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Introduction Results Discussion
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Figure 1. A map of the Hill Slough Wildlife Area (tan, top middle) and other ° Managed Mixed (Tidal Restored) Percent Coverage of Native Vegetation habitat composed of high vegetation diversity can support
wildlife areas (tan) in the Grizzly Bay/Suisun Bay area. CDFW (2019). a greater number of animal species, explaining the
The Suisun Marsh of the San Francisco Bay Estuary 1S a Figure 3. Bird abundance in managed and mixed points. ig o : positive trend.
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practices. (1= -2.34, P=0.0412). 0 oo o o . v 1o0m.  There was no dlffeljence in bird abundance among
L Percent of Native Specles the CWHR vegetation types. However, t.he data were
Objectives gathered from a 2015 vegetative map prior to the tidal
* To study how bird abundance 1s affected by managed and Bird Abundance and Dominant CWHR Figure 4. (Top) The relationship between bird abundance and the restoration projects in the Hill Slough Wildlife Area.
tidal-restored habitats and native and non-native plants. Vegetation Type percent coverage of native species at each point and (Bottom) the Therefore, 1t would be interesting to compare the bird

relationship between bird abundance and the percent of native species
50 present.

* To study how bird diversity is affected by vegetation
diversity in a managed wetland habitat.

abundance 1n this area from records predating the
restoration projects with current abundance or current

* A linear regression analysis for CWHR vegetation types.

percent coverage of native vegetation showed a
marginally non-significant negative

relationship (P= 0.073).
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* Point count surveys were conducted at twelve
predetermined stations within the Hill Slough Wildlife '
Area (Figure 2). Habitat characteristics at each station 10
were taken. Birds visually and auditorily detected during
the ten-minute surveys were recorded. Saline Emergent Wetland Fresh Emergent Wetland _ Annual Grassland

* Spearman correlation showed no significant
correlation between abundance and the
percentage of native species present.

Figure 5. Bird abundance for each dominant CWHR vegetation
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Figure 6. Bird diversity compared to vegetation diversity at each ACkﬂOWledgementS
point location in the Hill Slough Wildlife Area of the Suisun Marsh.
The light blue point represents an outlier omitted from the analysis. Special thanks to Laureen Barthman-Thompson,
Sarah Estrella, and Loren Roman-Nunez of the
* The diversity of birds showed a significant California Department of Fish & Wildlife for CALIFORNIA
Pond 5 po sitive correlation with the ve o etation div ersity 10g1st1ca.1 field support and training. Spec%al thanks oEeTENT oF
g , , , _ to Dr. Diego Sustaita, Dulce Robles Martinez and WILDLIFE
(hnear regression ana1y31s, P= 0°025)- Arianna Ramirez of the CSUSM Biological

Figure 2. A satellite image (Google Maps) of the Hill Slough Wildlife Area. Sciences department for research and presentation

The yellow dots represent the point count areas. All ponds are managed Western Meadowlark taken by Sophie Dehmer ™ support. This course project was funded by NSF-
except for Pond 5 which 1s tidal restored. 10S-2146109.
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