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ODbjectives

Gather improved data for the Michigan Breeding
Bird Atlas Il Project.

Collect baseline data for future monitoring.

Evaluate the efficacy of these surveys in finding
preeding owls.

nvestigate factors that might influence owl
oresence and detectabllity at a site.




Methods

Point counts were conducted at night from roads along
randomly selected Breeding Bird Survey routes.

Three or four surveys at each point per season.

Recorded survey time, temperature, wind speed, cloud
cover, moon visibility, and ambient noise level.

For each owl response we estimated the distance to the
bird and took a compass bearing.

Assigned breeding status according to MBBA I
guidelines by quarter-township (9-section) survey block.

Habitat characterized within 800-meter radius
surrounding each point using DNR IFMAP data.

Used Presence 2.0 to estimate proportion of sites
occupied and detection probability, and also evaluate
iInfluence of habitat and environment on these estimates.




3

Survey Route Locatlons




(P

c
J per]
erjoc

[otal

O

@)

-
=

[—
= 1

N

l_‘

(@)

gy
Q1

(@)
@)

1
-

-

[
[
— | C
)

-

@)
N
YN I\
5

[—
= 1

-

~
~
@)

Q2

. 2))
= N
Ol

N Y
5 ar Y
N ~ =

I. AN
-

[_‘
Q!
Nl
l_‘
= | C©
D
\|

-

[_‘
Q!

-

|—
[
[— [C
N)

(-
Q2
Q2

1

o
-\|
N
(GN]
Q1
1

N

M. o

S l\j )}
(®) LI’S

( ( S

N
M
O

l_‘

L
S
&




Results: Tot

2l

Total Number of owl observations by year

Owl Opservations

and species.
Species 2004 2005 2006 Total
EASO 157 245 359 761
GHOW 116 111 155 382
BDOW 143 234 337 714
LEOW 5 4 3 12
BOOR 2 2
NSWO 35 40 93 168
Total 456 634 949 2,039
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Total number of MBBA survey blocks by year,

zone, and breeding status.
Year Zone Poss. Prob. Conf. Total
2004 SLP 21 28 49
NLP 2 1 3
UP --- ---
2005 SLP 27 37 64
NLP 4 --- 4
UP --- ---
2006 SLP 14 51 65
NLP 11 4 15
UpP --- ---
Total 79 121 200

l Probable Breeding
@ Possible Breeding

B Confirmed Breeding




Fesulis: Great Hlorned Owl

Total number of MBBA survey blocks by year,

zone, and breeding status.
Year Zone Poss. Prob. Conf. Total
2004 SLP 20 11 31
NLP 13 3 16
UP 7 7 14
2005 SLP 36 6 42
NLP 17 3 20
UP 7 2 9
2006 SLP 25 14 1 40
NLP 14 6 20
UP 11 9 20
Total 150 61 1 212

l Probable Breeding
@ Possible Breeding

B Confirmed Breeding




Hesulis: Barrecd Owl

Total number of MBBA survey blocks by year,
zone, and breeding status. i
Year Zone Poss. Prob. Conf. Total
2004 SLP 3 2 5 %o

NLP 13 10 23 —ﬁ

UP 19 12 31
2005 SLP 6 11 1 18

NLP 24 15 39 < ip Wad

UP 27 6 33
2006 SLP 13 14 27

NLP 20 25 45 g

UP 22 17 39

Total 147 112 1 260
e \

l Probable Breeding o
@ Possible Breeding

B Confirmed Breeding




Fesulis: Long -earec Owl

L]

Total number of MBBA survey blocks by year,

zone, and breeding status.

Year Zone Poss.  Prob. Conf. Total

2004 SLP
NLP
uUP 2 1 3

2005 SLP 1 1
NLP
upP 3 3

2006 SLP 1 1
NLP
upP 1 1

Total 8 1 9 j ] \

@ Possible Breeding

H Probable Breeding \
B Confirmed Breeding




Total number of MBBA survey blocks by year,
zone, and breeding status.

Year Zone Poss. Prob. Conf. Total
2004 SLP --- - --- -
NLP

uP

2005 SLP --- - --- -
NLP

uP

2006 SLP --- - --- -
NLP
uP 1 1
Total 1 1

H Probable Breeding \
@ Possible Breeding

Il Confirmed Breeding

P




Feasulis: Nortnern Saw  -wnet Owl

0 g
- &Q .
Total number of MBBA survey blocks by year, — '
zone, and breeding status. E — Euu
Year Zone Poss. Prob. Conf. Total 1 =
2004 SLP 5 1 6
NLP 5 - 5
uP 18 18 <
2005 SLP 12 --- 12 - y
NLP 8 1 9 < o
UP 11 --- 11 \
2006 SLP 12 5 17 am, i}
NLP 13 6 19
UP 7 --- 7 a
Total 91 13 104

& | = |

H Probable Breeding \

@ Possible Breeding
B Confirmed Breeding
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Site O ancy (SE) Mezin Probability of Detection by Survey (SE) i HNo.
sSurveys
Species  Year | Observed Estimated Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 3 Survey 4 Needed
EASO 2004 | 058 0.74 (0.09) | 0.42 (0.07) 0.58(0.06) 0.32 (0.06)
2005 | 0.62 0.69 (0.04) | 0.52 (0.06) 0.52(0.06) 0.37(0.05) 0.32(0.05) 2-4
20086 0.77 0.82 (0.05) | 048 (0.05) 048(0.05) 042 (0.05) 0.58 (0.05)
GHOW 2004 0.21 0.62 (0.10) | 0.10(0.03) 0.20(0.03) 0.13(0.03
2005 | 0.18 0.89 (0.10) 0.10 (0.02) 0.06 (0.02) 0.05(0.01) 7-731
20086 0.27 0.87 (0.09) 0.13(0.02) 0.13(0.02) 0.13(0.02)
BDOW 2004 0.22 35(0.06) | 0.12(0.04) 0.28(0.06) 0.39(0.07)
2005 | 0.33 0.50 (0.05) 0.13(0.03) 0.35(0.05) 042 (0.05) 2-13
20086 0.47 0.65 (0.05) 0.17 (0.03) 0.30(0.04) 0.57 (0.05)
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cuparncy and
ropapility

Proportion of Sites Occupied  * Detection Propability 2

Species  Year | UR AG HU DFE CE MFE WT WA BA | Wind Noise Time Termnp Cloud Moon
EAS0 2004

2005

2008
GrlOwW 2004

2005

2009
BDOW 2004

2005

2008
LUR = urban, AG =iilled agriculiural, HU = herbaceo  us upland (. g greaslanrl forage crops), D CF = conifer ous forest,

MFE = mixed forest, WT = non -forestecd wetland, WA = water, arnd BA =

2Wind = wind speed (kmph), No
<)

ternperature ( C), Cloud = % cloud

oise

= ric
COoV

oise level (rank

ver, Moorn = moon visibility (

bare/sparsel

/ \/.—\UHFFIF[—)

DF = deciduous forest,
o,

scale of 1 —4), Time = tirme period (e ening, middle of night,

not visiole, partially visible, cornpletely visible).

arly rmorning ), Ternp =




surnmery

Wind speed seemed most important in lirniting detectorn
of EASO and GHOW.

Boin noise level and wind appeared to recduce prooapility

2,

No consistent trend in EASO detection propanility by
survey oeriod.

Proorlomr/ [ cletection consistently low for GHOWY,

DOW detection propanilities nignest during ine last two
suUrvey oeriods,

U

More survey effort needed for BDOVW and GHOW If gozl
IS nign confidence in determination of aosernce,
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