary

areas. Alkali bulrush was the only habitat type with CI that did not include zero.

95% CI

Habitat type Sanctuary Non-sanctuary ¥ Lower Upper Difference
Permanent pool 0.28 0.04 1473.5 0.21 0.26 +
Pickleweed 0.21 0.05 680.1 0.14 0.18 +

Fat hen 0.08 0.04 44.6 0.02 0.05 +
Alkali bulrush 0.28 0.26 1.8 -0.01 0.04 ND
Brass buttons 0.03 0.14 136.1 -0.12 -0.10 -
Bays and waterways 0.03 0.23 301.5 -0.21 -0.18 -
Miscellaneous 0.08 0.23 172.4 -0.16 -0.13 -

portions of alkali bulrush in sanctuary (0.28) and
non-sanctuary areas were similar (0.26). The pro-
portion of non-sanctuary that consisted of brass
buttons (0.14) was significantly greater than the
proportion within the sanctuaries (0.03).

Habitat selection

Our data demonstrate a distinct difference in the
selection of habitat types between day-night periods
inrelation to hunting season. The most parsimonious
model consisted of an interaction between day-night
period and hunting season (Model 1; Table 4), which
had strong support from the data (w; = 1.00).
Because the response consisted of multiple habitat
types, this result indicated that selection for at least
one of the habitat types was influenced by day-night
and hunting. A second model, with substantially less
support (Model 3; see Table 4), included day-night
period and hunting season as an additive effect. An
intercept-only model was not supported by these
data (see Table 4).

The top-ranked habitat type during three of the
four light/hunt groups (day-night period by hunting
season) was permanent pools (Fig. 2). During the
daylight hours for hunting and non-hunting seasons,
pintails showed substantially greater selection for
permanent pools than the other habitat types (see
Fig. 2). Selection for permanent pools during hunting
season (SR = 8.6 £ 1.6) was greater than non-
hunting season (SR =4.4 £ 0.6) during those times
(see Fig. 2).

During the night hours, pintails showed selection
for permanent pools during the non-hunting season
(SR =2.9 = 0.7) but avoidance (SR =0.5 = 0.2)
during the hunting season. Therefore, the difference
in selection for permanent pools between day and
night was much greater during the hunting season
than the non-hunting season (see Fig. 2).
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Brass buttons was the most selected habitat type
during hunting season at night (see Fig. 2). No
difference was found in selection for brass buttons
between day and night during the non-hunting
season (day: SR =2.3 * (.3, night: SR=2.0 £ 0.3),
but a substantial difference occurred during the
hunting season, when brass buttons was selected
during the night (SR =3.2 £ 0.6) but not during the
day (SR = 1.1 = 0.5; see Fig. 2). Pickleweed was
also selected at night during the non-hunting season
(SR =2.1 £ 0.5; see Fig. 2). SR during this time
were significantly different between pickleweed and
all other habitat types, except permanent pools and
brass buttons (see Fig. 2). However, no evidence of
selection was found during daylight hours of the
non-hunting season (SR = 0.8 * 0.2; see Fig. 2).
During daylight hours of the hunting season, no
evidence was found for selection of pickleweed (SR
=1.5+0.9).

Table 4. Analysis of Akaike’s information criteria for assessing
multivariate mixed models of six log-ratios (i.e. use to available) of
vegetation types as a function of multiple covariates for pintail in
Suisun Marsh, California during 1991-1993. K = number of model
parameters, LL = model log-likelihood, AAIC = difference in AIC
units between the model of interest and the most parsimonious
model, w=model probability (Anderson 2008). DN =day-night and
HS=hunting season. Random components in models were not listed
in the table but included year and repeated measures of individual
birds. Main effects were included in the model with an interaction
term.

# Model specification K LL AAIC w
1 DN, HS (interaction) 7 -655.9 0 1.00
2 DN 5 -665.7 15 0.00
3 DN, HS (additive) 6 -664.8 16 0.00
4 AGE, DN (additive) 6 -665.3 17 0.00
Intercept-only 4 -672.7 29 0.00
5 HS 5 -672.7 29 0.00
6 AGE 5 -673.2 30 0.00
7 AGE, HS (additive) 6 -672.2 30 0.00
7
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Figure 2. Comparison of selection ratios (calculated with propor-
tions of use and availability; Manly et al. 2002) for habitat types
within daylight (A) and night periods (B) during hunting seasons
(e) and non-hunting seasons (o) by pintails at Suisun Marsh,
California, USA. Bars represent 95% Cls. PP = permanent pools,
BB = brass buttons, P = pickleweed, FH = fat hen, AB = alkali
bulrush, M = miscellaneous and BW = bays and waterways. Data
were collected during 1991-1993.

In the post hoc examination of habitat use during
daylight hours, we found that the proportion of
permanent pools used during the post-hunting peri-
od was similar to the proportion used during the pre-
hunting period, and in both periods, permanent
pools were used substantially less than during the
hunting period (Fig. 3A). We also found that brass
buttons was selected greater during the night hours of
the hunting season than during night hours of the
non-hunting season. For example, the proportion of
relocation points in brass buttons at night during the
pre-hunting and post-hunting periods were similar,
and the proportion was substantially higher during
the hunting period (see Fig. 3B).
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Figure 3. Proportion of permanent pools (A) and areas dominated
by brass buttons (B) used by pintails during day (o) and night (m)
hours of the pre-hunting, hunting and post-hunting period at Suisun
Marsh during 1991-1993.

Sanctuary selection

We examined pintail habitat use of lands open to
hunting and sanctuary lands. The most parsimoni-
ous model consisted of an interaction between day-
night period and hunting season (Model 1; Table 5)
and showed strong support from the data (w; =1.00).
No other models showed support (AAIC values were
> 40 of all other models), nor did the intercept-only
model (see Table 5).

Table 5. Analysis of Akaike’s information criteria for assessing mixed
models of the log-ratio (i.e. use to available) of sanctuary as a
function of multiple covariates for pintail in Suisun Marsh,
California during 1991-1993. K = number of model parameters,
LL=model log-likelihood, AAIC = difference in AIC units between
the model of interest and the most parsimonious model, w = model
probability (Anderson 2008). DN = day-night and HS = hunting
season. Random components in models were not listed in the table
but included year and repeated measures of individual birds. Main
effects were included in the model with an interaction term.

# Model specification K LL AAIC w
1 DN, HS (interaction) 7 -731.8 0 1.00
2 DN, HS (additive) 5 -768.0 41 0.00
3 DN 5 -767.8 43 0.00
4 AGE, DN (additive) 6 -783.2 70 0.00
5 HS 5 -794.8 93 0.00
6 AGE, HUNT (additive) 6 -794.6 94 0.00
Intercept-only 4 -811.9 125 0.00
7 AGE 5 -811.6 124 0.00
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Figure 4. Comparison of selection ratios (calculated with propor-
tions of use and availability; Manly et al. 2002) for sanctuaries
within daylight (o) and night (e) periods during hunting and non-
hunting seasons by pintails within Suisun Marsh, California, USA.
Bars represent 95% Cls. Data were collected during 1991-1993.

Pintails highly selected sanctuaries during daylight
hours of the hunting season (SR = 14.9 * 2.0) and
during daylight hours of the non-hunting season
(Fig. 4), although the relationship was not as strong
during the non-hunting season (SR = 2.1 = 0.6).
Pintails did not show selection for sanctuaries during
night hours of the hunting (SR =1.4 = 1.1) or the
non-hunting (SR = 1.0 * 0.4) seasons (see Fig. 4).

Discussion

Pintails exhibited differential selection in habitat
types between day and night that was influenced by
hunting, a finding similar to results from Louisiana,
USA (Cox & Afton 1997) and Mexico (Migoya et al.
1994). These results support the preference hypoth-
esis (McNeil et al. 1992), which states that birds
prefer to feed at night because it provides a safe
feeding opportunity. Under the preference hypoth-
esis, we expected to observe less selection for vege-
tation types related to feeding during the daylight
hours and greater selection during night hours as
potential threat to pintails increases. Indeed, during
the hunting season pintails selected sanctuaries
during the day that consisted of permanent pools
rather than areas with feeding opportunities. In other
words, the selection for permanent pools within
sanctuaries during daylight, and feeding areas on
hunting lands during night, was substantially greater
during a time when pintails experienced hunting
pressure. Our findings are also consistent with other

© WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 18:1 (2012)

research showing that hunting causes local distur-
bances to pintails (Cox & Afton 1997) and other
waterbird populations (Bell & Owen 1990, Madsen &
Fox 1995).

Perhaps the most logical explanation for this
finding is that sanctuaries provide areas that are
relatively safe during daylight hours of the hunting
season, which supports the high survival rates
attributed to the use of sanctuaries (Miller et al.
1995). One study attributed high diurnal use of
sanctuaries and nocturnal use of feeding areas of
green-winged teal Anas crecca to avian predation
(Tamisier 1974), suggesting that pintail habitat
selection was not influenced by human disturbance
(Tamisier 1976). However, the differential diel pat-
terns of sanctuary use during the hunting season
reported in other literature (Lovvorn & Baldwin
1996, Cox & Afton 1997), coupled with our findings,
provide evidence that hunting disturbance is an
important factor affecting habitat selection by female
pintails.

Pintails also showed distinct differences in selec-
tion of habitats between day and night that did not
always appear related to hunting. For example,
during the non-hunting season, pintails selected
permanent pools within sanctuaries, which may have
been attributed to the establishment of functional
units (Tamisier 1985). Pintails often formed large
groups and exhibited gregarious daytime behav-
iours, roosted and preened within the open water at
Suisun Marsh, similar to those diurnal behaviours
reported elsewhere (Tamisier 1976). Permanent
pools provide limited food for pintails (Rave 1999).
During the night of non-hunting seasons, pintails
selected habitat types with food sources that we
classified based on data from the literature (Mall
1969, Burns 2003). Because pintails primarily forage
at night (Miller 1985, Palomares & Delibes 1992), our
findings also provide evidence for a functional unit
hypothesis, in that pintails select different habitats
during the day than night based on their diurnal
gregarious behaviour (Tamisier 1976), independent
of human disturbance.

The pre-hunting diel patterns here may be ex-
plained by an anti-predator adaptation in feeding at
night to avoid predation. For example, the second
greatest source of pintail mortality in the Central
Valley and Suisun Marsh was predation (Fleskes et
al. 2007), and most predation occurred in the fall
before the hunting season. Although pintails have
been reported to forage during daylight hours (Miller
1986), this feeding occurs in early autumn or late

9
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winter and is not as frequent as nocturnal feeding
(Tamisier 1976). Authors who studied pintails in
agricultural settings have suggested that greater
daytime use of sanctuaries during the non-hunting
season resulted from other disturbance, such as
agricultural operations (Cox & Afton 1997). How-
ever, during the non-hunting season in the Suisun
Marsh, human disturbance by agriculture was not an
issue.

It is possible that the results of hunting on diel
patterns in habitat selection were confounded by
seasonality. The limitations in post-hunting season
telemetry data precluded our ability to differentiate
between hunting and seasonality. Many of the
pintails migrated away from Suisun Marsh during
or immediately after the hunting season. Pintails
might have chosen permanent pools more often in
late winter, a time which coincided with hunting
season. However, this was unlikely because these
habitats probably had less available food, as did
adjacent hunting areas, as winter advanced (Hamil-
ton & Watt 1970). This resulted in pintails spending
more time traveling to food sources and less time in
sanctuaries (Cox & Afton 1997).

Pintails strongly selected brass buttons habitats, as
an overwhelming majority of night locations oc-
curred on the < 5% of the private lands that
contained a high proportion of brass buttons dom-
inated habitat. Brass buttons produces a relatively
small seed which often windrows along pond mar-
gins, making it readily available to waterfowl (Roll-
ins 1981), and has been identified as an important
food plant for waterfowl in Suisun Marsh (George et
al. 1965, Mall 1969). Furthermore, the years of our
study were in drought, which benefitted brass
buttons because it tends to be relatively more salt-
tolerant than other species in the marshland (Faber
1985), and during these years brass buttons may have
provided an abundant food supply for pintails
(George et al. 1965).

Although alkali bulrush is thought to be the most
important food plant for pintails in Suisun Marsh
(George et al. 1965, Mall 1969, Rollins 1981), we
failed to detect a selection for this habitat type. One
explanation is the widespread availability of alkali
bulrush across the marshland. Alkali bulrush showed
equal proportions within sanctuary and non-sanctu-
ary areas. Another explanation for why alkali
bulrush has been shown to be a relatively more
important food source for pintails than brass buttons
is that soft foods, such as brass buttons, often are
undetected in gizzard samples as a consequence of
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the increased digestibility (Swanson & Bartonek
1970). Recent methods using esophageal samples
identified sea purslane Sesuvium verrucosum and
alkali bulrush as the major food items in Suisun
Marsh (Burns 2003). Sea purslane was relatively rare
in Suisun Marsh during the years of our study and
has only recently been established within the same
areas as brass buttons (S. Chappell, pers. comm.).

We observed differences in daytime selection of
brass buttons between hunting and non-hunting
seasons. These observations can be explained by
differences in the proportion of available brass
buttons that were inside and outside sanctuary
boundaries. For example, brass buttons made up a
greater proportion of non-sanctuary than sanctuary
areas. During the non-hunting season, pintails
selected habitats dominated by brass buttons day
and night, but these were mostly outside the sanctu-
aries. With the onset of hunting season, permanent
pools were the only habitat selected throughout the
day, but these were mostly inside sanctuaries. In
southwestern Louisiana, pintails that used large
sanctuaries with pools might have been disadvan-
taged (Rave 1999). This is due to the fact that pintails
have been reported to forage during daylight hours
(Miller 1986) and those permanent pools often lack
important foods in useable quantities, which has
been suggested for Canada geese (McLandress &
Raveling 1981).

Perhaps the decline in population numbers within
Suisun Marsh over the past couple of decades is
related to pintails selecting agriculturally-related
areas for wintering outside of the Suisun Marsh
boundaries but within the Central Valley that
provide a combination of feeding and safety benefits.
For example, a large majority of land cover within
the northern Central Valley of California consists of
rice croplands (Miller et al. 1989), which has
displaced vast amounts of original wetland habitats
for wintering waterfowl (Eadie et al. 2008). Rice
croplands often function similar to managed wet-
lands (Miller et al. 2010). Rice is also often flooded
prior to the hunting season under normal agricul-
tural procedures to decompose stubble following rice
harvest, which often exposes food in the form of
residual rice seeds (Miller et al. 2010). A large portion
of the flooded rice croplands is not hunted, and these
areas have fewer avian predators than marshlands
(Elphick 2004), leading to increases in waterfowl
survival (Fleskes et al. 2007). Feeding opportunities,
coupled with increased safety benefits, appear to
explain shifts in distribution of wintering ducks from
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portions of the Central Valley into croplands follow-
ing the flooding of rice (Fleskes et al. 2005a,b).
Wildlife management areas may offer concentrated
food sources for pintails by promoting the growth of
specific plants favoured by pintails. However, those
areas with increased hunting pressure, that lack well-
designed and positioned sanctuaries, may result in
pintails switching to rice cropland, where they might
benefit from relatively greater safety and food
accessibility.

Increasing the area and distribution of designated
sanctuaries with permanent pools should be encour-
aged at Suisun Marsh and other wetlands. Studies
indicate that the creation and design of refuges
increases abundance of waterfowl populations (Fox
& Madsen 1997). One experimental study demon-
strated that hunting disturbance was a causal factor
of lower population numbers, and creation of refuges
was the single most important factor that influenced
distribution and density of waterbirds (Madsen
1995). Providing additional refuges to adjacent
hunted areas will likely increase feeding and safety
opportunities for pintails and perhaps influence their
abundance. In our study, permanent water pools
provided necessary daytime refugia to support pin-
tail populations during hunting periods, allowing
them to feed in hunted areas at night. Without
permanent pools within sanctuary boundaries, pin-
tails likely would have abandoned the hunted and
managed wetland areas. Further development of
sanctuaries throughout the wetland may prevent
pintails from leaving wetlands and moving to agri-
cultural areas in the Central Valley. Perhaps, man-
aging for plants that provide seed sources within
sanctuaries would also increase the overall number of
pintails within a marsh. However, one trade-off
might be an increased probability of ducks remaining
within the sanctuaries, thereby reducing hunting
opportunities.

A large majority of the protected area at Suisun
Marsh were within three primary sanctuaries. Larger
and fewer sanctuaries support higher bird densities
by providing lower ratios of buffer to core areas (Fox
& Madsen 1997). Although some important infor-
mation about design of refuge has been experimen-
tally studied on other waterfowl (Madsen 1995, Fox
& Madsen 1997), studies are needed that identify
specific attributes of permanent pool sanctuaries that
increase selection by pintails (e.g. pool size, perimeter
to area ratio, water depth and distance to food
sources). Large sanctuaries positioned near managed
hunting areas likely reduces the time and energy

© WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 18:1 (2012)

needed for pintails to travel between day and night
sites, and those sanctuaries are likely to be most
important during late winter when food is relatively
scarce. Incorporating large protected permanent
pools adjacent to hunted wetlands is perhaps an
effective strategy to increase pintail numbers within
wetland environments and responsibly benefit hunt-
ing opportunities while improving pintail conserva-
tion.

Acknowledgements - this project was a cooperative effort led
by the Biological Resources Division of the U.S. Geological
Survey and included the California Waterfowl Association,
the California Department of Fish and Game and the
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. E.E. Osnas and B.
Parkin assisted with data collection. M.A. Farinha, J.P.
Fleskes, D.S. Gilmer, W.M. Perry, D.L. Orthmeyer, J.H.
Day, J.M. Hicks, J.Y. Takekawa, G.D. Wylie, K.A.
Gonzalez and S.E. Warnock provided logistic, computer,
statistical and editorial assistance for our study. C. Goulard
provided insightful research assistance. We also thank G.S.
Yarris, L. Briden and B. Grewell for their assistance with
habitat information, as well as D. Becker, B. Smith and other
staff at the Grizzly Island Wildlife Area for logistical
support. M. Lewis and L. Lehman assisted with private
land access. J.T. Ackerman and J.L. Yee provided thought-
ful reviews which improved the manuscript. Any use of
trade, product or firm names in this publication is for
descriptive purposes only and does not imply endorsement
by the U.S. government.

References

Aebischer, N.J., Robertson, P.A. & Kenward, R.E. 1993:
Compositional analysis of habitat use from radio-tracking
data. - Ecology 74: 1313-1325.

Aitchison, J. 1986: The statistical analysis of compositional
data. - Chapman and Hall, London, UK, 416 pp.

Akaike, H. 1973: Information theory as an extension of the
maximum likelihood principle. - In: Petrov, B.N. &
Csaksi, F. (Eds.); Second International Symposium on
Information Theory. Akademiai Kiado, Budapest, Hun-
gary, pp. 267-281.

Anderson, D.R. 2008: Model based inferences in the life
sciences. - Springer Science, New York, New York, USA,
184 pp.

Bates, D., Maechler, M. & Dai, B. 2008: Ime4: linear mixed-
effects models using S4 classes. - R package version
0.999375-27. Available at: http://Ime4.r-forge.r-project.
org (Last accessed on 12 January 2010).

Bell, D.V. & Owen, M. 1990: Shooting disturbance, a review.
- IWRB Special Publication no. 12: 159-171.

Beyer, H.L. 2004: Hawth’s Analysis Tools for ArcGIS. -
Available at: http://www.spatialecology.com/htools (Last
accessed on 12 January 2010).

Bingham, R.L. & Brennan, L.A. 2004: Comparison of Type |

11

Downloaded From: https://complete.bioone.org/journals/Wildlife-Biology on 15 May 2024
Terms of Use: https://complete.bioone.org/terms-of-use



error rates for statistical analyses of resource selection. -
Journal of Wildlife Management 68: 206-212.

Bregnballe, T. & Madsen, J. 2004: Tools in waterfowl reserve
management: effects of intermittent hunting adjacent to a
shooting-free core area. - Wildlife Biology 10(4): 261-268.

Burns, E.G. 2003: An analysis of food habitat of green-
winged teal, northern pintail, and mallards wintering in
the Suisun Marsh to develop guidelines for food plant
management. - M.Sc. thesis, University of California-
Davis, Davis, California, USA, 75 pp.

Calenge, C. 2006: The package adehabitat for the r software:
a tool for the analysis of space and habitat use by animals. -
Ecolological Modeling 197: 516-519.

Carney, S.M. 1992: Species, age and sex identification of
ducks using wing plumage. - United States Department of
the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington D.C.,
USA, 144 pp.

Central Valley Joint Venture 2006: Central Valley Joint
Venture Implementation Plan. - Conserving Bird Habitat.
- U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, California,
USA, 261 pp.

Cochran, W.W. & Lord, R.D., Jr. 1963: A radio-tracking
system for wild animals. - Journal of Wildlife Management
27:9-24.

Cox, R.R., Jr. & Afton, A.D. 1997: Use of habitats by female
northern pintails wintering in Southwestern Louisiana. -
Journal of Wildlife Management 61: 435-443.

DeLaune, M.G. 2000: XTools ArcView Extension, version
10/18/2000. - Oregon Department of Forestry, Salem,
Oregon, USA.

Dodge, W.E. & Steiner, A.J. 1986: XYLOG: a computer
program for field processing locations of radio-tagged
wildlife. - U.S. Department of the Interior Fish and
Wildlife Service Technical Report 4, Washington D.C.,
USA.

Duncan, D.C. 1985: Differentiating yearling from adult
northern pintails by wing-feather characteristics. - Journal
of Wildlife Management 49: 576-579.

Dwyer, T.J. 1972: An adjustable radio-package for ducks. -
Bird Banding 43: 282-284.

Eadie, J.M., Elphick, C.S., Reinecke, K.J. & Miller, M.R.
2008: Wildlife values of North American ricelands. - In:
Manley, S.W. (Ed.); Conservation in ricelands of North
America. The Rice Foundation, Stuttgart, Arkansas,
USA, pp. 7-90.

Elphick, C.S. 2004: Assessing conservation trade-offs: iden-
tifying the effects of flooding rice fields for waterbirds on
non-target bird species. - Biological Conservation 117:
105-110.

Euliss, N.H., Jr. & Harris, S.W. 1987: Feeding ecology of
northern pintails and green-winged teal wintering in
California. - Journal of Wildlife Management 51: 724-732.

Faber, P.M. 1985: Common wetland plants of coastal Cali-
fornia. - Pickleweed Press, Mill Valley, California, USA,
111 pp.

Fleskes, J.P., Jarvis, R.L. & Gilmer, D.S. 2002: Distribution
and movements of female Northern Pintail radiotagged in

12

San Joaquin Valley, California. - Journal of Wildlife
Management 66: 138-152.

Fleskes, J.P., Perry, W.M., Petrik, K.L., Spell, R. & Reed, F.
2005a: Change in area of winter-flooded and dry rice in the
northern Central Valley of California determined by
satellite imagery. - California Fish and Game 91: 207-215.

Fleskes, J.P., Yee, J.L., Casazza, M.L., Miller, M.R.,
Takekawa, J.Y. & Orthmeyer, D.L. 2005b: Waterfowl
distribution, movements, and habitat use relative to recent
habitat changes in the Central Valley of California: A
cooperative project to investigate impacts of the Central
Valley Joint Venture and changing agricultural practices
on the ecology of wintering waterfowl. - Final report. US
Geological Survey, Western Ecological Research Center,
Dixon Field Station, Dixon, California, USA, 190 pp.

Fleskes, J.P., Yee, J.L., Yarris, G.S., Miller, M.R. &
Casazza, M.L. 2007: Pintail and mallard survival in
California relative to habitat, abundance and hunting. -
Journal of Wildlife Management 71: 2238-2248.

Fox, A.D. & Madsen, J. 1997: Behavioral and distributional
effects of hunting disturbance on waterbirds in Europe:
implications for refuge design. - Journal of Applied
Ecology 34: 1-13.

Frayer, W.E., Peters, D.D. & Pywell, H.R. 1989: Wetlands of
the California Central Valley: status and trends 1939 to
mid 1980's. - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland,
Oregon, USA, 36 pp.

George, H.A., Anderson, W. & McKinnie, H. 1965: An
evaluation of the Suisun Marsh as a waterfowl area. -
California Department of Fish and Game, Administrative
Report 20, Sacramento, California, USA, 24 pp.

Gillies, C., Hebblewhite, M., Nielsen, S.E., Krawchuk, M.,
Aldridge, C., Frair, J., Stevens, C., Saher, D.J. & Jerde, C.
2006: Application of random effects to the study of
resource selection by animals. - Journal of Animal Ecology
75: 887-898.

Gilmer, D.S., Miller, M.R., Bauer, R.D. & LeDonne, J.R.
1982: California’s Central Valley wintering waterfowl:
concerns and challenges. - Transactions of the North
American Wildlife and Natural Resources Conference 47:
441-452.

Hamilton, W.J., III & Watt, K.E.F. 1970: Refuging. -
Annual Review of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics 1:
263-286.

Heitmeyer, M.E., Connelly, D.P. & Pederson R.L. 1989: The
Central, Imperial, and Coachella Valleys of California. -
In: Smith, L.M., Pederson, R.L. & Kaminski, R.M. (Eds.);
Habitat management for migrating and wintering water-
fowl in North America. Texas Tech University Press,
Lubbock, Texas, USA, pp. 475-505.

Koper, N. & Manseau, M. 2009: Generalized estimating
equations and generalized linear mixed effects models for
modeling resource selection. - Journal of Applied Ecology
46: 590-599.

Lovvorn, J.R. & Baldwin, J.R. 1996: Intertidal and farmland
habitats of ducks in the Puget Sound region: a landscape
perspective. - Biological Conservation 77: 97-114.

© WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 18:1 (2012)

Downloaded From: https://complete.bioone.org/journals/Wildlife-Biology on 15 May 2024
Terms of Use: https://complete.bioone.org/terms-of-use



Madsen, J. 1995: Impacts of disturbance on migratory
waterfowl. - Ibis 137: S67-S74.

Madsen, J. 1998a: Experimental refuges for migratory
waterfowl in Danish wetlands. I. Baseline assessment of
the disturbance effects of recreational activities. - Journal
of Applied Ecology 35: 386-397.

Madsen, J. 1998b: Experimental refuges for migratory
waterfowl in Danish wetlands. II. Tests of hunting
disturbance effects. - Journal of Applied Ecology 35:
398-418.

Madsen, J. & Fox, A.D. 1995: Impacts of hunting distur-
bance on water birds - a review. - Wildlife Biology 1(4):
193-207.

Mall, R.E. 1969: Soil-water-salt relationships of waterfowl
food plants in the Suisun Marsh of California. - Wildlife
Bulletin No. 1. California Department of Fish and Game,
59 pp.

Manly, F.J., McDonald, L.L., Thomas, D.L., McDonald,
T.L. & Erickson, W.P. 2002: Resource Selection by
animals: statistical design and analysis for field studies. -
Chapman and Hall, London, UK, 221 pp.

McLandress, M.R. & Raveling, D.G. 1981: Hyperphagia
and social behavior of Canada geese prior to spring. -
Wilson Bulletin 93: 310-324.

McNeil, R., Drapeau, P. & Goss-Custard, J.D. 1992: The
occurrence and adaptive significance of nocturnal habits in
waterfowl. - Biological Reviews 67: 381-419.

Migoya, R., Baldassarre, G.A. & Losito, M.P. 1994: Diurnal
activity budgets and habitat functions of Northern Pintail
Anas acuta wintering in Sinaloa, Mexico. - Wildfowl 45:
134-146.

Miller, M.R. 1985: Time budgets of northern pintail winter-
ing in the Sacramento Valley, California. - Wildfowl 36:
53-64.

Miller, M.R. 1986: Northern pintail body condition during
wet and dry winters in the Sacramento Valley, California. -
Journal of Wildlife Management 50: 189-198.

Miller, M.R., Burns, E.G., Wickland, B.E. & Eadie, J.M.
2009: Diet and body mass of wintering ducks in adjacent
brackish and freshwater habitats. - Waterbirds 32: 374-
387.

Miller, M.R., Fleskes, J.P., Orthmeyer, D.L., Newton, W.E.
& Gilmer, D.S. 1995: Survival of adult female northern
pintails in Sacramento Valley, California. - Journal of
Wildlife Management 59: 478-486.

© WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 18:1 (2012)

Miller, M.R., Garr, J.M. & Coates, P.S. 2010: Changes in the
status of harvested rice fields in the Sacramento Valley,
California: Implications for wintering waterfowl. - Wet-
lands 30: 939-947.

Miller, M.R., Sharp, D.E., Gilmer, D.S. & Mulvaney, W.R.
1989: Rice available to waterfowl in harvested fields in the
Sacramento Valley, California. - California Fish and
Game 75: 113-123.

Newcombe, R.G. 1998: Two-sided confidence intervals for
the single proportion: Comparison of seven methods. -
Statistics in Medicine 17: 857-872.

Palomares, F. & Delibes, M. 1992: Data analysis design and
potential bias in radio-tracking studies of animal habitat
use. - Acta Ecologica 13: 221-226.

Rave, D.P. 1999: Do mini-refuges supply wintering North-
ern Pintails with important diurnal roost sites? - Wildlife
Society Bulletin 27: 897-900.

R Development Core Team 2008: R: A language and
environment for statistical computing. - R Foundation for
Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. Available at:
http://www.r-project.org (Last accessed on 12 January
2010).

Rollins, G.L. 1981: A guide to waterfow] habitat manage-
ment in Suisun Marsh. - California Department of Fish
and Game, Sacramento, California, USA, 109 pp.

Schemnitz, S.D. 1994: Capturing and handling wild animals.
- In: Bookhout, T.A. (Ed.); Research and management
techniques for wildlife habitats. 5th edition. The Wildlife
Society, Bethesda, Maryland, USA, pp. 106-124.

Schmutz, J.A. & White, G.C. 1990: Error in telemetry
studies: effects of animal movement on triangulation. -
Journal of Wildlife Management 54: 506-510.

Swanson, G.A. & Bartonek, J.C. 1970: Bias associated with
food analysis in gizzards of blue-winged teal. - Journal of
Wildlife Management 34: 739-746.

Tamisier, A. 1974: Etho-ecological studies of teal wintering
in the Camargue (Rhone Delta, France). - Wildfowl 25:
123-133.

Tamisier, A. 1976: Diurnal activities of green-winged teal
and pintail wintering in Louisiana. - Wildfowl 27: 19-32.

Tamisier, A. 1985: Some considerations on the social
requirements of ducks in winter. - Wildfowl. 36: 104-
108.

13

Downloaded From: https://complete.bioone.org/journals/Wildlife-Biology on 15 May 2024
Terms of Use: https://complete.bioone.org/terms-of-use




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU ([Based on 'AP_Press'] Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for high quality pre-press printing. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later. These settings require font embedding.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (U.S. Web Coated \(SWOP\) v2)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


