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Project Title: Census and Monitoring of Black-capped Vireo in Texas

Final or Interim Report? Final
Job #: WER 61 Grant #: E- 13
Reviewer Station: Arlington ESFQ, Austin ESFQ

Lead station was contacted and concurs with the following comments:
Yes | JNe [ ] Mot appiicable (reviewer is from lead station)

Interim Report {check ane): Final Report (check one}:
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{ | is acceptable as i;, but cominents below is acceptable, but needs minor revision
need to be addressed in the next report (see comments below)
[ | needs revision (see comments below) [ 1 needs major revision (see comments below)
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Comments:

T

We appreciate the considerable amount of effort the Principat Investigator devoted o this project. This
report meludes a lot of valuable information on black-capped vireos (BCVI). Foilowing are comments
that should be addressed pnioy to fimahizing this eport.

1. Teis not clear if Segmént Objectives (Approaches from the original proposal) four and five were
completed. Please clanfy.

2. The 2000 inferim report states Dolan Falls Ranch Preserve and Big Bend Nationat Park surveys and
monitoring were being conducted cuiside the scope of this project, but the data would be “made
available for the final report.” Big Bend MNational Park’s data were submitted; however, there is no
information on Dolan ¥alls Ranch Preserve. 1i would be helpful to include this data, if possible.

3. Both Dinosaur Valley St‘é.ffe':]:?arlfﬁnd Fossil Rim Wildlife Center were surveyed during the first two
seasons of the study. We understand they were discontinued due to a lack of BCVIs and/or acoess
issues. However, we wonld appreciate receiving any data collected, including negative results, on
BCVI territories, sightings, nesting activities, and survey conditions and effort.

4, Segment Objective i1 is te determine management recommendaticns for monitoring sites and their
associated recovery units. While some recommendations were made for some of the sites, a
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comprehensive discussion about management in sach of the recovery units was not inciuded. We
would appreciate recetving this mformation. Rather than discussing each site, which would include
repetition among sites with similar habitat, management recommendations for each BCVI habitat
type used duning this study may be mere helpful.

. Under Resuiis and Discussions, the report states roadside surveys were conducted and BCV]s wers
located. Please include maps of the survey routes and BCVI sightings.

. The report states an increase in predabion and decrease i aest success occurred on the Dobbs
Mouniain Ranch after habitat destruction activiiies. While no dates are given, the report shows nest
success dropped from 75 to 12.5 percent between 2002 and 2003, s this when the clearing activity
accurred? If not, please let us know when the activity did occur.

Section D, Appreach, of the report states every identifiable BCVI territory was delineated on
USGS 7.5 topographic maps. It also appears some texntorniés and sightings were delineated on
aerial photography. However, territory maps for all surveys were not included in the final report.
Please submit maps of BCVI sightings and territories not included with the final report; and, if
possible, we would appreciate copies of any GIS files on sightings, territories, and propernty
boundanes.

. Do the numbers of fledges reported in tables 7 through 13, include cowbird fledges? Also, was
cowhird egg or nesiling removal accounted for in determining productiviiy? It would be helpful to
know when cowhird contred was conducted either on or adjacent to each property before and duning
this study.




Project Title: Census and Monitoring of Black-capped Vireo in Texas

Final or Interim Report? Final
Job #: WER61 Grant #. E-15

Reviewer Station: Arlington ESFO, Austin ESFO

Comments:

We appreciate the considerable amount of effort the Principal Investigator devoted to this project.
This report includes a lot of valuable information on black-capped vireos (BCVI). Following are
comments that should be addressed prior to finalizing this report.

1. Itis not clear if Segment Objectives (Approaches from the original proposal) four and five were
completed. Please clarify.

Segment objectives 4 and 5:

4. Where access is not obtainable, determine to what extent habitat may be observed from public
roadways. Estimate extent of habitat and determine census protocol to best estimate population
status; Yrs 1-3.

5. Reuvisit locations of Black-capped Vireo habitat observed during roadside surveys that were not
found to be occupied. Re-survey to confirm status. If vireos are observed, implement steps 2 - 4;
Yrs 1-3.

Response:

Segment objectives 4 and 5 were essentially contingencies in the event that not enough accessible
study sites could be found in each recovery unit. Enough accessible sites were found. Therefore,
“over the fence” roadside monitoring was not necessary.



2. The 2000 interim report states Dolan Falls Ranch Preserve and Big Bend National Park surveys
and monitoring were being conducted outside the scope of this project, but that data would be
“made available for the final report.” Big Bend National Park’s data were submitted; however, there
is no information on Dolan Falls Ranch Preserve. It would be helpful to include this data, if
possible.

Response:

Big Bend National Park was incorporated into the scope of this project as a permanent study site.
However, the level of effort in monitoring the BCVI population at Big Bend National Park was not as
practicable as other sites so a thorough yearly census was conducted only. However, incidental
observations of nests, fledglings, parasitism, etc. provided valuable data none-the-less. BCVI
observations made by park personnel and visitors were also noted in the yearly reports.

Yearly monitoring at Dolan Falls Ranch Preserve was discontinued due to lack of funds. However,
useful data on Dolan Falls Ranch Preserve can be found in:

Farquhar, C. C., and J. P. Maresh. 1996. Population biology and habitat characterization of Black-capped
Vireos at Dolan Falls Ranch Preserve, Val Verde County, Texas. Year One Final Report. Endangered
Resources Branch, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. Austin, Texas.

Farquhar, C. C., and J. P. Maresh. 1998. Population biology and habitat characterization of Black-capped
Vireos at Dolan Falls Ranch Preserve, Val Verde County, Texas. Year Two Final Report. Endangered
Resources Branch, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. Austin, Texas.

Farquhar, C. C. 2000. Population biology and habitat characterization of Black-capped Vireos at Dolan Falls
Ranch Preserve, Val Verde County, Texas. Years Three and Four Final Report. Endangered
Resources Branch, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. Austin, Texas.

3. Both Dinosaur Valley State Park and Fossil Rim Wildlife Center were surveyed during the first
two years of the study. We understand they were discontinued due to a lack of BCVIs and/or
access issues. However, we would appreciate receiving any data collected, including negative
results, on BCVI territories, sightings, nesting activities, and survey condition and effort.

Response:
The following report should have been included with the stack of yearly site reports from each
study site. If not, a copy can be made available.

Pinkston, Jane, John Maresh and Ned Wright. 2002. Population Monitoring for Black-capped
Vireo (Vireo atricapillus) at Fossil Rim Wildlife Center, Dinosaur Valley State Park and
Adjacent Private Property in Somervell County, Texas. (2001 Filed Season). Texas
Parks and Wildlife. Austin, TX.



4. Segment Objective 11 is to determine management recommendations for monitoring sites and
their associated recovery units. While some recommendations were made for some of the site, a
comprehensive discussion about management in each of the recovery units was not included. We
would appreciate receiving this information. Rather than discussing each site, which would include
repetition among sites with similar habitat, management recommendations for each BCVI habitat
type used during this study may be more helpful.

Segment objective 11:

11. Determine management recommendations for specific monitoring sites and their respective
recovery units; Yrs 4-5

Response:

Management recommendations for recovery units are indeed lacking. There are some
suggestions as to what recovery unit boundaries should be, based on habitat similarities, but no
comprehensive management recommendations. An addendum to this final report would be
required to present management recommendations for recovery units. However, due to the time
commitment required to do this and the employment circumstances of the Principal Investigator,
that addendum will not be forthcoming with these responses. Management recommendations by
recovery unit based on the findings of this report as well as more current data may be delivered at
a future time.

5. Under Results and Discussions, the report states roadside surveys were conducted and BCVIs
were located. Please include maps of the survey routes and BCVI sightings.

Response:
Maps of survey routes and BCVI sightings may be found in:

Maresh, J. P., G. A Rowell, and K. O'Neal. 1999. Roadside Survey For Black-Capped Vireo Habitat
On The Edward's Plateau. Final Report for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Endangered
Species Program, Section 6, Texas Grant E- 1 -9, Project No. 75. Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department, Austin, Texas.

Maresh, J. P. and G. A. Rowell. 2000. Roadside Survey for Black-capped Vireo in
Western and Central Texas. Final Report for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Endangered Species Program, Section 6, Texas Grant E-1-10, Project No. 89.
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, Austin, Texas.

All occurrences of BCVI from these 2 studies were mapped and entered into the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Biological and Conservation Data System (TxBCD). Results, both positive and negative,
from the re-surveying of routes, or segments of routes, during the current study were used to
update Element Occurrence Records (EORs) in the TxBCD at least through the 2003 field season.
Additional observations of BCVI from informal roadside surveys were also entered into the TxBCD.



6. The report states an increase in predation and decrease in nest success occurred in the Dobbs
Mountain Ranch after habitat destruction activities. While no dates are given, the report shows
nest success dropped from 75 to 12.5 percent between 2002 and 2003. Is this when the clearing
activity occurred? If not, please let us know when the activity did occur.

Response:
Yes, the clearing took place sometime during the winter of 2002/03 as is discussed in:

Maresh, J. 2003. Census and Monitoring of Black-capped Vireo at
Dobbs Mountain Ranch Edwards County, Texas (Year Three- 2002 Field
Season). March 2003. Report to Dobbs Run Ranch, LLC.

This report was included with the stack of yearly reports from each study site.

7. Section D, Approach, of the report states every identifiable BCVI territory was delineated on
USGS 7.5’ topographic maps. It also appears some territories and sightings were delineated on
aerial photography. However, territory maps for all surveys were not included in the final report.
Please submit maps of BCVI sightings and territories not included with the final report; and, if
possible, we would appreciate copies of any GIS files on sightings, territories, and property
boundaries.

Response:

Territory maps are included in each of the yearly reports from each study site. GIS files from most
of the sites are still available and will be submitted on CD. However, it will take some time to locate
and organize these files.



8. Do the numbers of fledges reported in tables 7 through 13, include cowbird fledges? Also, was
cowbird egg or nestling removal accounted for in determining productivity? It would be helpful to
know when cowbird control was conducted either on or adjacent to each property before and
during this study.

Response:
No, numbers of fledges reported in tables 7 through 13 do not include cowhbird fledglings. Cowbird
egg and nestling removal was not part of the approach to this project. However, some removal of
cowbird eggs or nestlings did rarely take place at some sites as discussed in: Section E: Results
and Discussion; Brown-headed Cowhbird Parasitism and Other Threats. Generally, these removals
were not accounted for in determining productivity; however, most nests that had cowbird eggs or
nestlings removed were subsequently abandoned. The exception to this was the 2002 Field
Season at Quail Ridge Ranch; also discussed in Section E: Results and Discussion; Brown-
headed Cowbird Parasitism and Other Threats. The cowbird control efforts are further discussed
in:
Bailey, J.W. and J. Maresh. 2002. Census and Monitoring of the Black-capped Vireo

at Quail Ridge Ranch, Somervell County, Texas (Year Three — 2002 Field

Season). Texas Parks & Wildlife Department. Austin, Texas.
This report should have been included with the stack of yearly reports from each study site.

The history of cowbird control efforts on or near study sites before and during study period is as
follows:

Big Bend National Park- Minimal cowbird trapping occurred around the horse remuda in the mid-
90s. Exact dates and duration are unknown.

Camp Barkeley- No known cowbird control effort anywhere in region.
Camp Bowie- No known cowhbird control effort anywhere in region.

Chandler Independence Creek Preserve- No known cowbird control effort anywhere in region.

Dobbs Mountain- Several years of cowbird trapping took place on adjacent Kickapoo Cavern State
Park prior to study period with 2 (+?) traps and cowbird trapping was continuous (in season) on
adjacent Dobbs Run Ranch with 1 fixed and 1 mobile trap.

Garnett Preserve- No known cowbird control effort anywhere in region.

Quail Ridge Ranch- No known cowhbird control effort except during 2002 Field Season as
discussed above.

Walnut Creek Ranch- No known cowbird control effort anywhere in region.




TABLE 2. Current Black-capped Vireo population (number of known males) by
county and recovery unit. (Recovery units from Black-capped Vireo Recovery
Plan (USFWS 1991)).

Recovery Unit | Recovery Unit | Recovery Unit | Recovery Unit [Recovery Unit |Recovery Unit

1 2 3 4 5 6
North-Central | Lampasas Cut Southeast Concho Stockton Trans-

Texas Plains Edwards Plateau Valley Plateau Pecos
Archer Bell 1,500|Bandera 17 JCoke 11 |[Crockett 2 |Brewster 16
Callahan 2 |Bosque 1 |Bexar 34 |Concho Terrell 86 |Culberson
\Val
Clay Brown Blanco 14 |lrion Verde 161 |El Paso
Collin Burnet 57 |Comal Nolan 3 249 |Hudspeth
Comanche Coleman 6 |Edwards 225 |Runnels 2 Jeff Davis
Cooke Coryell 3,500|Gillespie Sterling Loving
Dallas Hamilton Hays 2 |Taylor 7 Pecos
Denton Hill Kendall Tom Green| 4 Presidio
Eastland Lampasas Kerr 437 27 Reeves
Ellis [McLennan Kimble 35 \Ward
Erath IMiIIs Kinney 115 \Winkler
Fannin Somervell | 20 |Llano 1 16
Grayson Travis 45 |Mason 80
Hill Williamson | 33 |Mcculloch| 2
Hood 5,162|Medina
Hunt IMenard 8
Jack Real 100
Johnson San Saba | 11
Kaufman Schleicher
[Montague Sutton 1
Palo Pinto 1 Uvalde 2
Parker 1,084
Rockwall
Shackleford
Stephens
Tarrant
Throckmorton
Wise
Young
3



TABLE 3. Current Black-capped Vireo population (number of known males) by
county and recovery unit. (Recovery units from Black-capped Vireo Population
and Habitat Viability Assessment Report (USFWS 1996)).

Recovery Unit 1

Recovery Unit 2

Recovery Unit 3

Recovery Unit 4

North-Central Texas

Southeast Edwards

Concho Valley

Southwest and Trans-

Plateau Pecos
Archer Bandera 17 Coke 11 Brewster 16
Bell 1,500 Bexar 34 Concho Crockett 2
Bosque 1 Blanco 14 Irion Culberson
Brown Comal Nolan 3 El Paso
Burnet 57 Edwards 225 Runnels 2 Hudspeth
Callahan 2 Gillespie Sterling Jeff Davis
Clay Hays 2 Taylor 7 Loving
Coleman 6 Kendall Tom Green Pecos
Collin Kerr 437 27 Presidio
Comanche Kimble 35 Reeves
Cooke Kinney 115 Terrell 86
Coryell 3,500 Llano 1 Val Verde 161
Dallas Mason 80 Ward
Denton McCulloch 2 Winkler
Eastland Medina 265
Ellis Menard 8
Erath Real 100
Fannin San Saba 11
Grayson Schleicher
Hamilton Sutton 1
Hill Uvalde 2
Hood 1,084
Hunt
Jack
Johnson
Kaufman
Lampasas
McLennan
Mills
Montague
Palo Pinto 1
Parker
Rockwall
Shackleford
Somervell 20
Stephens
Tarrant
Throckmorto
Travis 45
Williamson 33
Wise
Young

5,165
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FINAL REPORT

STATE: Texas GRANT NUMBER: __ E-15

GRANT TITLE: Endangered and Threatened Species Conservation

REPORTING PERIOD: 1 September 2001 to 31 August 2005
STATE PROJECT NUMBER: WER61

PROJECT TITLE: Census and Monitoring of Rlack-capped Vireo in Texas

OBJECTIVE(S):

1. Te determine current population status and distribution in Texas recovery uniés 1, 4, 5, and 6
and ctanfy population status in several counties in recovery units 2 and 3.

2. To monitor status and breeding productivity of these populations.

To determing threats from cowbird (Molothrus spp.) parasitism and identify ather threats.

4. To determine differences in habitat structure and composition and habitat use between
different recovery units.

bt

Significant Deviations:

The confracts for this project were extended one year to comptete the preparation of the final
report.

The following Segment Objectives (from Approach in Project Statement) were constrained or
prohibited from completion as follows:

Census ifem 3: Where access is obtained, use standardized census procedures to determine
vireo abundance. (Bibby, ef 4L, 1992); report results annually; Yrs 1-5.

Dus to logistical and technical constraints standardized abundance estimates were not performed.

instead, opportunustic sampling efforts from monitoring populations offered an impression of the
abundance at each site. Local population sizes were thus estimated from nest monitoring and
abservation of free-living individuals.

Momnitoriag item 9: Select 2 sites (1 public, 1 private) from each recovery unit; Yr 1.

This item called for the establishment of 2 monitoring sites (1 public, 1 private} in each of
Recovery Units 1. 4, 5 and 6 from the Black-capped Vireo Recovery Plan (USFWS 1991}, Due
to a number of conditions, ncluding lack of suitable habitat in certain recovery umits, it was
decided that a more representative moniforing project coutd be performed using the recovery
units from the Black-capped Vireo Population and Habitat Viability Assessment Report (USFWS
1996). Throughout this report, recovery units from both the recovery plan and PHVA are

i
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considered and results are presented separately for each. The number of momitoring sifes by
recovery unit (both sefs) and distinction of ownership are as follows:

Black-capped Vireo Recovery Plan: Black-capped Vireo Population and Habitat
Viability Assessment Report:

Recovery Unit 1. North-Central Texas- Recovery Unit 1. North-Central Texas-
1 privaie 2 private, 1 public

Recovery Unit 2, Lampasas Cut Plains- Recovery Unit 2. Southeast Edwards Plateau-
| private, 1 public 1 privaie

Recovery Unit 3. Southeast Edwards Plateau- | Recovery Unit 3. Concho Valtey-
1 privaie 1 private, 1 public

Recovery Unit 4. Concho Vailey- Recovery Unit 4. Southwest and Trans-Pecos:
1 private, 1 public | private, 1 public

Recovery Unit 5. Stockton Platean-
1 private

Recovery Unit 6. Trans-Pecos-
1 public

Monitoring item 10: Implement monitoring on selected sites, Monitor sites annually for
population status, breeding status, breeding success, cowbird parasitism, predation, and
other threats. Determine parameters of breeding biology such as territory size and density.

Identify principle vegetative components of breeding territories and characterize nest sites:
Yrs 1-5.

All established sites were monitored annually and sites were monitored with approximately equal
eifort between years, However, the amount of effort devoted to individual sites varied and
researcher time was allocated according to factors such as the size of the Black-capped Vireo
population at 4 given site and the areal extent of the site. All sites were visited repeatedly over

the pesied of the breeding season except for Big Bend National Park, which was visited only
once per season in an 8-10 day sting.

Monitoring of all sites in the Year 4 (2003) breeding season was iruncated due to the elimination
in July 2003, by the conducting agency {Texas Parks & Wildlife Department), of the position
held by the Principal Investigator. In October 2003, administration of the project was moved to
Enwvironmental Defense, Inc. As a result of this break in continuity, valuable late season site
visits were delayed or canceled and therefore monitoring was incomplete on a number of sites.
Also, on several properties, nest site vegetation chasacierizations were not fully completed
because numerous nests were lost or mnidentifiable due to weathering during the delay.

Nest site vegetation characterizations were conducted on most nests found except where noted
above and at Camp Barkeley and Chandier Independence Creek Preserve in 2004 due the
employment conditions of the Principal Investigator, as well as the loss of nest sites at Chandter
due to flooding,

il




Summary Of Progress:
Piease see Attachment A.

Lecation: Montague, Somervell, Brown, Edwards, Taylor, Coke, Brewster, Terrell
Counties, Texas.

Cost: ‘
Total $66,500,20
Federal $35,475.00

Prepared by: Craig Farquhar ate: _May 12, 2005

Approved by: te:  Aprl 9, 2005




Table of Contents

Tite Page
Significant Deviabions ... e, i
Need ... |

Background e

Ve S e e e

1
i
2
APDPIOAch ... e 2
Results and DISCUSSION ..o e &
Current Population Status and Distribution in Texas Recavery Units 4
Status and Productivity at Monitoring Sites 8
8rown-headed cowbird parasitism and other threats 14
Habitai Structure, Compositicn and Use Between Recovery Units 20
Conclusions and Recommendations ..o i eeeeer e, 23
Current Population Status and Distribution in Texas Recovery Units 23
Status and Productivity at Monttorg. Gites 25
Brown-headed cowbird parasitism and other threats 29
Habitat Siructure, Composition and Use Between Recovery Units 3
Acknowledgements ... e b 33
Literature Cited ... e, 34
ATTACHMENT A. Projeci Statement ...........c..oooooii i i I
ATTACHMENT B. Site Descriptions ... e vV
ATTACHMENT C. Nest Site Vegetation Characteristics .._........coocveeeeeeen. XXV

Appendix: Blacl-capped Vireo Banding Data, Demographics and Return Rates.. XXX



TABLE 1.

TABLE 2.

TABLE 3.

TABLE 4.
TABLE 5.
TABLE 6.

TABLE 7.
TABLE 8.

TABLE 9.

TABLE 10.
TABLE 11.
TABLE 12.
TABLE 13.
TABLE 14.

TABLE 15.
TABLE 16.

TAELE 17.
TABLE 18.
TABLE 19.

TABLE 2.

List of Tables

Black-capped Vireo population (number of known rmales) by
county irom Black-capped Vireo Population and Habiiat
Viability Assessment Report (USFWS 1898) and Biological
Assessment for 2002 Farm Bill Conservation Programs in
Texas (USDA 2004).

Current Black-capped Vireo population (number of known males)
by county and recovery unit. {Recovery units from Black-
capped Vireo Recovery Plan (USFWS 1391)).

Current Black-capped Vireo population {number of known males)
by county and recovery unit {Recovery units from
Black-capped Vireo Population and Habitat Viabilify
Assessment Report {(USFWS 1986)).

Number of BCVI recorded at each site by year.

Final number of male BCVI at monitoring siies by recovery units.

Final number of male BCVI at menitering sites by county and as
percentage of current county population (USDA 2004).

Black-capped Vireo produciivity at Big Bend Naticnal Park, 2001-
2004 using 2 metheds of calculation.

Black-capped Virec productivity at Camp Barkeley, 2001-2004
using 2 methods of caloulation.

Black-capped Vireo productivity at Chandler Independence Creek
Preserve, 2001-2004 using 2 methods:of calculation.

Btack-capped Vireo productivity at DEBES Mountain Ranch, 2001-
2004 using 2 methods of calculation.

Black-capped Vireo productivity at Garnett Preserve, 2001-2004
using 2 methods of calculation.

Black-capped Vireo productivity at Quail Ridge Ranch, 2001-2004
using 2 methods of calculation.

Black-capped Vireo productivity at Walnut Creek Ranch, 2001-
2004 using 2 methods of calculation.

Black-capped Vireo nest success at Big Bend MNationa! Park,
2001-2004.

Black-capped Vireo nest success ai Camp Barkeley, 2001-2004.

Black-capped Vireo nest success at Chandier Independence
Creek Preserve, 2001-2004.

Black-capped Vireo nest success at Dobbs Mouatain Ranch,
2001-2004.

Black-capped Virec nest success at Garneti Preserve Ranch,
2001-2004.

Black-capped Vireo nesi success at Quail Ridge Ranch, 2001-
2004.

Black-capped Vireo nest success at Walnut Creek Ranch, 2001-
2004,

p.G

p. 7

p. 8
p. 8
p. 2

=

=

12

.12
.12
13
13
.13
.18

.18
18

.18
.19
.19
.19



Significant Deviations

Standardized census procedures as called for by Segment Objective 3 were not

implemented since i was possible to exhaustively survey all sifes.

Segment Objective 9 calted for the establishment of 2 monitoring sites (1 public,
1 private} in each of Recovery Units 1, 4, 5 and 6 from the Black-capped Virec
Recovety Plan. Due to a number of conditions, including lack of suitable habitat in

certain recovery units, it was decided that a more representaiive monitoring project

could be perdformed using the recovery units irom the Black-capped Vireo Popufation
and Rabitat Viability Assessment Reporf. Throughout this repor, recovery units from
both the recovery plan and PHVA are considered and results are presented separately

for each. The number of monitoring sites by recovery unit {both seis) and distinction of

ownership are as follows:

Black-capped Vireo Recovery Plan:

Recovery Unit 1. Marth-Central Texas-
1 private

Recovery Unif 2. Lampasas Cut Plains-
1 private, 1 public

Recovery Unit 3. Southeast Edwards Platéau-
i private

Becovery Unit 4 Concho Valley-
1 private, 1 public

Recovery Unit 5. Stockion Plateau-
1 private

Eecovery Unit 6. Trans-Fecos-
1 public

Black-capped Virec Population and

Habitat Viability Assessment Report:
T
Recovery Unit 4. North-Central Texas-
2 private, 1 public
Recovery Unit 2. Southeast Edwards Plateau-
1 private
Eacovery Unit 3. Concho Valley-

1 private, 1 public

Eecovery Unit 4. Southwest and Trans-Pecos:

1 private, 1 public



All established sites were meonitored annually as per Segment Objective 10.
Sites were monitored with approximately equal effort between years. However, the

amauni of effort devoted to individuat sites varied and researcher time was allocated

according to factors such as the size of the Black-capped Vireo population at a given
site and the areal extent of the site. All sites were visited repeatedly over the period of
the breeding season except for Big Bend National Park, which was visited only once
per season in an 8-10 day stint.

Monitoring of all sites in the Year 4 (2003) breeding season was truncated due io
the elimination in July 2003, by the conducting agency (Texas Parks & Wildlife
Department}, of the position held by the Principal Investigator, In Qctober 2003
administration of the project was moved io Environmental Befense, Inc. As a result of
- this break in continuify, valuable late season site visits were delayed or canceled and
| therefore monitoring was incomplete on a number of sites. Also, on several properiies,
nest site vegetation characterizations were not fully completed because numerous
nests were lost or unideniifiable due o weathering during the delay.

Nesi site vegetaiion characterizations were conducted on most nests found
except where noied above and at Camp Barkeley and Chandler Indeﬁéﬁﬁﬁﬁ%e Creek
Preserve in 2004 due the employment conditions of the Principal investigator, as well
as the loss of nest sites at Chandler due to flooding.

-
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2
A

A. Need

The Black-capped Vireo (Vireo africapilfa;, BCVI) is federally listed as
endangered {U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 1991). Data conceming the distribution and
population status of the Black-capped Vireo are variable and incomplete in several
parts of the species' range. The Black-capped Vireo Population and Habitat Viability
Assessment Report (PHVA) (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 1998) identified 13 Texas
counties as needing further study and an additional 7 counties as needing confirmation
of the presence and status of vireos. The PHVA furiher identified Texas recovery uniis
1, 4, 5, and 6 as needing clarification of the status of vireos.

B. Background
Systematic roadside transect surveys conducted from 1996-1998 throughoui the

vireo's known range in Texas helped clarify the species' distribution (Maresh ef af
1998; Maresh and Rowell 2000). The surveys also confimned ihe presence of
Black-capped Vireos in 7 counties identified by the PHVA as either needing

. _ T
confirmation or further study. ahsi

Eratety

However, deiailed population estimates do not exist for most counties or
recovery units. Furthermore, knowledge of the species' breeding biology, habitat use,
and threats is lacking for large sections of its range. Detailed knowledge of population

distribution and breeding status is needed for long-term recovery efforts (.5, Fish &
Witdlife Service 1991). '

Areas of occupied Black-capped Vireo habitat located during the roadside
surveys provided an opportunity for more complete census surveys. Newly identified
habitat sites provide the oppaortunity to monitor breeding status, habitat requirements,
threats, and other aspects of the uireo's'emlagy ihroughout its range.



C. Objectives
1. To deiermine current population status and distribution in Texas recovery units 1, 4,
9, and 6 and clarify population status in several counties in recovery units 2 and 3.
2. Tomonitor siaius and breeding produciivity of these poputations.

3. To determine threais from cowbird {Mofothrus spp.) parasitism and identify other
threats.

4. To determine differences in habitat structure and compesition and habitat use
vetween different recovery units.

{Segment Objectives are given in Attachment A. Project Statement)

D. Approach
During Year 1 of this study, access to numerous properties in several recovery
units was obiained. Most sites were visifed to assess availabilify of BCVI habitat and o

detemine presence or absence of BCVI. K the presence of vireos was confimned, the

"S5éikite was considered for possible inclusion in this study. Where repeated access and

monitoring activities were agreeable with the land owner/land manager, mora thorough
surveys were conducted and a color-marking program to individually identify BCVI was
implemented. A iofal of 8 sites was selected for monitoring. These sites are distributed
across the recovery units (but see Significant Deviations) and their descriptions are

given in. Attachment B. Site Deseriptions.

All sites included in this study except where noted {see Significant Deviations)
were visited repeatedly throughout the BCV| nesiing season in Years 2-5. All areas of
known or potential habitat were theroughly surveyed for a complete site census {see
Significant Deviations). All sites were monitored for pepulation status, breeding
status, and cowbird parasifism, predation, and other threats. All BCVI| encountered
were followed to datermine sex, age, breeding status (paired or unpaired} and banding
staius. Band color combinaiions were identified on all individuals seen to be colos-

marked. Every ideniifiable terrifory was delineated on enfarged copies of USGS 7.5
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topographic maps. All BCVI that utilized the site for all or par of their territories were

monitored. Birds on adjacent propedies that were seen io interact with territory holders
on the monitored sites were also noted.

Nests, when found, were inspected for contents and monitored for parasitism,
predation, and productivity. Vegetation characterizations of most nest siies found were

conducted using a modified BBIRD protocol (Martin, ef al. 1997; Grzybowski, ef al.
1994).

Banding and color-marking was carried ocut with targeted mist-netting of BCVI. In
the target mist-netting operations, singing mate BCVI were located and a 8- or 9-meter
mist net was set up within the bird’s termiory. Playbacks of BCVI song or “shrad” and
Eastern Screech-Owl (Ofis asio) calls were used to lure the BCVI into the nets. i, after
20 minutes, efforts were unsuccessiul, playbacks were discontinued and mist nets were
removed. A maximum of three banding attempis was conducled in each tferritory.
Capiured birds were fitted with 1 aluminum FWS leg band and 2 or 3 plastic colored leg
I:ran:d;,‘_i;ﬁil birds were released in less than 5 minutes. Banding and color-marking of
BCVI was carried-out under permit number 22365-F (U.S. Department of Interior, Bird
Banding Lab 1999).



E. Results and Discussion

Current Population Status and Distiibution in Texas Recovery Units

Several BCVI populations that were either unknown or of unceriain status were
identified in years 1 and 2 of this study and were censused and monitored in years 2
through 5. Additional readside surveys also confirmed annual cccupation of suiiable
kabiiat by BCVI at a number of locations. Al occurrences of BCVI were mapped and
entered into the Texas Parks and Wildlife Biclogical and Conservation Data System
{Texas BCD) cwrrent through the 2003 field season. A compilation of recent population
data from the Texas BCD and other sources was given in the Biofogical Assessment for
2002 Farm Bilf Conservation Programs in Texas {1).8. Department of Agricutiure 2004).
Occurrence data from the past six years (1998-2004} were included. Occurrence data
without confirmaiion afier 1998 were regarded as not current. | regard these daia as
the most current and comprehensive available. Data from that binlbgical assessment
are re-presented here with population data given by county and recovery unit. Table 1
lists the 54 cn‘{lntlé% given in the PHVA with known or suspecied cccurrences of BCVI
plus 2 counties {Callahan and Moniagug) not listed in the PHVA but known te have had
recent records of BCVI. The population or status listed in the PHVA is given in the first
calumn followed by current known population or siaius. Table 2 uses the recovery
units given in the Black-capped Vireo Recovery Plan {o list current county data by
recovery unit and recovery unit totals. Table 3 gives current county data by recovery

unit using the recovery units suggested in the PHVA.



TABLE 1. Black-capped Vireo population {number of known males) by county from
Black-capped Vireo Population and Habitaf Viabifity Assessment Report (USFWS
1896) and Biological Assessment for 2002 Farm Bilt Conservation Programs in Texas

(USDA 2004},

County PHVA Recent® County PHVA Recenf*
Bandera 48 17 Kinney 105 115
Bell ** 150 >1,500 L ampasas 1
Bexar 16 34 Liano. Need confirmation 1
Blanca 2] 14 Mason 2 B30
Bosgue 1 1 MeCullach | Need confirmation 2
Erawster 16 18 Medina Need confirmation
Brown Need confirmation Menad MNeed confirmation B
Burniet 47 68 Mills 2
Callahan X 2 Montague X Recently extirpated
Coke 32 14 tolan 1 3
Colman teed confirmation a8 Pale Pinto i 1
Camal Hesd confimmation Farker Need confimation
Comanche | Need confimnation Pecos 3
Cencho Need confirmation Real 23 140
Coryell ™* 150 3,508 Runnels B 2
Crockett 9 2 San Saba 22 11
Dallas Recently extirpated Schleicher | Need confirmation
Edwards 87 GBSy 225 Somervel 3 20
Erath 1 Stephens L
Gillespie 1 Sterling 1
Hamilfon 1 Sutton 1 g
Hays 1 2 Taylor 1 7
Hood Need confirmation Terell & 86
lsien 18 Tom Green 13 4
Johnson Need confirmation Travis &0 47
Kendall 3 Uvalde 4 2
Kem £02 437 Wal Verde 173 151
Kimble 26 35 Williamsgon 1K 10

*  Data confirmed since 1988 (USDA
2004}
** D. Cirnprich pers. comm. 2004




TABLE 2. Current Black-capped Vireo population (number of known males) by county

and recovery unit. (Recovery units from Black-capped Vireo Recovery Plan {(USFWS

1891)).
Recovery Unit | Recovery Unit | Recovery Unit | Recovery Unit | Recovery Unit | Recovery Unit
1 2 3 4 5 &
Morth-Ceniral | Lampasas Cut Southeast Concho Stockion Trans-
Taxas Plains Edwards Flafeau Valley FPlateau Peacos
Archer |Bell 1,500:Banders 17 |Coke i1 |Crockett 2  |Brewsier 15
Callahan 2 |Eosque 1 [Bexar 34 [concho [Temsll 86 [Culberson
IClay |Br0wn Blanca 14 lIrign Val varde] 161 [FiPaso
ICDHin |Bumet 57 [Comal Nolan 3 249 [Hudspeath
-lCumam:he |CDTeman & |Edwards 225 |Runne1s 2 L lefi Davis
Cooke fcoryeu 3,500|Gillespie Sterding Lawing
Dallas Hamilion Hays 2  [faylor 7 |F'ems
[penton Hin ndall Tom Green| 4 [Presidio
|Eastfar1d ILampasas imble 35 27 |Raeves
[Enis IMcLennan Kinney 115 Ward
[Erath It‘n.l'lills Llanc 1 [Winkler
IFannin Somervell | 20 [Mason B0 16
|Graysan Teavis 45 MeCulloch| 2
IHiII Williamsen | 33 |Med|'n_a
[Hood 5 162Mendrd ~0] 8
[Huns Real 100
Wack San Sabai 11
Johnson Schleicher
[aufman Sutton 1
ontague Uvalde 2
Palo Pinto 1 847
Parker
" [Rockwall
Shackleford
Stephens
Tamrant
[Throckmorton
\Wise
Young
3




TABLE 3. Curient Blaclk-capped Vireo population {number. of known males) by county

and recovery unit. (Recovery units from Biack-capped Vireo Popufation and Habitat
Viability Assessment Report {USFWS 1996)).

Recovery Unit1 Recovery Unit 2 Recovery Unit 3 Recovery Unit 4
North-Ceniral Texas Southi?:ttegiwarﬂs Concho Vafley Soufhwepsef :onsd Trans
Archar Bandera 17 Coke 11 Brewster 18
Ball 1,500 Bexar 34 Conché Crockett 2
Bogque 1 Blanco 14 Irick Culberson
Biwn Cornal Molan 3 El Pago
Bumel 57 Edwards 225 Bunnels 2 Hudspeth
Catlahan 2 Gillegpie Steding Jeff Davis
Clay Hays 2 Taykor 7 Lexwireg
Colaman & ¥endall Tom Green 4 Pecas
Coollin Kimble 35 27 Pregidic
Comanche Kinney i15 Feeves
Cooke Llano 1 Temell 88
Coryell 3,500 Maszon an Val Yerde 164

| Dallas MeCultoch 2 Ward
Genlon Medina Winkler
Eastland Menard # 265
Eltiz Feal 100
Erath San Saba i1
Fannin Schleicher
Grayson Sulten I i
Hamitton Uvalde 2 &
Hilt 847
Hood
Hunt
Jack
JokRson .
Kaufman
L ampasas
Mclennan
Millz
Monkgue
Pala Pinte i
Parker
Rockwali
Shackleford
Somenvell 20
Sfephens
Tamant
Throskmarion,
Traviz 45
Yiilliamson 33
Yiise
Young
5,165




status and Productivity at Moniioring Sites

All monitoring sites included in this study had the presence of BCVI confirmed in

at least 2 years of the study. Table 4 gives the number of BCVI recorded at each site
by year. '

TABLE 4 Number of BCVI recorded ai each site by year.

. Chandler
Big B .
1d end Camp Barkeley Camp Bowie Independence
Nationzal Park
Creek Resetve
M |Fl HY | Total 1M {F | HY | Total [|M | F| HY | Total [ M| F | HY | Total
7 t3| © 19 [3[3] 2 5 1 0 1 27 [ 17| 12-t4 | 56
2001 58
g |5 3 17 |06 © g [1[1] © 2 23|15 ] 911 | 47-
2002 49
14 {5l 23212232 12| 58 o |G| © 0 |[26|18] 2225 | 66-
2003 s
i | 8] 56 (283118 | B 5 17 G|D 0 0 24 | 19| 26-30 B9
2004 | 47 82
TR
Dobbs Mountain Gamett Quail Ridge Walnut Creek
Preserve Ranch Ranch
M} F|HY | Total |[M{FIHY | Total T M| F | HY | Total | M | F | HY Total
g | 7| 43| 20- [1]1] © 2 (w1567 | 37-a[2] 2 8
2001 14 | 30 38
7 |5]89| 20- oo © 0 (17|16 41| 74 {2 2] O 4
2002 21
7 (14| 16- | a7- [1]0]| O 1 w615 47 2171 0 3
2003 1 52
113 |15 10- | 42- oo O 0 |[i5[13] 10 ] 3 oo © 0
2004 13 a6

M = adult male, F = adult female, HY = hatch-year




TABLE §. Final number of male BCVI at monitoring sites by recaovery units.

Recovery Units (Recovery Plan)
1 2 3 4 & 3]
North- | Lampasas | Southeast | Concho Stockton Trans-
Central | Cut Pains | Edwards Vafley Flateau Pacos
Texas Flateau
Big Bend NP 16
Camp Barkley B
Camp Bowie 0
Chandler 'nd. Creek 2
Daobbs Mountain 18
(Samett Preserve ¥}
Cuail Ridge Ranch 15
Walnut Creek Ranch 3
Total 0 15 18 6 24 16
% Rec. Unit total (0.0%) {0.3%) 12.8%) {22.2%) {9.6%:) {100.0%)
{fram USDA 2004)
Recovery Units (PHVA)
1 2 3 4
Morh-Cenfral Soufheast Concho Vaffey | Southwest and
Texas Edwards Trans-Fecos
Plataal
Big Bend NP 16
Camp Barkley 5
Camp Bowie [ .
Chandler Ind. Cresk 24
Dobbs Mountain 18
Sarmet Preserve £
uail Ridge Ranch 15
Walnut Cresk Ranch 0
Totat 15 18 6 40
% Fec. Unit iotal (0.3%) {2.8%) {22.2%) {15.1%)
{from USDA 2004}

TABLE 6. Final number of male BCVI at monitoring sites by county and as percantage
of current county population (USDA 2004).

County Recent Study Site % County
Population
Brewster (Big Bend NP} 16 15 100 %
Brown (Camp Bowie) 1] 0 -
Coke (Walnut Creek Ranch) i1 0 -
Edwards (Dobbs Mountain) 225 18 B %
Montague {Garmeati Preserve) 0 0 -
Somervell {Quail Ridge Ranch) 20 15 75 %
Taylor {Camp Barkaley} 7 6 86 %
Terrell (Chandler Ind. Creek) 85 24 28 %



All sites except Camp Bowie coniained breeding ierritories. To be considered

occupied by a breeding pair, a territory must have met one or more of the following
criteria: 1) repeated ohservations of both adult male and female BCVI, 2) an aduit vireo
aftending a fledging vireo or cowbird, or 3} the presence of an active nest. All sites
except Camp Bowie and the Garmnett Preserve exhibited produciivity in at least 1 vear,
although productivity had been recorded on the Garneti Preserve in at least 1 year prior
to this study (H. Garnett pers. com.)

In eady reporis on the monitoring of these prcﬁerties (e.g. Maresh 2002),
productivity was calculated by dividing the number of fledglings observed by the number
of confirmed nesting attempis. The number of confirmed nesting attempts was the total
of all nests found (whether outcomes were known or unknown} plus 1 for each family
group observed when no nest was located.  This method of calculating productivity has
a number of drawbacks. One is the fact thai second brood nests (those nests initiated
after successfully rearing chicks from the first nest) are known to have low success
rates {Grzybowski 1995). Also, muliiple failed nests in a given temitory can dilute the
total, especially since late-season nests tend to be more conspicucus and esasier to find
(J. Maresh, Unpubl. data). Cimprich (2002) used the mean numhféw"‘jit":jﬁvf;{.é’l 0-11 day old
nestlings cbserved per teriitory as a measure of productivity and did not include the
nurnber of fledglings observed from territories where no nest was found in his
calculation of BCVI productivity on Fort Hood. Frior reports from Fort Hood used both
measures (DeBoear and Koloszar 2001}, but Cimprich argues that fledgling counts are
negafively biased due to the difficulty in accurately observing the number of fladged
Black-capped Vireos from a given tercitory (Cimprich 2002). Although 1 agree that using
the number of 10-11 day old nestlings exclusively would give Ia more accurate measure
of productivity, it is not practical unless most nests are found and frequently monitored
in a given population. Time and personnel consiraints in the curient study did not allow
for the freguent nest monitoring necessary to establish timing of nest stage or outcome
in most cases. Therefare, productivity estimates for most sites in this project will have
to rely almost exclusively on fledgling observations.

In this study | follow DeBoer and Kolaszar (2001), and estimate productivity by
dividing the total number of fledglings observed by the total number of territories

10



monitored and occupied by a breeding pair. This method can be applied {o all years of
monitoring at each site except for Big Bend National Park (BBNP) where disiance and
terrain made repeat monitoring visits impractical. This method still includes the
negative bias from the probable undercount of fladged viseos. However, in most cases
| have reported fledgling numbers as a range {¢.9.16-21) with the lower number being
the absolute, minimum number of fledglings physically seen or heard and the higher
number being the number of “suspected” fledglings. The more subjective higher
numbers were based on a number of factors including knowing the number of older (8-
11 days) nestlings that “should” have fledged, adult behavioral clues such as food
carying, aggressive scolding, or “distraction” displays {i.e. leading an observer away
irom nest or young (pers. obs.)), or hearing juvenile “peeping” calls without being able

to locate the individual making the calls, therefere being unable to rule out the similar

juvenile cal's of co-occurring species such as Blue-gray Gnatcatcher {Polioptifa
caerulea). |iis still possible, perhaps even likely, that the higher, estimated number still
represenis an undercount. All that being said, this method of calculating the minimum

productivity, even with built-in negative bias, is a useful relative index if applied in the

. . B L
same way to each season’s data, assuming approximately equal effort acrosSths!

seasons. Productivity estimates are given in following tables using both the “old” and

“new” methods of calculation.

TABLE 7. Black-capped Vireo productivity at Big Bend National Park, 2001-2004

using 2 methods of calculation.
Year | Breeding j Fledglings | Nests Family # fledges/ | # fledges/
territories® monitored | groups confirmed | breeding

w/no nest nesting territory
found attempi™

201 |3 0 1 0 0.00 0.00

2002 |4 3-4 2 2 0.751.00 | 0.75-1.00

2008 |7 2-3 2 2 0.50-075 | 0.29-0.43

2004 |11 5-6 3 i 1.00-1.20 | 0.45-0.55

*Breading teritories = BOW {ertdiories with 1 o more of the following: 1) repeated observations of adult rake and aduel female, 2}
adult BCY atfending BCY or cowhbird fiedoling, or 3) an active nest. (Mote: Mot all kenritories “delineated” meet these critera).,

**Canfirmed nesting atferpt = fota numbar of nests plus 1 for each family group obse rved when no nest was found.

]




TABLE 8. Black-capped Vireo productivity at Camp Barkeley, 2001-2004 using 2
methods of calculation.

Year |breeding |{ledglings | Nests family ; # fledges/ | # fledges/
ferritories® monitored | groups | confirmed { breeding

wio nesting territory
nesis attempt™

2001 |2 2 2 0 1.00 1.00

2002 | O Q 0 Q NA NA

2003 |3 1-2 0 1 1.00-2.00 | 0.33-0.67

2004 | & 5-6 3 J 1.67-2.00 | 0.83-1.00

*Breeding kewilories = BCY temitories with § or more of the follewing: 1) repeated observations of adult mak and aduli fzmale, 2)

adut BCY attending BCW o cewbird Redgling, or 3) an active nest. (Mete: Mot all teritories “defineated” mesf these oriteria).

Lonfimed nesting altempt = total number of nesis plus 1 For each famity group observed when no nest was found.

TABLE 9. Black-capped Vireo productivity at Chandler Independence Cresk
Preserve, 2001-2004 using 2 methods of calculation.

Year | Breeding | Fledglings | Nesis Family # fledges/ | # fledges/
territories® monitored | groups confirmed | breeding
w/ne nest nesting territory
found attempt**

2001 |7 12-14 g & 0.80-0.93 | 0.71-1.21
12002 |19 16-20 8 8 1.00-1.25 | 0.841.05 |
#£E¥ 2003 |19 23-28 10 i0 1.15-1.40 | 1.21-1.47 &j&d;
2004 |23 23-41 19 9 0.82-1.46 | 1.00-1.78

*Breeding temilones = BCY

temitaries with 1 ar mare of the Following: 1} repeated observations of adult male and aduf femals, 2

adult BCY attending BCV or cowbind fladyling, o 2) an active nest. (Nofe: Mot all texitoiies “delineated” meet these eriteda).

*Lonfimnad nesting attempt = total number of nests plus 1 for each family graup sbiserved when no nest was found,

TABLE 10. Black-capped Vire¢ productivity at Dobbs Mountain Ranch, 2001-2004
using 2 methods of calculation.

Year |breeding |fledglings | Nests family # fledges/ | # fledges!
territories” monitored | groups | confirmed | breeding

w/o nesting territory
nests attermpt™*

2000 |7 13-14 - |3 2 2.60-2.80 | 1.86-2.00

2002 |7 14-i7 4 3 2.00-2.43 | 2.00-2.43

2003 |15 16-21 8 7 1.07-1.40 | 1.07-1.40

2004 | i4 10-14 6 & 0.83-1.17 | 0.71-1.00

“Breeding lemitorias = BOV Iemikries with 1 or more of the olowing: 1} repeated observations of adolt male and adull kemale, 2)
adult BCY attending BCY or cowbird Redgling, or 3 an active aest. (Note: Mot all terrtories “delineated” meet these criteria).

“*Canfirmed nesting alempt = ktal number of nests plus 1 for each family group ehserved when no nest was found.
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TABLE 11. Black-capped Vireo productivity at Garnett Preserve, 2001-2004

using 2 methods of calculation.

Year |Breeding | Fledglings [ Nests Family # fiedges/ . | # fladges/
territories® monitored | groups confirmed | breeding

w/ino nest nesting iermitory
found attempt™ -

2001 |1 0 0 0 0.00 (.00

2002 | O ¢ 0 0 NA NA

2003 | O g 0 { NA NA

2004 | O 0 0 0 NA NA

“Breeding temitaries = BOY temitoies with 1 or more of the followiag: 1) repeated observations of aduli male and adult female, 2)

adut BCY attending BCY or etrwbind fledgling, ar 3) an active nest. {Nofe: Mot all terrifories “delineated” meet these oriteria).

“Gonhmmed nesting attempk = total number of nests plus 1 for each family graup cbsened when no nestwas found.

TABLE 12. Black-capped Vireo productivity at Quail Ridge Ranch, 2001-
2004 using 2 methods of calculation.

Year

Breeding

Fledglings | Nests Family # fledges/ | # fledges/
territories® monitored | groups confirmad | breeding

w/no nest nesting territory
found attempt**

2001 |15 6-7 21 3 0.25-0.29 | 0.40-0.47

2002 |15 41 28 4 1.37 2.73

2003.1 16 19 20 1 0.90 1.18

2004 | i4 10 23 O 0.43 10.71

*Breeding weeitories = BV tamitenes with 1 or mare of the following: 1) repeated observations of adult male and aduk female, 2)

adult BOY attending BEY or cowbird fladgling, or 3 an active nest. (Mote: Mot all terrtories “delineaied™ meel these critaria).

~Confimned nesting attempt = total number of nests plus 1 far each famity group obeened when no nest was found.

TABLE 13.

Black-capped Vireo productivity at Walnut Creek Ranch, 2001-

2004 using 2 methods of calculation.
Year | Breeding | Fledglings | Nests Family # fledges/ | & fledges/
termitories” meonitored | groups confirmed | breeding
wino nest nesting territory
found atiempt™
2001 |2 2 3 0 0.67 1.00
2002 |2 0 1 0 0.00 0.00
2003 [1 0 1 0 0.00 0.00
2004 |0 0 0 0 NA NA

*Breeding tewitoes = BCW terrifaries with 1 or more of the folliwing: 1) repesated observations of adult male and adult female, 2)

adult BCY atfending BCY or cowbird fledgling, or 3) an active nest. {Maote: Mot all tenitories *delineated” meet these criteria).

*Confirmed nesting atiermpt = folal number of nests ples 1 for each family greup observed when ne nest was found.
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Brown-headed Cowbird Parasitism and Other Threats

Brown-headed Cowbirds {Molothrus ater, BHCO) are obligate brood parasiies
and have been shown io have serious impacts on Black-capped Vireo productivity
{USFWS 1991, Grzybowski 1995). Nest parasitism by Brown-headed Cowbirds was
observed on all sites except for Big Bend Nationat Park and Dobhs Mountain
although BENP has records of parasiiism from earlier surveys (Peck and Barlow
2000} and one instance of an adult BCVI pair feeding a cowbird fledgling was
observed during this study. Aggressive cowbird controf has heen shown to
dramatically reduce parasitism rates on the BCVI and Golden-cheeked Warbler
(Dendroica chrysoparia) populations on Fort Hood (Summers and Norman 2003).
Most sites included in this siudy had no active cowhird control program either on site
or at nearby locations and cowbird control was not part of the approach to this study.
However, opportunistic control methods such as pulling cowbird eggs ar nesflings
from BCVI nesis or eliminating cowbirds incidentally caught in mist neis were
uccasior%}ail}%{;!_gractioed, albeit rarely. Some sites did, however, employ cowbird
control a$ pdit of an overall management plan. Dobbs Run Ranch, sister property of
the Dobbs Mountain siie has run cowbird traps for a number of years and.adjacent
Kickapoo Cavern State Park formerly operated a number of traps as well {(E. Smith
pers. com.). Big Bend National Park alse operated traps for a few years prior to this
study (Peck and Barlow 1898). Quail Ridge Ranch implemented an aggressive
cowbird removal program in year 3 of this study. This included shooting cowbirds on
territory and removing all BHCO eggs and nestlings found in vireo nests (Bailey and
Maresh 2002). The result was a dramatic increase in BCVI productivity, going from
0.40-0.47 BCVI fledglings produced per breeding territory in year 2 to 2.73 fledglings
per territory i year 3. In years 4 and 5 of this siudy, only opportunistic removal of
BHCO eggs and nestlings was practiced. It is interesting to note that the increased
produciivity did not lead io denser occupation of available habliat or expansion of
territories into areas of more marginal habiat in subsequent years. Also, parasitism
raies rapidly rebounded without continuation of agaressive control.
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Nest depredation was observed on all sifes where nests were monitored
except Camp Barkeley, which had a relatively small sample size and less intensive
monitoring effort than other sifes. However, a nest videography study performed at
Camp Barkeley in 1999 recorded 2 of 3 BCWI nests monitored being depredated by
Western Scrub-Jay (Aphefocoma coerufescens) (Marcus, et al 1999). Western
Scrub-Jays, which have also been shown to be important nest predators on Fort
Hood {Stake 2000), are common ai Camp Batkeley, Dobbs Mountain and Walnut
Creek Ranch. | witnessed a scrub-jay raiding the nest of a Northern Mockingbird
{Mimus polyglottos) pair on Kickapoo Cavern Staie Park, taking 4 nestlings 1 at a
time despite vigorous defense efiorts by the adult mockingbirds. 1 also had frequent
observations of BCVI and other species vigorously scolding or mobbing scrub-jays
at the above sites. Westem Scrub-Jays were not observed at Gamett Preserve or
CQuail Ridge Ranch and were very rare to absent during the breeding season at
Chandler Independence Creek Preserve and Big Bend National Park. However, Big
Bend hosis a farge population of Mexican Jay (Aphefocoma ufframaring) whose
habitat sumewh%gveﬂaps that of the vireo. BCVI were cbserved harassing a
presumed Mexlcan Jayf as part of a mixed flock moh. Mexican Jays are suspected
of occasionally taking eggs of other species and are likely to be at least opporiunistic
predators at BCVI nests although there is no direct evidence (Brown 1994; J. Brown
pers. com.).

Brown-headed Cowbirds have been recorded parasitizing Black-capped Vireo
nests at Fort Hood (Stake 2000). Arcese, ef al. (1996} suggest that cowbirds will
sabotage potential hosts’ nests when the nests are discovered too late in the nesting
cycle fo parasitize, thus forcing re-nesting and creating ancther opportunity for the
cowbird. However, video data from Fort Hood show that cowbird visits to BCVI
nests with nestlings do not usually result with the removal of an entire brood and
generally do not cause nesi fallure or abandonment even when a nestling is
removed. _

The predation impacts of Brown-headed Cowbirds on BCVI demography at
monitored sites are unclear. At Chandler Independence Creek Preserve (CICP), the



overall parasitism rate for all nests monitored in all years {n=46) was 45.7%.
However, the parasitism rate for nests inifiated before 1 May (n=16) was 18.8%
while the parasitism raie for nests initiated after 1 May (n=30) was 60.0%. While
Brown-headed Cowbirds are probably year-round residents at CICP (J. Karges pers.
com.) they are conspicuously absent in very early April and seem to re-appear afier
the first week of that month (J. Maresh, Unpubl. data). So there appears to be a
turmover of the over-wintering population and the breeding population of BHCO at
this site. The lag time between when the vireos arrive and initiate nesting and when
the cowhirds arrive and establish temitories may give the vireos a head start. |t
seems that if the BCVI nesis are toe far along (nestling siage) they are not likely to
be parasitized at CICP. However, there was circumstantiz] evidence that in ai least
one instance cowhirds caused nest failure and forced re-nesting by removing an
entire brood of four BCVI nesilings.

Black-capped Vireos were observed shradding a Broadbanded Copperhead
(Agkistrodon contorinix laticincius) at Camp Barkeley and a Western Coachwhip
(Masticophis flageffum tegtaceus) at Walnut Creek Ranch as well as a number of
unidentified shake specié;ﬁ;i various sites. | had no direct observations of reptilian
or mammalian predation.

Habitat destruction occwsred on the Dobbs Mountain site when highway right-
of-way was cleared to install a new aboveground utility ine. The clearing took place
in the winter months and the actual acreage cleared was small but contained
perhaps the best and most heavily utiized habitai in the area. All iraditional
territories were re-occupied subsequent to the clearing but it is interesting to note
the dramatic increase in predation and decrease in nest success. A major flood
event occurred on Independence Creek in late July 2004. Substaniial areas of
occupied BCVI habitat may have been lost to the scouring effect of the water (J.
Karges pers. com.).

All the threats listed above may cause BCVI nest failure or abandonment at
many or all siages of the nesting cycle. Mayfield (1975) suggesis determining the
probability of failure of any given nest by examining the failure rate of a sample of
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nests during & particular exposure period. This could, in theory, be done with as few
as two observations per nest within the sample. If a failure-causing event occured
between the two observations, the eveni would be assumed to have occurred at the
mid-point of the period days beiween observations (Mayfield 1975). However, due
to the constraints mentioned in Stalus and Productivity at Monitoring Sites above,

most active nests found at all but ohe or two of the monitored sites had at most 2
cbservations. Frequenily these observations were made within either a very short
interval (1-3 days) or very long interval (14-21 days) giving either very few exposure
days or, more imporiantly, a high degree of uncertainty as to when a failure-causing
gvent may have occurred. Often, a second observation was not made uniil after the
final stage of nesting (fledging) and, barring obvious signs of predation or parasiism
(nest failure), or the detection of fledglings (nest success), outcome could not be
deiermined one way or ancther. Therefore, | determined the nest data provided by
this projact was insufficient to yield meaningiul resulis using the Mayfield method of
analysis. ‘

Raies of parasitism, predaié@@@_bandonment and nest success are given in
the following tables. Nest success rates given are the percentage of all nests with a
known outcome that were confirmed to have fledged one or more BCVI young.
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TABLE 14. Black-capped Vireo nest success at Big Bend National Park, 2001-

2004.
Year # of nests # nests # nests # nesls #nests | #of % nest
monikored parasitized | depredaled | abandoned | outcome | successful | success
{%0) (%) for unknown | unknown | nests
reascns

2001 |1 0 { Q 1 UNK LNK
2002 | 2 0 1(60.0%) 10 1 UNK LINK
2003 (2 0 0 0 2 UNK UNK
2004 | 3 0 0 0 0 LUNK LUNK

TABLE 15. Black-capped Vireo nest success at Camp Barkeley, 2001-2004.

Year

# of nests

# nagsts

# nesis

# nests Hnests | #of %% nest
manitored parasifized | depredated | abandoned | outcome | successful | success
(%) {94 for unknown | unknown | nesfts
reasons

2001 | 2 1{(50%} |0 0 1 0 0%
2002 {0 0 0 0 0 Q NA
2003 |0 0 0 0 0 (O NA
2004 |3 0 0 0 1 2 68.7%

TABLE 16. Black-capped Vireo nest sucggs;ﬁt Chandler independence Creek
Preserve, 2001-2004.

Year # of nests # nests # nests # nests # nests #of % nest

monitored parasitized | depredaled | abandoned | outcome | successful | success

{%) (%) for unknown | unknown | nests
reascns

2001 |9 5(55.6) 3(33.3%) |1{111%) |0 0 0%
2002 | 8 2(25.0%) | 3(37.5%) |0 1 2 25.0%
2003 | 10 §{80.0%) | 2(20.0%) |0 0 P 20.0%
2004 119 6(31.6%) | 2(10.5%) |2 (10.5%) |4 4 21.1%

TABLE 17, Black-capped Vireo nest success at Dobbs Mountain Ranch, 2001-

2004,
Year # of nests #nests # nests ¥ nests # nesfs # of % nest

monitored parasifized | depredated | abandoned | cutcome | successful | sucoess

(%} (%) for unknown | unknown | nests
rEasans

2001 |3 0 0 0 0 3 100%
2002 (4 0 1{25.0%) |0 0 3 5%
2003 | B 4] 5{62.5%) |0 2 1 12.5%
2004 |6 0 3(50.0%) |3 1] O 0%
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TABLE 18. Black-capped Vireo nest success at Garnett Preserve Ranch, 2001-

2004,
Year | #ofnests # nests # nests # nesls #nests | #of % nest
monitored parasitized | depredated | abandened | outcome | stccessful | success
(%) {%6) far unknown | unknown | nests
reasons
2001 ] 0O 0 D 0 0 £ NA
2002 10 0 0 {3 0 0 NA
2003 |0 0 0 0 G 0 NA,
_ 2064 10 0 0 0 0 0 NA

TABLE 19. Black-capped Vireo nest success at Quail Ridge Ranch, 2001-2004.

Year

# of nests

# nests

# nests # nests #nests | Fof % nest
monitored parasitized depredated | abandoned | oufcome | successful | success
(%%} (%) far uniknown | nests

unknown

ressons
2001 | 21 19 (90.5%) 1 8{43.0%) | 2(10%) 0 2 10%
2002 | 26 S{346%) |2(346%) |2(7.7%) |0 12 7. 1%
2003 | 26 11(55.0%) |8 (40.0%) |0 D 5 30.0%
2004 | 23 14 (60.9%) |6 (26.1%) | 1{4.3%) |0 5 21.7%

TR 2 e

ET

TABLE 20. Black-capped Vireo nest success at Walnut Creek Ranch, 2001-

2004,
Year | #of nests # nasts # nests ¥ nests # nests | #of % nest

ronitoredd parasitized | depredafed | abandoned | cutcome | successful | success

(%} {%} for unknown | unknown | nests
yeasons

2001 13 1{33.3%) | 1{33.3%) | D 0 1 33.3%
2002 |1 Q 0 1 0 0 0.0%
2003 | i 0 0 1 0 0 0.0%
2004 |0 G Q0 0 0 0 NA
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Habitat Structure, Composition and Use Between Recovery Units

Detailed analysis of quantitative vegetation data was not performed. However,
broad qualitative generalizaiiocns can be made from observations at the various
monitaring sites. First, Black-capped Vireo habitat is quite variable in sfructure and
composition across its distribution in Texas. In degree qf openness, BCWI terriiories
ranged from >90% open (Gamnett Preserve)} to >90% closed canopy (Chandler
Independence Creek Preserve). Several sites (CICP, Walnut Creek Ranch, Dobbs
Mountain} had ierriiories with canopies >6 meters in height. CICP provided the most
aberrations to what might be thought of as “typical” BCVI habitat with territories in
open undersiory Live Oak {Quercus fusiformis) parks, walnutiwlllow/baccharis (Juglans
microcarpa/Chifopsis  fineans/Baccharis sp). dominated gravel bars and mesquile
(Prosopis glandulosa) andfor salt cedar {Tamarix sp.) dominated cold-fields. The one
commeonality in these and virtually all terrifories encountered was the presence of a
foliage “skin”; not unlike Grzybowski, ef al’s {1994) description of a foliage “apron”
growing o ground level beneath relatively widely spaced patches of shrubs or trees.
While the low-growing shin oak (Q. sinuata var. brevifoba)/miixed: deciduous mottes
typical of the more northerly and easterly sites like Camp Barkeley, Camp Bowle and
Quail Ridge Ranch indeed exhibited dense vegetation virtually throughout a given
patch, in settings that differed, such as ialler {sometimes much taller), closed
canopy, open understory-ed live oak mottes or mesquite patches, there is always a
girdle of vegetation from 0-2 meters in height either from down-reaching branches or
a thick shrub component coming up ai the edges. Thusly, the components of a
dispersed shinnery are replicated with dense canopy for foraging and cover, “open
patches” underneath and dense, low-growing vegetation for nest sites.

Black-capped Vireo habitat seems to be much more static in the western
portions of the range. Farquhar and Maresh (1998) found vegetation in areas of
occupied Black-capped Vireo habiiat in Southwest Texas to generally remain in a
state favorable to BCVI due to edaphic factors and the xeric conditions of the regian.
| believe this applies as well {o the northwestern portion of the range in the Concho
Valley and Callahan Divide regicns. BCVI have been monitcred at Camp Barkeley

20



since 1994 and the configuration of ferritories (when occupied) has shown little
change. Visually, the habitat looks as good today as it did 10 years ago. After
dwindling to a population of zero or neary so in 2002, BCVI have vigorously re-
colonized the traditional territories. | believe the brief axtirpation was drought-related
and noi habitat dependent. A habitat restoration project was inifiated on Camp
Barkeley in 1996 where paiches of mature Texas cak (Quercus buckleyi) and
juniper (Juniperus spp.) were hand-cut to a height of 1 meter or less {Ettel, &f al.
1988). The manipulaied area hosted a BCVI territory for the first time in 2004.
Vegetation in areas of BCVI habitat on Walnut Creek Ranch appears to be mosily at
climax conditions as well as do areas of rcadside habitat elsewhere in Coke and
Tom Green Counties {Maresh and Rowell 2000; Pinkston, et al. 2002). Dobbs
Mountain and Chandler Independence Cresk Preserve are typical of the
southwestern settings described from Kickapoo Cavern State Park and Dolan Falls
Ranch Preserve, respectively (Farquhar and Maresh 1996; Lockwood 2001). BCVI
habitat at Big Bend National Park is very reminiscent of the pre-montane thorn-scrub
settings found in northern Nueve Leon, Mexico where BCVI ocg;}g‘g&{{.!, Maresh,
Unpubl. daia). h

Departure timing seems to vary befween sites. On sites with small
populations andfor sparsely occupied or underutilized habitat such as Camp
Barkeley, Walnut Creek Ranch, and Big Bend National Park, BCVI seem to disperse
off-teritory or perhaps depart for migration by mid-August, sometimes being
completely absent by mid-July. On the other hand, sites with larger populations and
more densely packed territories such as Quail Ridge Ranch, Chandler
Independence Creek Preserve and Dobbs Mountain, there is a strong resurgence of
singing and territoriality from late August through mid-September. On these sites,
multiple males can be heard counter-singing or seen vigorously defending territory
boundaries well into the second week of September. Females are also often seen
on terrilory and young of the year are occasionally present as well. Identification of
color-marked individuals confirms temitory ownership and interaction between
established neighbors rather than random encouniers of irregularly distributed birds.
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Departure en masse from these sites seems {o occur over a 2 or 3 day period

somewhere around 14 September but exact timing probably varies between sites
and between seasons. Further sfudy in this area is needed.

Land use changes can impact Black-capped Vireo habitat. The Dobbs Mountain
property was heavily ulilized for grazing livestock, primarily goats, for many vears
previous to ifs current ownership and vegetation at ihis site was severely impacted
(Maresh 2004a). In the first 2 years of monitoring at this site, BCVI terrtories were
almost exclusively fimited to the peniphery of the properiy. Along ihe eastern fenceline
and right-of-way of RM 674 and to-a lesser exient along the southern fenceline with
Kickapoo Cavern State Park there were well-developed stands of shrubland that were
not subjected to the grazing pressures of the inferior. These stands differed both
structurally and compositionally. The browse line was virtually absent on the right-of-
way side of the fenceline so there was much more foliage in the ¢ to 2 m height range.
Large Ashe junipers {Juniperus ashei) and live caks dominated the canopy while a
number of shrub species such as evergreen sumac (Rhus virens) and netleaf forestiera
(Forestiera reticulata), which were scarce or absent from the interior, could be found on
the margins (Maresh 2003). All nests found and all productivity observed in ?ﬁ?ﬁ?&t
years was from these areas. However, as the site recovered, there was more
vegetation in the 0-2 m height range as the browse line diminished and ground cover
increased as grass, forbs and woody species began to re-establish themselves in some
of the open areas. This “filing-in" process was predicted in eary reporis and the
number of breeding territories utilizing the interior portion of this property increased
substantially from only 1 in year 2 to 7 in year 5 (Maresh 2003; Maresh 2004a).

Walnut Creek Ranch continues livestock grazing on several thousand acres,
virtually all of which is potential BCVI habitat. However, BCVI have almost exclusively
used areas of habitat that are in sections of long-term or permanent rest.

Black-capped Vireo surveys on the Qasis and Canon Ranch poitions of
Independence Creek Preserve have shown steady increases in the number of birds
counted since grazing operations were discontinued in 2000 with 12 males counted in
2001, 22 in 2002 and G0 counted in 2004. However, suivey methods and effort were
not equal through the years (Karges 2002; L. Elliott pers. com.).
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F. Conclusions and Recommendations

Current Population Status and Distribution in Texas Recovery Units

Data from this study and other current sources (summarized in Tables 2 & 3}
suggest the following about the population and distribution of Black-capped ‘u’ireﬁ in
Texas recovery units: in Recovery Unit 1- North-Central Texas, small, isclated
patches of suitable habitat at leasi occasicnally host breeding peopulations of BCVI
These populations can be as small as a single pair and are prone to extirpation or
“blinking oui”. There are almost ceriainly a number of unidentified areas of habitat that
support BCVI throughout the region. Probably none harbor more than a few to several
pair, but further data is needed. Still, the overall population of the recovery unit is not
likely very large. Recovery Unit 2- Lampasas Cut Plains of course contains the
bulging Fort Hood population. Also in Recovery Uni 2 is the Balcones Canyonlands
Mational Wildlife Refuge with a siable or slowly increasing BCVI population. Areas of

western Travis County have shown smalt increases after near extirpation. This study

LF

ifdocumented a sizable and apparently stable breeding population in Sormervell County.
Coleman County, with its elemenis of the Callahan Divide, holds pockets of occupied
habitat as weli. This recovery unit is cerlainly the most intensely studied and
documented observations are likely a fair representation of the actual population. A
number of counties in Recovery Unit 3- Southeast Edwards Plateau have newly
documented populations of BCVI. Data from the Central Mineral Uplifi region suggest a
subsiantial number of BCVI, but litile is known about the stability of these poputations.
The southern edge of the plateau persists in hosting vireos including in Bexar County
despite habitat loss and fragmentation due o suburban and exurban development.
Edwards, Kinney and Real Counties have substantial numbers of birds and this study
suggests that the population in southwestern Edwards County is siable to slightly
increasing. Current surveys are lacking from some couniies in the recovery unit, but
overall, the available data probably provide an accurate representation of the actual
distribution and population: of BCVI here. Recovery Unit 4- Concho Valley remains a

taige data gap due to lack of access to large arcas of potential habitat. Access to areas
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in the Concho Valley proper, as well as paits of the Callahan Divide, is needed to
accurately assess the population of this recovery unii. Receni investigations in paris of
Recovery Unit §- Stockton Fiateau make the cuirent knowledge of BCVI distribution
and population fairly accurate and up-to-daie. However, cerain portions of the unit,
such as the Howard Draw area, lack recent information. Big Bend National Park in
Recovery Unit 6- Trans-Pecos represents the sum of current knowledge of BCVI in
this region. Other small populations have not been recently surveyed, but would likely
increase the overall population of the recovery unit slighily.

The combining of Recovery Units 1 & 2 and § & 6, as suggested in the PHVA,
would streamline the discussion of recovery efforts. Making recovery unit boundaries
conform to county boundaries, also suggested in the PHVA, also makes things tidier
bui has the disadvaniage of being ecclogically arificial. Data from this study as well as
other recent observations lead me to offer the {following additional suggestions: First, |
suggest the deletion of a number of counties frorm consideration unless a history of
nesting Black-capped Vireos or a reasonable expectation of finding suitable breeding
habitat can be demonstrated. These include counties on the eastern edge of Recovery
Unﬁﬁ{élhs Fannin, Hunt, Kaufman, Navarro and Rockwall) and at the western end of
Recovery Unit & (Crane, Culberson, El Paso, Hudspeth, Jeff Davis, Loving, Presidio,
Reeves, Ward, and Winkler). This would further sirearnline the discussion of recovery
efforis. Second, based on ecological affinities, | recommend attaching Callahan,
Coleman, McCulloch, and Schleicher Counties to the Concho Valley recovery unit and
use “Concho Valley and Callahan Divide” when referring to these counties. Likewise, |
recommend moving Edwards, Kinney and Sutton Counties inte the Southwest and
Trans-Pecos recovery unit because habitat found in those counties, except for eastern
Edwards County, shows similarities to habiiat found in the southwestern couniies.
Counties lying along the middle Colorado River including Blanco, Burnet, Lampasas,
Llano, Mills, San Saba, Travis and Willlamson are more problematic in that they share
similarities with both North-Central Texas and the Edwards Plateau. Perhaps a
separate recovery unit should be considered for this area. Whatever the configuration,
a consistent definition of recovery units with the flexikility to change as data and
knowledge are added is needed to further recovery planning and focus recovery efforis.
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Siatus and Produciivity af Monitoring Sites

Population and productivity data from all sites are summarized in Tables 4-13.
While monitoring efforts were not equal between sites due to various factors such as
differences in sizes of the properties monitored and differences in size of BCVI
populations, survey and monitoring efforts were approximately equal between years for
each site. Since it was possible to exhaustively census all sites, standardized sampling
fechniques were not employed {see Significant Deviations). Therefore, data in
Tables 4-6 represent a reasonably accurate count of the actual number of Black-
capped Vireos at a given site in a given year. However, with only 4 years of census
data, siatistical trends cannot be discermed and only generalized observaticns can be
stated. Following are my summary conclusions about the population status of each
monitoring site and their representation of and relationship to their respective recovery

units. The recovery units from the Recovery Flan are given followed by those from the
PHVA in parenthesis { }.

g el
Ll A

Big Bepd Natfional Park, Recovery Unit 6-Trans-Pecos (Recovery Unit 4-

Southwest and Trans-Pecos):  Population showing slew but steady increases,
rebounding from severe regional drought. Population is approaching levels seen in pre-
drought surveys and, given continued favorable conditions, should continue to grow and
occupy ample available habitat. Habitat is protected and threats from parasitism and
predation appear to be low to moderate. The greatest threat is the possibility of
catastrophic wildland fire, which could remove large areas of habitat that would be slow
to recover. BEBNP is the only localion within Recovery Unit 6 with recent survey data
and therefore represents the entire current known population. Other locations in the
region with records of breeding BCVi may well continue to hold small numbers of birds
but lack current data. Habitai similarities and geographic setting suggests that the Big
Bend population may have more in common with the 8CVI populations sirung along the
Sierra Madre Oriental across the Mexican staies of Coahuila, Nueve Leon and

Tamaulipas than with those of Central or Southwest Texas.
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Camp Barkeley, Recovery Unit 4-Concho Valley (Recovery Unit 3-Concho
Valley): Population has been highly variable. BCWVI were extirpated or ai least noi
detected during numerous visits in 2002 but had rebounded to 6 pair by 2004. Severe
drought condilions preceded the population decline and more favorable climatic
conditions accompanied the rebound. Carnp Barkeley lies along the Callahan Divide,
which bears a fopographic resemblance o the Concho Vallay region but is not pari of
the valley proper. Camp Barkeley is probably representative of small pockets of
suitable habitat that are likely scattered along/throughout the Callahan Divide. Although
threats from parasitism and predation appear to be low or moderate, these pockeis of

habitat likely act frequently as poputation sinks that are prone to intermittant extirpation

ar “blinking-off* and “blinking-on” depending on local or regionat conditicns but these
aregas can at least occasionally produce replacement or even source populations in a
given year or period of years. However, a better undersianding of dispersal dynamics is

required to speculate whether infer- or infra-regional movemenis perpetuaie these
source and sink pattems.

JERL
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Camp Bowie, Recovery Unii 2-Lampasas_Cut Plains (Recovery Unit 1-Norih-
Central Texas): No breeding activity documented. The refatively large area of visually
highly suitable habitat was seen being investigated by BCVI, but no territories were ever
established. Although the habitat setting is somewhat simitar to areas further east on
the Lampasas Cut Plains, the vegetation is atypical of Brown County and surrounding
counties and no significant BCVI populations are known fiorn this viciniy. It is unknown

whether {his isolation or other factors have prevented this habitat from being colonized.

Chandler Independence Creek. Preserve, Recovery Unit 5-Stockton Plateau

(Recovery Unit 4-Southwest and Trans Pecos): Population appears to be stable.
Surveys on CICP and adjacent properties added significantly fo the knowledge of the
status of BCVI in this region. CICP hosis a highly concentrated population of BCVI in
an unusual variety of habitats associated with Independence Creek and the Pecos

River. Surprisingly, BCVI seem to avoid use of refatively moist and wooded side
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canyons that are not immediately along the watercourses at CICP even though they are
found at some distances away from riparian zones in similar seftings elsewhere in
Southwest Texas. Threats from parasifism and, to a lesser degree predation, appear to
be scmewhat sinusoidal, being very low early in the season and being high later in the
season. Flash flooding, as occurred in late summer of 2003 and again to a much
greater extent in late surmer 2004, appears fo be the most significant threat to the
habitat. The amount of habitat lost in the 2004 event has yet to be theoroughly .
documentad. The reaction to a significantly altered landscape by returning vireos would
be interesting fo document.

Dobbs Mountain, Recovery Unit 3-Southeast Edwards Plateau {(Recovery Unit 2-
Southeast Edwards Plateau}: Population increasing. BCVI have rapidly colonized
degraded habitat upon elimination of grazing animals. Dobbs Mountain is adjacent ta 2
large prdtected areas with large and apparenily siable BCVI populations. These
adjacent populations most likely supplement local production as source of colonizers.
No cowbird parasitism was observed on Dobbs Mountain. Westemn Scrub-Jays are
likely the most significant pré‘éi:éjqfs. Although on the southern edge of the Edwards
Plateau, western Edwards County has areas of habitat that are similar to the more xeric
Southwest Texas region. However, patches of taller and moister juniper/pinyonfoak
woodlands are also ulilized by BCVI and ihese patches have been colonized by
Golden-cheeked Washlers as well.

Garnett Pieserve, Recovery Unit 1-North-Central Texas (Recovery Unit 1- North-

Ceniral Texas): BCVI recenily extirpated. A single breeding pair had consisiently
occupied a very small patch of suitable habitat for a number of years. Cther small to
medium sized patches of habitat probably occur in far North-Ceniral Texas, bui
occupation by BCVI may be iregular and these patches would be highly prone to

extirpation. Threats in this region are not well known but certainly even small amounts

of habitat loss or alteration would impact local poputations.
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Quail Ridge Ranch, Recovery Unit 2- Lampasas Cut Plains (Recovery Unit 1-
North-Central Texas): Population stable. Number of breeding pairs, areas of habitat

occupied and terntery configuration have remained more-or-less consistent from year to
year despite dramatic fluctuations in productivity due to levels of affori toward cowbird
control. Brown-headed Cowbird parasitism was seen at very high rates. This was not
surprising as the geographical setting of Quail Ridge provides an ideal setting for
cowbirds with a shrub-covered ridge surrounded by mostly open pastureland and within
sight of a large dairy farm. Cowbirds have the added amenity of a utility ine running the
length of the ridge, providing a perfect vantage point from which to cbseirve BCV| and
other breeding species. The re-growth shinnery habiiat on the bulldozed ridge tep at
Quail Ridge is fairly similar {o other setfings found on the Lampasas Cut Plains,
especially in the vicinity of Fort Hood. Other small poputations are known from
Somervell and surrounding counties and more likely exist.  Further, there are
opportunities to create suitable habitai through management activites. However, the
shin oak and other woody vegetation is fairly fast growing and would likely need regular
maintenance to remain suitable for BCVI. Areas in the vicinity of Chalk Mountain that
hold mature ashe junipers wil likely H_étbg[eGUTden—cheeked Warblers as well, so the

warbler should be considered carefully while planning management aciivities in this
region.

Walnut Creek Ranch, Recovery Uait 4- Concho Valley {(Recovery Unit 3- Concho
Valley): BCVI recently extirpaied. Observed breeding activity was almost exclusively

limited io un-grazed pastures while large areas of visually suitable habitat containing

livestock was barely ulilized by BCVI. High parasitism rates and low observed
productivity indicate thai this area is likely a BCVI sink. A few other locations of visually
similar habitat in the Concho Valley were consistently occupied during brief but regular
roadside surveys. However, litile is known about the productivity or site-specific threats
of these areas. The known BC‘}'I population in this recovery unit is small but very large
areas of potential habitat have yet to be accessed and surveyed. The area-wide brush
control efforts in the Norih Concho watershed have likely removed patches of occupied

habitat and remain a majer threat in areas of potential habitat.
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Brown-headed Cowbird Parasitism and Other Threais

Rates of parasilism and predation for all monitored sites with breeding BCVI| are
given in Tables 14-20. Alithough Brown-headed Cowbird parasitism was observed on
all sites except Dobbs Mountain, it remains unclear as to what role parasitism plays in
the status of local populations. Data from this study are insuifiicient for firm statistical
analysis and provide the basis only for a speculative discussion of the observations.

The history of BCVI occupation of Quail Ridge Ranch and the cowbird control
efforts there provide an interesting case siudy. The number of breeding pairs at Quail
Ridge remained steady throughout the monitoring period. The cak shinneries resulting
from the bulldozing of the iidgetop were initially thought to have atiracted vireos with
“new” habital. However, it was obsetved early on that almost all the ferritories were
parially, if not entirely, on the un-maniputated slopes of the ridge, suggesting that 8CVI
were already present and may have simply expanded intc the newly available habitat.
With no local cowbird control being practiced, parasiiism was observed to be very high
{»90%} and nest success very low (<10%) dwing the first year of monitoring with very
tow productivity resulting. It is unknown if the bigsline levels of parasitism pricr to the
habitat manipulation were equally high or if parasitism rates increased in response to
the increasing usage of the expanded habitat by BCVI and other species. When very
aggressive cowbird contvo! efiorts were implemented the next year, parasitism
decreased markedly and produciivity increased by some 800%. However, the number
and configuration of termitories did not significantly change in the following years
suggesling that the available habitat is maximally occupied. With only “passive” control
effots {removal of BHCO eggs and nesilings) over the next 2 years, parasitism rates
rebounded and productivity correspondingly dipped. Several sites in this study with no
local cowbird control efforts have shown various trends: from declining (Walnut Creek
Ranch} {o stable {Chandler Independence Creek Preserve) to increasing (Big Bend
National Park and Camp Barkeley). The possibility that virec populations can fluctuate,
or hold steady, independent of "background” parasitism pressure represents a major
knowledge gap and should be investigated. The complete lack of any observed

parasitism events ai Dobbs Mountain may suggest that small scale but long-term
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control efforts can reduce parasitisra rates, at teast locally. But with no baseline data
before cowbird trapping began in the area, the affect of suppressed parasitism rates on
the overall population is unknown. it is also interesting to note that although the
aumbers of cowbirds removed from year to year fluctuated, observations of cowbirds in
BCVI habitat were rare in ali years of monitoring at Dobbs Mouniain.

The increase seen in the BCWI| population on Bobbs Mountain as a discrete
property probably had more to do with post-goating habitat improvements and a ready
“source” from the contiguous population on adjacent properties rather than increased
preduciivity.  In fact, productivity declined in sach year of monitoring at Dobbs
Mountain. On Walnut Creek Ranch, vireos almost only used habitat in un-grazed
pastures, virivally ignoring visually suitable habitat elsewhere.

Predalion was also observed on all sites where active nests were monitored.
Generally, nest predation rates were fow to moderate and more-os-less steady between
years at most sites. An exception being at Dobbs Mountain, which saw a marked
increase in predation that coincided with the clearing on the righi-of-way, which
removed the best and densest habitat from the heart of number of terrifories. Western
Scrub-Jays are probably the most menacing predator Tgijagé;;es that have them. Red
imporied fire anis (Sofenopsis invicta) probably pose less of a threat in the drier and
cocler porions of the vireo's range and no direct evidence of red imporied fire ant
predation was observed in this study. |

The short-tem threat of direct habitat destruction or modification at most sites is
generally not a concemn. With the exception of the right-of-way clearing mentioned
above, only small and localized areas of habitat modification occurred for various
reagons. Wildfire and flash fiooding pose a threat o some areas as mentioned in the
above discussion of specific moniioring sites as do brush control efiorts and livestock
grazing.

Observations made in this study poini-up some serious gaps in our
understanding of Black-capped Vireo ecology and what role parasitism, predation and
dispersal play in the siaius of local and regional populations. A better understanding of
cowbird ecology is needed as well. For instance, Chandler independence Creek
Preserve consistently had moderate to high rates of parasitism yet also consistenily had
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among the highest productivity levels of monitored sites. | suspect that the timing of the

breeding cycles of these two species plays an impartant role in this region. Also, it is
not clear if cowbird parasitism pressure changes across time. Farquhas, ef ai. (in prep.)
found that cowbird numbers and, correspondingly, parasitism rates increased across
sampled habitai types as shrub diversity and host species richness and diversity of
those habitats increased. However, lag time between host availability and cowbird
recruitment is unknown. Also, if is not clear if cowhirds increase at a simple geometric
rate or if it is something greater, perhaps approaching exponential growth limited only
by the carrying capacity of the host species” habitat. The impact of parasiiism and
predation pressures on the seasonal fecundity of BCVI populations is Fkewise poorly
understocd. Mayfield's (1975) method treats parasitism and predation as discreet,
failure-causing events and only describes the probabiliiy of any nest failing or
succeeding. Pease and Gryzbowski {1985) recegnized that parasitism and predation
events do not cccur in isolation and that the probability of nest failure may not reflect
actual fecundity. They expanded Mayfield’s method to take into account such variables
as length of breeding season and a species ability to re-nest in response to parasitism
or predation pressure and derived a model for estirnating overallizeasonal fecundity. A
detailed dataset from a sample of BCVI populations from different regions would need
to be run through such a model to determine regional differences in response to
parasitism and predation pressure. Further, a much better understanding of dispersal
mechanisms and paiterns as well as source-sink dynamics is also reguired before a

determination of the sustainability of any given populaiion.

Habitat Structure, Composition and Use Betwesn Recovery Uniis

Summary statisiics of several parameters measured at nest sites following the
modified BBIRD protocol (Martin, ef al. 1997) are presented in ATTACHMENT C,
NEST SITE VEGETATION CHARACTHERISTICS. These data as well as oiher
observations made during this study suggest several differences between recovery

units. Firsi, with Black-capped Vireos being observed in a wide range of settings, the
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composition and structure of suitable habitat are probably more variable than previously
thought. Black-capped Vireos may be more adaptable and less particular about such
things as plant species composition, heigﬁi, or gpenness of habitai patches. Rather,
the observed common aitribute of all BCVI ferritories was the presence of foliage in the
0-2 meter height range somewhere within the territory, frequently on the periphery.
Conditions suitable for creating and maintaining this foliage skirt vary by site and region.
Further analysis of the more detailed data collected at nest sites in this study should
yield useiul insights when performed. Second, the seral stage in which suitable BCVI
habitat is found also varies widely. Several examples of shrublands in long-term mid-
successional stages or even fully mature shrub- and woodlands that support breeding
BCVI have been given. Generally speaking, the western and southwestern portions of
the Texas distribution, represented by Recovery Units 4: Concho Valley, 5:; Stockton
Flateav and 6: Tians-Pecos and the western part of Recovery Unit 3: Southeast
Edwards Plateau, are more likely fo hold these long-term or indefinitely suitable areas
of habitat. Management guidelines should take this into account. Further, in those
poriions of the distribution that require retarding succession in order o maintain BCVI
habitat, careful consideration should be made of other avian species, espetially the
Golden-cheeked Warbler. Third, the abundance and seasonal distribution of Browan-
headed Cowbirds across the vireo's range is unsven. Differences in vireo habitat
structure and use between recovery units can reasonably be expecied to be reflected
with differences in cowbird habitais. Seasonal timings and cowbird habitat use and
availability in the different recovery unifs are not well understood. A beiter
understanding of the relationships between cowbirds, hosts and habitais would be

useful in determining the necessity and likely long-term effectiveness of cowbird control
efforts in the various recovery units.
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Attachment A.

Project WERG1: Census and Monitoring of Black-capped Vireo in Texas

PROJECT STATEMENT

A. Need:

The Black-capped Vireo (Vireo atricapillus) is federaliy listed as endangered (U.S. Fish &
Witdlife Service, 1991). Data concerning the distribuiion and population status of the
Black-capped Vireo are varigble and incomplete in several parts of the species' range. The
Black-capped Vireo Population and Habitat Viability Assessment Report (PHVA) (US. Fish &
Wildlife Service, 1996) identified 13 Texas counties as needing further study and an additional 7
counties as needing confirmation of the presence and status of vireos, The PHVA further
identified Texas recovery units 1, 4, 5, and 6 as needing clarification of the status of vireos.

Systematic roadside transect surveys conducted from 1996-1998 ihroughout the vireo's known
range in Texas have helped clarify the species' distribution (Maresh ef al, 1999; Maresh and
Rowell, in prep.). The surveys have also confirmed the presence of Black-capped Vireos in 7
counties identified by the PHV A ag either needing confirmation cr further study.

However, detaited population estimated do not exist for most counties or TECOVEry uniis.
Furthermore, knowledge of the species’ breeding biology, habitat use, and threats is lacking for
large sections of its range. Detailed knowledge of population distribution and breeding status is
needed for long-term recovery efforts.

Areas of occupied Black-capped Vireo habitat located dwing the readside surveys provide an
opportunity for more complete census swrveys. Newly identified habitat sites provide the

opportunity to monitor breeding status, habitat requirements, threats, and other aspects of the
vireo's ecology throughout its range.

B. Objectives:

3. To determine current population status and distribution in Texas recovery units 1, 4, 5, and 6
and clarify population status in several counties in recovery umits 2 and 3.

6. To monitor status and breeding productivity of these populations.

To determine threats from cowbird (AMelothrus spp.) parasitism and identify other threats.

8. To determine differences in habitat structure and composition and habitat use between
different recovery units.
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C. Approach:

Censns

1.

7.

Revisit locations of occupied Black-capped Vireo habitat identified during roadside surveys
in Bosque, Coleman, Comanche, and Somervell Counties in recovery unit 2, Edwards,
Kimble, Mason, McCalloch, Medima, and Sutton Counties in recovery unit 3, Coke, Runnels,

Taylor, and Tom Green Counties in recovery unit 4, and Crockett and Val Verde Counties in
TEcoOvery unit 5; Yr 1.

Determine ownership {public or private) of properties containing habitat and idemtify all
nearby public lands. Seek access to properties from landowners/managers. Where private
landowners will permit access on thewr property, obtain written permission allowing access,
research and release of information. Yrs i, 2.

Where access is obiained, use standardized census procedures to determine vireo abundance.
(Bibby, ef af.. 1992); report results annally; Yrs 1-5.

Where access is not obtainable, determine to what extent habitat may be cbserved from
public roadways. Estimate extent of habitat and determine census protoco) to best estimate
population statas; Yrs 1-3.

Revisit focations of Black-capped Vireo habitat observed during roadside surveys that were
not found to be occupied. Re-survey to confirm status. M vireos are observed, implement
steps 2 - 4; Yrs 1-3. R

In areas where no occupied habiiat was observed during roadside surveys (f.e., recovery units
land 6), survey tocations of known or historic occurrence (e.g., Big Bend National Park and

Nature Conservancy properties in recovery unit 6; Possum Kingdom State Park and Dallas
Nature Center 1n recovery unit 1 ; Yrs 1-3.

Write annual report inchiding results from segment objectives.

Moniforing

&

9.

fdentify accessible properties that are representative of recovery units 1, 4, 5, and 6; Y1 1.

elect 2 sites (1 public, 1 private) from each recovery wmit; Yr 1.

10 Implement monitoring on selected sites. Momtor sites anmually for population status,

breeding siatus, breeding success, cowbird parasitism, predation, and other threats. Determine
parameters of breeding biclogy such as territory size and density. Identify principle vegetative
components of breeding territories and characterize nest sifes; Yrs 1-5.
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11. Determine management recommendations for specific monitoring sites and their respective
YECOVErY units; Yrs 4-5.

12. Provide analysis of recovery units within context of Recovery Plan recommendations; Yr5.
13, Write annual report to include monitoring data for each vear;

14, Prepare and submit final report to U.S Fish & Wildlife Service. ¥r 5.

D). Expected Results:

1. Clarification of Black-capped Vireo population status and disiribution in recovery units 1, 4,
5, and 6 and select counties in recovery units 2 and 3.

2. Knowledge of habitat requirements and habitat use in recovery units 1, 4, 5, and 6.
3. Knowledge of cowbird parasitism and other threats in recovery units 1, 4, 5, and 6.

4. Review of habitat management techniques and management recommendations for recovery
units 1, 4, 5, and 6.

E. Location:

Central and Western Texas LRI
F. Costs (Federﬁl Share):

E-1-12 FY99 $24,000 Seg. Objs. 1-9
E-1-13 FY0Q $35.475 2-6,9
E-1-14 FYO01 $35.475 3-6,9
E-1-i5 FY02 $35,475 3,9-10G
E-1-16 FY(13 $£35,475 3,9-12
(. Literature Cited:
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Endangered Species Program, Section 6, Texas Grant E- 1 -9, Projeci No. 75, Texas
Parks and Wildlife Department, Austin, Texas.
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and Centrat Texas. Final Report for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Endangered Species
Program, Sectior 6, Texas Grant E-1-10, Project No. 89. Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department, Augtin, Texas.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in partial fulfillmeni of U.8. National Biological Service
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ATTACHMENT B. SITE DESCRIPTIONS

Recovery Units are from the Black-capped Vireo Recovery Plan (USFWS 1891) with
the Recovery Units as suggested in the Black-capped Vireo Population and Habifat
Viability Assessment Report (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 19388) given in parenthesis.
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Big Bend National Park,

Brewster County

(public; U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service)
Recovery Unit 6 (4) Trans-Pecos (Southwest and Trans-Pecos)

Black-capped Vireo habitat is patchily distributed around and within the Chisos
Mountains of Big Bend and is usually found in canyons and drainages at mid-elevations
from about 4000 — 5600 feet (1220 - 1710 meters) (Maresh 2004b). In general terms,
the habitat can be thought of as the zone of deciducus shrublands lying in the transition
between the lower-elevation desert scrub and the higher pinyon-oak-juniper woodlands.
This shrubland zone is composed of species representative of both the higher (e.g.
Juniper {(Juniperus spp.); pinyon pine (Pinus cembroides)) and lower (e.g. sotol
(Dasylirion spp); lechuguilla (Agave lechuguilla)) elevations, but is characterized by a
number of woody shrubs that are scarce or absent in other settings elsewhere in the
park These include Mexican buckeye (Ungnadia speciosa), evergreen sumac (Rhus
virens), eloowbush (Forestiera pubescens), and agarita (Berberis lrifoliolata) among
others. Of course, there are rarely neat lines between the transition zones and fingers
of shrubland habitat can be found along small drainages or gullies sticking into the
desert scrub or on more xeric upland slopes between heavily wooded, moist canyons.
Micro-geographical and abiotic factors such as slope, slope aspect, soils, frequency of
flash flooding, etc., also certainly influence the distribution of suitable habitat.
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Camp Barkeley,

Taylor County

(public; Texas Military Facilities Commission)
Recovery Unit 4 {3) Concho Valley (Concho Valley)

Camp Barkeley cccupies 454.5 ha (1048 ac) in central Taylor County about 15 miles
southwest of Abilene. Although situated within the Rolling Plains natural region much of
the camp lies on moderate slopes of the Callahan Divide, a mesa-like outlier of the
Edwards Plateau natural region. Elevation ranges from about 581m to about 731.5m
(1940 -2400 feet) (Ettel and Maresh 2000).

The resistant caps of the Callahan Divide mesas are composed of Cretaceous
limestones and claystones of the Edwards Limestone, Comanche Peak Limestone, and
Walnut Formation. Slopes within the camp are underlain by Antlers Sand, which
consists of interbedded sandstones and claystones. Permian rocks of the Clear Fork
Group underlie level to gently sloping areas at the foot of the hills. This formation
consists mainly of mudstone, limestone, dolomite, and siltstone.

Soils of Camp Barkeley are of the Tarrant-Tobosa general scil association. Soils in this
group are very shallow to deep, calcareous, cobbly clays.

A sideoats grama grassland occurs on the Permian plain from the northern perimeter
fence south to the Cretaceous limestone escarpment. The most conspicuous plant
species in this grassland is honey mesquite {FProsopis glandulosa), shrubs or trees of
which are 8 to 10 feet tall and provide 25 to 50 percent cover. In other areas mesquite
is more scattered, and extensive rounded mounds of smaller shrubs such as littleleaf
sumac (Rhus microphylfla) and lotebush (Ziziphus obtusifolius) are conspicuous. Many
of these shrub mounds are over 10 feet in diameter in the longer dimension. The shrub
elbow-bush (Forestiera pubescens) is also common in small-te-large thickets in some
areas. Ashe juniper (Juniperus ashei) and wolfberry (Lycium berlandieri) are also
common, usually found as scattered individuals. Woody succulents such as narrowleaf
yucca (Yucca constricta) and pricklypear (Opuntia sp.) are alsc important. Patches of
shortgrasses such as buffalograss (Buchioe dactyloides) provide openings among the
shrubs, particularly in drier sites, but Texas wintergrass or speargrass (Stipa
leucotricha) is the most common cool-season grass overall. A large number of forb
species is present.

Mixed evergreen/deciduous woodlands are found virtually all over the Edwards
Limestone mesa in the southern two-thirds of Camp Barkeley. Under different
conditions, e.g. more frequent fire, it is possible that two types, a woodland and a short
to midgrass grassland, might have been readily recognized. The current vegetation
blends across this spectrum, but some distinctions merit discussion.

The most conspicuous woody species throughout is Ashe juniper, which is mixed with
redberry juniper (Juniperus pinchotif) on lower slopes. On steep slopes Texas or
Spanish ocak (Quercus buckleyi) is nearly of equal importance, along with scalybark shin
oak (Quercus sinuata var. brevifoba) and smaller trees and shrubs such as Texas
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redbud (Cercis canadensis var. texensis), various sumacs (Rhus lanceolata, R.
microphylfa, R. trilobata), and an occasional inland ceanothus {Ceanothus herbaceus).
Mohr's shin oak (Quercus mohriana) becomes common upslope, forming low (3 to 6
feet in height) thickets in some parts of the flat mesa top. The dryness of these slopes

may account for the sparse cover and paucity of herbaceous species found in the
ground layer.

Although low, dense woodlands of juniper, Mohr's shin oak, scalybark shin oak, and
various sumacs are found all over the flat to rolling mesa top, they are punctuated by
grassland openings dominated for the most part by shortgrasses. Hairy tridens
{Erfoneuron pilosum), threeawn, Texas grama (Boutefoua rigidiseta), and buffalograss
are among the common grasses, with the ever-present speargrass also important.
Shallow clays, local poorly drained flats, and limestone outcrops provide a number of

microhabitats utilized by many of the forb species commeon in Edwards Plateau
uplands.

A rather narrow and poorly developed deciduous woodland lies along the intermittent
drainage at the south end of the camp, on deep well-drained calcarecus loams on
alluvial terraces. The largest trees are Arizona walnut (Jugfans major), some of which
reach 30 feet in height and exceed 2 feet in diameter. The most common woody
‘species, both in the low canopy and in the shrub layer, is probably western soapberry
(Sapindus saponaria var. drummondii). Hackberry (Ceflis reticufata) is frequent, and
the occasional American elm (Ufmus americana) is conspicuous. Gum bumelia
(Bumelia lanuginosa) is a common small tree, particularly along margins. Elements of
slope woodlands, such as juniper and various Quercus species, are also present.

Patches of midgrass grassland in which little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium) may
be the most important species can be found on somewhat eroded sandy to clayey
loams on footslopes on both the northern and southern sides of the camp’s central
mesa. These grasslands are punctuated with scattered shrubs, and perennial forbs
such as Barbara's buttons (Marshallia caespitosa), Texas queen’s delight (Stiflingia
fexana), and blazingstar (Lialris punctata) are locally common.
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Camp Bowie,
Brown County

(public; Texas Army National Guard)
Recovery Unit 2 (1) Lampasas Cut Plains (North-Central Texas)

Camp Bowie is an approximately 3751 ha (9,269 ac) Texas Army National Guard
and United States Army facility located about three miles southeast of Brownwood,
Texas (Druid Environmental 2001). About 90-95 acres of BCVI habitat was
identified at Camp Bowie on limestone and adjacent sandstone outcrops of the
Travis Peak formation. Habitat areas were generally associated with plateau tops
and the upper reaches of side slopes where outcrops of limestone were in evidence.

Vegetation of potential habitat areas was primarily shrubs with shin cak (Quercus
sinuata var. breviloba) as the most important species. Other shrub and small tree
species noted in habitat and consistent with BCVI habitat across the range in Texas
were, perhaps in order of decreasing observed importance at the site, elbow-bush
(Forestiera pubescens), skunkbush sumac {Rhus aromatica), flameleaf sumac (Rhus
lanceolata), Ashe juniper, redbud (Celtis canadensis), live oak (Quercus virginiana) post
oak (Quercus steflata) and Texas oak (Quercus buckleyr).

In identified potential BCVI habitat, shrub height ranged from 2-12 feet with much
structural height diversity resulting from variation in shrub and tree age classes. In
addition, since potential habitat areas had not evidently been recently grazed or
_..browsed by domestic livestock, fairly well-developed early to mid-successicn

'~ herbaceous vegetation occurred between and around the shrub and tree component of

the hahitat.

One small area, about 14 acres located in the north central portion of Camp Bowie was
rejected as BCVI habitat. This area had vegetation structure similar to the habitat areas
noted above. However, the dominant plant species was live oak (Quercus virginiana)
with mesquite {(Prosopsis glandulosa) as perhaps the most common species after live
oak. Shin oak, and the other plant species usually noted as comprising a vegetation
substrate for the BCVI| were not encountered, or were a visually very small component
of the site’s vegetation. In addition, though several patches of “running” live ocak
amounting to about five acres of the total 14 acres were present with foliage to ground
level, the balance of the woody vegetation had a distinctive browse line.
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Chandler Independence Creek Preserve,

Terrell County

(private; individual and The Nature Conservancy of Texas)
Recovery Unit 5 (4) Stockton Plateau (Southwest and Trans-Pecos)

Independence Creek Preserve is a 7,989 ha (19,740 ac) preserve located in
northeastern Terrell County, Texas approximately 22 miles south of the town of
Sheffield. The preserve encompasses both sides of Independence Creek from
Ranch-to-Market 348 to its mouth at the Pecos River approximately 11 km (7 mi)
east. The preserve is managed by The Nature Conservancy of Texas' Lower Pecos
office. The portion of the preserve under study in this investigation consists of the
284 ha (702 ac) Chandler Ranch portion of the much larger Independence Creek
Preserve. This area is the privately held property of the Chandler family and is
managed under conditions of a conservation easement owned by TNCT. For the
purposes of this study, this area is referred to as “Chandler Independence Creek
Preserve” or "CICP” (Maresh 2004c).

CICP includes the mouth of Independence Creek at the Pecos River and the final 2.7
km (1.7 mi) of the creek. By lying at the ecotone between the Edwards Plateau and
Chihuahuan Desert ecoregions and by being at the confluence of 2 perennial streams
in the generally very xeric Trans-Pecos region, CICP hosts a surprising variety of plant
communities. Carr (2001) describes the vegetation of the preserve as being most
typically like that of the Edwards Plateau with some elements of the Chihuahuan Desert
and Tamaulipan Thorscrub ecoregions present but generally sparse to rare. Occupied
Black-capped Vireo habitat is found in a number of vegetative settings on the preserve
including stream banks, gravel bars, and alluvial terraces. However, a surprising variety
of land-use activities have also affected CICP and occupied vireo habitat can also be
found in settings such as mesquite old-fields and overgrown golf course ponds.
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Dobbs Mountain,

Edwards County

{(private; individual) |

Recovery Unit 3 (2) Southeast Edwards Plateau (Southeast Edwards Plateau)

Dobbs Mountain Ranch is a 106.6 ha (263.25 ac) privately held property in
south-central Edwards County. The ranch lies near the southwestern edge of the
Edwards Plateau Ecoregion approximately 23 miles (37 Km) north of Brackettville,
Texas and 2.5 miles (4 Km) west of the West Nueces River. DMR borders Kickapoo
Cavern State Park (KCSP) to the south and Dobbs Run Ranch (DRR) across Ranch-to-
Market 674 to the east. The ranch has been under its current ownership for just under
5 years {(Maresh 2004a).

Dobbs Mountain proper, the highest point in the vicinity at 2042 feet (622 m),
anchors a ridge of limestone hills arching NE to SV across the north and west portions
of the property. The ridge is incised by 2 large drainages and numerous smaller draws
and side-canyons. A number of dry washes cut through the rocky terrain below the
ridge. Elevation ranges from 2042 feet {622 m) at Dobbs Mountain to just under 1800
feet (549 m) at the SE corner.

DMR was used for the grazing of livestock, primarily goats, for some years
previous to the current ownership. It is also evident that most of the property was
subjected to bulldozing or "chaining” within recent decades. These practices certainly
had major impacts on the landscape. The current vegetation cover is primarily a
scrappy, open shrubland dominated by Texas persimmon (Diospryos texana), Ashe
juniper (Juniperus asheii}, shin oak (Quercus sinuata var. breviloba) and agarita
(Berberis trifoliofata). Other woody shrubs or trees occasionally interspersed include
catclaw (Acacia roemeriana), toothache tree (Zanthoxylum hirsutum), pinyon pine
(Pinus remota) and mesquite {FProsopis glandiosa) among others. Most woody plants
are in the 2-4 m height range. Ground cover in the rocky open areas tends to be very
sparse with a very shallow or no soil layer. However, native grasses and forbs seem to
be taking hold in some areas while introduced or weedy species can be found on the
lower flats. There are a few patches of closed canopy woodland interspersed in the
shrublands or, more often, on steep slopes or at the head of a canyon or draw. These
patches can be dominated by oaks such as Plateau live oak (Q. fusiformis) or Vasey
oak (Q. pungens var. vaseyana) but often are more diverse stands with mature trees
such as pinyon pines, Texas caks {Q. buckieyi), Plateau live oaks, and Vasey oaks up
7 m or more in height. These areas were obviously spared the blade or the chain but
here, too, can be found the evidence of targeted removal of Ashe juniper with a number
of large trees lying where they were felled. Along the eastern fenceline and right-of-way
of RM 674 and to a lesser extent along the southern fenceline with KCSP can be found
well-developed, if linear, stands of shrubland and woodland that were not subjected to
the grazing pressures of the interior vegetation. These stands differ both structurally
and compositionally. The browse line is reduced or virtually absent on the right-of-way
side of the fenceline so there is much more foliage in the 0 to 2 m height range. Large
Ashe junipers and Plateau live oaks dominate the canopy while a number of shrub
species such as evergreen sumac {Rhus virens) and netleaf foresteria (Foresteria
reficulata}, which are scarce or absent from the interior, can be found on the margins.
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Garnett Preserve,

Montague County

{private; individual)

Recovery Unit 1 (1) North-Central Texas {North-Central Texas)

The Garnett Preserve is a 57.5 ha (142 ac) privately held property in southeast
Montague County approximately 10 miles SSW of the town of St Jo. The Preserve lies
at the interface of the Fort Worth Prairie and the Western Cross Timbers and is
managed as a prairie restoration site (H. Garnett pers com.) The property consists of
mixed hardwood riparian bottomlands, areas of open grasslands, and has several low
limestone knobs. Patches of low, scrubby vegetation are widely interspersed on the
generally open limestone hillsides. These patches consist of a diverse mixture of
woody shrubs and small trees including sumac (Rhus spp.), rough-leaf dogwood
(Cornus drummundii), Chickasaw plum (Prunus angustifolia), juniper (Juniperus spp.)
and Texas red oak (Quercus buckleyi), among numerous other species. The Black-
capped Vireos occupied about 10 acres along these hillsides utilizing these scrubby
patches, crossing the broad, grassy, open areas in between them as well as taller
stands of trees on the flats below the hills. These taller stands consisted of American
elm (Ulmus americana), hackberry (Celftis spp.) and juniper with a dense covering of
grapevines (Vitis spp) and greenbriar {Smifax bona-nox).
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Quail Ridge Ranch,

Somervell County

(private; individual)

Recovery Unit 2 (1) Lampasas Cut Plains (North-Central Texas)

Quail Ridge Ranch is a privately owned property located in southwestern Somervell
County approximately 12 miles (19 km) west of the town of Glen Rose. It is comprised
of over 1,500 ac (633 ha) of diverse habitats. The landscape has been significantly
altered to enhance habitat for wildlife. Habitat enhancement and manipulation efforts
have included bulldozing in an effort to decrease the juniper (Juniperus spp.)
component, creating a series of ponds and wetlands, planting oak (Quercus spp.)
acorns in an effort to generate the growth of oak shinneries, and planting wildlife food
plots. Habitat characteristics on the ranch range from scrub oak shinneries, oak juniper
woodlands, riparian woodlands, grasslands, ponds, streams, and rocky slopes. In
1997, approximately 135 acres of dense juniper and overgrown shin oaks (Quercus
sinuata var. breviloba) were bulldozed in effort to stimulate deciduous regrowth,
particularly oak shinneries.
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Walnut Creek Ranch,

Coke County

(private; individual)

Recovery Unit 4 (3) Concho Valley (Concho Valley)

Walnut Creek Ranch is a large privately owned property located on the southwestern
edge of Coke County approximately 12 miles (19 km) north of Water Valley, Texas
{(Maresh 2004d). It comprises 3,624 ha (8,955 ac) of rolling hills that are characterized
by upland climax, low growth shrubland and lowland mesquite woodlands. The
property also hosts Walnut Creek, an ephemeral tributary of the North Concho River.
Most of the property has been heavily grazed and browsed. Livestock numbers have
been somewhat reduced in areas and these landscapes are in the process of
recovering. In addition, efforts are currently being made to clear large areas mesquite
(Prosopis glandulosa), juniper (Juniperus spp.}, and prickly pear cacti {Opuntia spp.).
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ATTACHMENT C. NEST SITE VEGETATION CHARACTHERISTICS

The following charts represent summary statistics of several parameters measured at
Black-capped Vireo nest sites on three properties. Where appropriate, CICP =
Chandler Independence Creek Preserve, DOBBS = Dobbs Mountain and QRR = Quail

Ridge Ranch. "At 5 meters” references measurements taken within a 5-meter radius
circle centered on the nest.

The key to shrub and tree species listed is:

BA sp Baccharis sp.

BETR Berberis frifoliolata

CEsp  Callis sp.

CECA Cercis canadensis

CEOQOC Cephalanthus occidentalis
CHLI Chilopsis linearis

DITE Diospyros texana

FOFPU Forestiera pubescens

FORE Forestiera reficufata

JUAS Juniperis ashei

JUmi Juglans microcarpa

QuBU Quercus buckleyi

QuUFU Quercus fusiformis

QGUPU Clercus purngens var. vaseyana
QUS| Cluercus sinuvata var. breviloba
RHVI Rhus virens

S0S5E Sophora secundifiora
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Substrate DBH average
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Max. canopy Height at 5m average
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Average Canopy Height at 5m average
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CAMP BARKELEY TEXAS ARMY NATIONAL GUARD TRAINING SITE, TAYLOR COUNTY: 32° 19' 40" N, -99° 52' 00" W

1995
Dalte i‘;’;: Band number | Color combination |Combo #| Species Age Sex |CP|BP |Fat|Wing T;g Location Comments Bander
Site ID #
8-Apr-95 | OA | 1880-47602 Si/- BCVI| AHY | M |00 dey | 8 | Ecens CCF
11-May-95| = | 188047654 SHDKG = ASY F 1 iﬁ:l} 11 N cormer CCFMJPM
3 Brownish eye,
31-May-95| > |1880-47656|  SHDKB > SYJsE| SME B8 oy | 10| Ecens | butybresst. | CCF/JPM
= . tapered pp 5
27-Jun-95| > |1880-47672 SHM > | ASY | M |00 oy | 8 | Reasent | EVEE | CCFAPM
1996
Drata i‘?zn: Band number | Color combination | Combo # Epec.i.es. Age Sex | CP | BF | Fat| Wing T;EJ Location Comments Bander
Site ID #
23-Apr-96 | 0A |3510-89644 GHS BCVI| ASY | F 2 NV cormer (B CCF/JPM
{flat) side}
23-May-96| > |3510-89666 LIS > sY | M |31 P FEE] i bl JPM
30-Jul-g6 | = |3510-89670 LinS = HY U NE gorner CCFJPM
a0-Jul-86 | = |3510-88671 LIS = HY U Pit CCFAPM
1997
Date ?zned Band number | Colar sembination |Combo #| Species Age Sex |CP | BP |Fat| Wing | T;; Lecation | Comments Bander
Site 1D # :
J 3 56 Light brown
2-May-87 | 0A 351D-89682ir GylSHBI ECVI sY M 110 (Mat) | a NE Comer | eye, gapﬂjn CCFAPM
- ! gray bal
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1999

Date E'S‘de Band number | Color combination |Combao #| Spacies Age Sex | CP | BP Fat | Wing it Location Comments Bander
Site 1D # ize | (9)
9-Apr-88 | DA | 2100-45412 YISHIBK BCWI ASY M 110 EG | 9 |LowerSEsiopa| 3RDyear | JPM/DBH
9-Apr-99 | = |2100-45413 | DKB/RIfDKBI/S = ASY M 210 57 | 10 | west{Biside | 4THyear | JPM/DEH
20-Apr-899 | = |[2100-45414 MISHRIM > ASY M (1|0 B6 | 8 NEcomer | 5TH+year | JPM/DBH
14-May-89| = |[2100-45421 RISHDKBI/G = ASY M 2101023 54| 7 E Central 4THyear | JPM/DEBH
16-Jul-99 | > |2100-45420| BK/BKIfG/S > ASY | M |0 |0 |2]| 54| g | 'ersE |FERESRet] JPMDBH
2000
Date B‘?”d Band number | Color combinaticn |Combo # | Species Age Sex | CP | BP | Fat | Wing Ll Location Comments Bander
Site ID # size (g}
|
18-Apr-00 | 0A | 2190-65946 Si-- BCWI AHY F 54 Pit Egg in widuct| DBHAJPM
| 20-Apr-00 | = |2910-65847 O/5//Bk/P > 3Y M | &5 Fit DEH/JFM
| 22|
13-May-00| > |2190-65851 QOIS = ASY F 4 0] 53 E Central DBH
28-May-00| = |1770-38402 | DkG/GHDKB/S = 3Y i 1 0 56 fire: break JPI
12-Jun-00| > [2190-65952 | DKB/SHRIP o - 2 54 E Cental DBH
; laged by eye
ealor,
SE comer  |PIUmage:
268-Jun-00| = |2190-65053 | Y/DkG/HIM/S = HY L 21 54 fooret sarion) ;gorizt:; e DBH
sacandanas all
- - moulting!
21-Jul-00 | > |2190-65954 | VWSHRW > HY | U 07|54 e DBH
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| 2001

Date B‘de Band number | Color combinatien | Combo # | Species Age Sax | CP | BP | Fat | Wing i Location Comments Bander
Site 1D # goe (9}
By EJP, W,
31-May-01| 0A |[1770-34956 |  Y/SHBIO BCVI| ATY | M |0 |0 |4] 56 ECentral  |portesiaT JPM
Lana
2003
Date Bz_lnd Band number | Caolor combination |Combo # | Species Age Sex | CP | BP |Fat|Wing Ll Location Carmments Bander
Site 1D # e g)
10-May-03| 0 |1760-75192 | Y/DKGHGIS BCWVI |AHY-PB|F-PE| 0 | 4 JEM
2004
Data Band | oo d number | Color combination | Combo # Species fAge Sex | CP|EP | Fat ;Wingi Vit | Logation | Comments Bander
Site 1D # siza : | (@ |
13-Apr-04| 0 |2280-85923| O/BIIM/S BCVI| TY-P |[M-C| 0|1 Aiator atald BT R JPM
20-May-04| 0 |2280-85928|  PISHPIY | BCVI | SY-P |MP |0 |1 Acside (042 JPM
i ' = g Fit Sumacs; '
10-Jul-04 | 0 | 2280-355940 _PHRIS BCY| | AHY-BP |F-PB| 3 55 tSargi-netas [04-3) JPM
z -4)
> > |2280-85941 | M/IDkB/IDKG/S > | AHY-P |M-P |0 |0 54 kel el il o
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CHANDLER INDEPENDENCE CREEK PRESERVE, TERRELL COUNTY: 30° 27' 08" N, -101° 43 56" W

2000
Band I ,: Wit | ;
Site ID # Date size | Band number | Color combination |Coembo #| Species Age Sex | CP | BP |Fat|Wina| {g) | Location |Comments Bander
GFS
locatian
Cl1 |07-Jun-00| O [1770-34906| G/SHBKIG 487 BCVI ASY 210 55 Central levee  |marked JPM
| SE concrele
Cl2 |08-Jun-00| 0 [1770-34907 | DKBNIRIG 486 | BCYIY TY 110 10] 53 [ 8 |oossing JPM
e : recap; only
NW concrate |3 rects
CI3 = R |2390-45379 | DKB/SHO/BK 517 - ATY M 11010 55 | 8.5 |crossing remaining RD?
. no color
bands,
Cl4 > 0 [1770-34908|  8ff-- > ASY M SE leop on river |stressed JPM
cl5 > R [239045378| Y/SIWR 491 > ASY | M |1 59 |  lseiop |recap RD?
Cls > R |1920-02782 MIYHBUS 525 = | ASY M |2 57 | E Ioop on river [recap RD?
cCI7 = 5 17 70-34810 BINYHDkG/IS 529 BCWI ASY M 1 54 ME loop an river JEM
funky
faathers on
Clg | 15-Jun-00| 0 |1770-34912 | W/DKGHG/S 038 BCYI ASY 1 0] 53 _|Eloopan read head JPM
Cl9 | 16-Jun-00| = |1770-34814 | BIVBK/DKGIS 532 | BCVI ATY 1 59 Central W leves SRSl
cHO > | > |1770-34915| O/SHYIG 528 | > HY U 53 Cantral M levee | >
Ross
Dawkins
Ch1 - = |1770-34916 | DKG/SIMIG 531 = AHY F 310 S\W county road |nets >
S of cresk E of
chna = > [ 1770-34917 | DkB/SHBK/R 540 > ASY M 110 llocp road gate | =
| | Ross
Dawking'
Cl13 [17-Jun-00| O [1770-34918 YISHBIO 4 534 BCWI AHY F 0|40 54 SW courity road [nets =
Cl14 > > |1770-34919| RAWIDKB/S | 535 | = HY > > >
Cl15 > > | 1770-34820 P/IIS 542 | BCVI| ASY M [1]0 a5 E Ross' Qaks  |= =
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oy 5] > R |2190-79309 GISHGIM 435 > ASY F 3 54 > >;recap RD?
chv = |0 [1770-34921 R/SHDKGMW 436 = TY M 0|5 53 | 11 |E cfdance slap |+ JPM
5 of creak, E of
cl18 = > [1770-34922 | R/DKGHBK/S 437 > AHY F 1 55 loop road gate | =
d
Ccl19 > | > |1770-34923| DkGiSHRP | 438 | > | Asy | M |00 53 kg e [ >
S of creak;E of
CI20 > R |2190-79324 | RJISHDKBIO 440 > ASY M |1]0 56 loop road gate |=;recap RD?
Cl21 = 0 |1770-34924 | Y/DKBHO/S 488 > AHY F 3 56 E Ross' Oaks | JPM
Cl22 = > [1770-34925 | Y/PHDKGHS 438 > ASY M 110 55 ERoss'Qaks & =
Cl23 = = |1770-34926 | G/S/G/IDKB 441 = AHY F 4 E Ross Oaks ™ ) =
Cl24 = = |1770-34927 | DkG/SHBIG 442 = ASY M 21010/ 58 E M leves = >
2001
Band WL
Site ID # Date zize | Band numbar | Color combingtion |Combeo # | Species Ane Sex | CP | BP | Fat | Wing | (g} Location  [Comments Bander
CI25 |06-Apr-01| 0 |2110-45419 | G/DkG/H/DKBIS | 484 | BCVI ASY M 210 Riwer Pasiure JPM
Cl26 > = 12110-45418 BISHOIO 485 > AHY F 0|0| | 56 ME Leop Rd =
Rozs
|Dawhin$'
Uipper Rogs' netswi2nd
127 | 08-Jun-01| 0A 1770-034862| BIY/HDKG/S 529 | BCVI SY M g1 Daks Draw 5Y m JPM
AR |
clzs | | = 1 1770-34963 YIEKNEIS 536 I =] = | 0|0 | 54 = o =
| | U Ross'
cHe | > R |1770-34923| DkG/SHRIP | 438 | > | ATY | M [1]5 54 | |osksDraw |>irecap >
' > UBOG(?)
Cl29 > | 0A |1770-34964| RAWHDKB/S | 635 | > | AHY | F |0[3| |55 iaternet' |ni's mate >
: = probably
119's
|offspring,
| recap later
| Upper Ross'  |across Co
CI30 > | = | 1770-34965 | DkB/MIWIS a9 = HY U | a5 IDaks side-craw |Bd wi34 >
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=;racap,
UBO6 nest
| site??,
| don't report
| to banding
cH2 > R |1770-34923| DKB/SHBKR | 540 > ASY | M |1 | "Water net”__|lab (RD) |
Upper Ross’
Caks d
cI31 > 0A | 1770-34966 | Y/DKBHY/S | 552 | > Hy | v CaRd o a2 >
Cl132 = = 1??!1]-349-5? M/IM/IDKB/S 544 > ATY M 1165 a5 > =3 =
| =FF WEAR |
| CI33 > 0 [1770-34968 | Y/BIDKGIS | 547 = AHY | F |o[4]| |54] Stab =2 RS
I i Between Rd ana|[~Recap |
| Rosz’ Oaks later across |
C134 = = | 1770-34969 | DkG/SHDEG/P 555 > HY U 0|0 | Draw CaRd w30 | =k e |
| = FF WEAR
_CI3s = = | 1770-34970 RIRNDEGIS 554 > AHY F 0|4 | 55 | o =3 =
Upmr Ross’ EH FF "IHIEA-R
CH6 > R | 2190-79309 GISHGIM 435 > AHY F |0 Oaks side-draw|= 2, wiegg RD?
Cl36 > 0 | 1770-34971 R/P/{DKBIS 571 = AHY F 0 Ross' Oaks » JPM
>wiegq,
L) Rase same place
CI37 > > |1770-34072|  SiH- - > | AHY | F |03 Oags sidecranw |35 16 >
2002
Band ' Wt
Site D # Date size | Band number | Color combination |Combo #| Species Age Sex |CP|BP |FatlWing | (g} Location  [Comments Bander
CI38 |04-Apr-02| 0 [1770-34978 | DkG/BK/M/S | 1227 | BCVI | ASY M |00 Leap Fd. JFM
Cl38 = > 1??0-249?9 DkB/SHDKGMO | 1244 = AHY F 0|0 = JEM
Cl40 [12-Apr-02] O 1770-34980 | OQ/DkBIWIS 1237 | BCVI AHY F 0|1 i | 51 | Loop Rd. with eqq JPM
| Cl41 |13-Apr-02| 0 |1770-34981 WISHPIR 1238 | BOVI | AHY M | 2 'D_: 59 VWestern Oaks JPM
Cla23 s> > | 1770-34982 | DkG/S//DKB/BI | 1230 | = ASY | M | 1|0 | 55| nmieravea JPM
|
Cl43 |08-May-02| 0 1770-34951 YISHPIP 1233 | BCVI SY M 210 lﬂass'ﬂaks | JPM
Banded in
‘01 as HY-U;
racap |
Vi @11:50 |
Deep woods; |WICICP #s |
CI30 |18-May-02| R |1770-34965| DKB/M/WI/S BCVi | SY-OP |F-BP| 0 | 3 URD 12845 | JPM

HXXVI




In masguibe met
by along creek  [RECAR &t
by URD (befoca |13:00 00
Clad > 0 |1770-34994 | DkG/SIMIBI 1256 > AHY-F |F-BP| 0 | 4 58 _ water net) same net. JPM
| wICICP #'s
30 & 45;
! Bandad in
|| [SIde draw net (2000 as
CcH2 ] R |1770-34917 | DkB/SHBKR > |ATY-OPM-PEB| 110 56 lin URG terr. _ |ASY. JPM
- wiCICP #'s
{‘5'5 12 &
I 30;recap of
| RD's band,
'side draw net |color bands
| Cl45 > = | 239045259 | DkG/SIYIR 1242 > AHY-P |[F-PE| 0 | 4 InUROterr. |added. RD
!Shady Craks
Cl46 = 0 |1770-349485| G/PIDEGS | 1240 > ASY-P [ M-P 1110 53 fenceline net JPM
5 Cak
cl7 > > |1770.34086| wiskBkiG | 1257 | > | AHY-P |F-PB| 0| 3 54 Jioausa nai JPM
1| | | Did not fly
| | after release
.I but could net
| recapture;
| | saen laterin
| i s2ason
Cl48 |05-Jun-02| 0 [1770-35000| BKSHG/M | 1248 | BCVI | ATY-P | M-P 0|0 57 River tending Hys. JFM
i [Between levee
Cl4g |06-Jun-02| 0 |[1760-75145| M/DKGHBUES | 1243 BCWI | TY-F [M-P|1]5 57 land creek. JEM
i M Locp Rd eut-
c150 |07-Jun-02| 0 |1760-75146| O/DkBABIYS | 1252 | BCVI | ATY-P |M-P | 1|0 e JPM
lInner L
cI51 | 27-Jun-02| 0 |1760-75160| /DKGHR/S | 1263 | BCVI | ASY-P [ M-P | 1|0 Road e JPM
central Loo
cls2 |28-0un-02| 0 | 176075161 | Dke/siPiDKB | 1262 | BCVI | AHY-P | F-P | 0 | 4 i P JPM
2003
Band | Wit
Site 1D # Date size | Band number | Color combination ! Combo #| Species Age Sex | CP | BP | Fat]| Wing | (g} Location  |(Comments Bander
CI53 |14-May-03 22813—6165[]! YiIOHo!s !I 1582 | BCVI |AHY-PB|F-PB| 0 | 4 !Rnss‘ Caks RD
Cl&4 = 2280-51661 i RISHBK/DKG 1585 = ASY-P | M-P lr-.lasquite net |4Y7.3Y7 >
1 |
CI55 = 0 |1760-75193| BUM/DKG/S 1686 = ASY-P IM-CP| 2 | O !Water net hwis JEM

XXXV




Clas

2390-45259

DkGISINYIR

1242

ASY-O

F-BP

Yater net

Recapped
and color-
marked in
'02 as

AHY wi55

RD

Cla6

15-May-03

22680-61663

DkBMYIANIS

1589

BCWI

5Y-P

M-CP

At creek SE of
Earth x-ing

Wi T

RD

CI57

2280-61664

GISHBIDKG

1591

AHY-BP

F-BP

=

wink; wienq

Cl58

2280-61667

OIS

15598

5Y-P

M-CP

MN-boat ramp

Cl58

18-May-03

1760-75194

G/ONDKG/S

1552

BCVI

AHY-PB

F-PB

55

MN-boat ramp

JFM

cH7 |

>

1770-34921

RISHDKGIW

436

ATY-O

M-PC

=

nast wig9;
injury or
infection of
right lag
healed
between
colorbands;
photos
taken

JPM

Cls0

26-Jun-03

2280-85901

BRAN/IMIS

1605

BCVI_

ASY-P

M-P

Westem ogaks

JPM

cle1

27-Jun-03

2280-855804

PN IS

1606

BCVI

TY-P

M-P

| 55

Far West
comals

JPM

Cla2

28-Jun-03

2280-85806

JiE]

ECVI

AHY-P

F-PB

Central Loop

|Rd.

Ran aut of
DkG bands
and 5 was
already on
R-leg. No
other combo
worked,, Sam
& netas 63,
Edand 65.

JPM

_Cla

-

2280-85907

GISH-IDKB

1602

F-PB

Same net as
&2, 64 and
G4,

Cle4

2280-85908

DkB/S//R/DkB

1608

HY-EP

54

Same net as
&2, 63, and
55,

Cl65

2280-85808

Bk/SHR/M

1616

ASY-P

M-P

Same net as
62, 63, and

6.

KXXVII




XXXIX

2004
Band Wit |
Site 1D # Date siza | Band number | Color combination |Cembo #| Species Aga Sex |CP|BP | Fat{Wing | (g) Lacation [Comments | Bander
ClsS | 08-Apr-04 2280-85909 | Bk/S/RIM BCVI | ATY-O | M-P | 1 56 Boat Ramp _|Recap; wissl _ JPM
Clgs > 2280-85917 | DkB/SHBIP 1210 = AHY-P | F-P |Boat Ramnp  |wiS5 =
ComaliOasis
CI67 |08-Apr-04| O 2280-85920 MMIMAE 1208 | BCVI TY-FP [M-FP|[1]0 fenceling JPM
I
I West Water
| Hazard Levee
| [across from
Cl6d | 10-Apr-04 2280-85921 | WIGHDKGE/S 1215 | BCVI | TY-P | M-P | O | Clubhouse) JPM
Cl69 |05-May-04 2280-85926 | O/SHDKG/R | 1223 | BCVI | ASY-P | M-P | Clubhouse JPM
y | | Below 15t
CI70 |19-May-04| 0 |2280-85927 | BUDKB/BIS | 1276 | BCVI| TY-P | M-P | 1 0| |55 Levee JPM
|52 N-Boat Ramp
CI71 |15-Jun-04| 0 |2280-85931| R/SHDKG/G | 1268 | BCVI| SY-P |M-P 10 |0 | \Road JPM
:Lcmer Ross'
CI72 |16-Jun-04 2280-85934 | DKB/ONYIS 1220 | BCVI | SY-P | M-P | [Daks JPM
| CI73 [ 17-Jun-04 2280-85936| BKSHOP | 1269 | BCVI| ASY-P |MP | 0|0 | |Lodge Oaks JPM
| [Inside §-
| |Levee,
| 'Reservoir
CI74 |18-Jun-04 | 0 |2280-85837 | DkB/ISHBIR 1274 | BCVI | ASY-P |M-P |0 | 0O 56 Dog' JFM
| =
|LeveaRiver
CI75 > > |2280-85938 | DkG/BR/BK/S | 1280 = ATY-P [ MP |10 [Pasture’ =
;Central Loop
| |RdI‘Dne—
' |down-and-
CI63 |[19-Jun-04 R |2280-85907 G/5H-/DkB 1602 | BCVI | ASY-O |F-PB| D 3 | |over JPM
ilnside 5-
3 [Levee,
it |‘Rese rveir Same nat-
CI76 | 16-Jul-04 | 0 |2280-85943 | DkG/DKBAR/S | 1607 | BCVI | AHY-BP |F-BP | 0 | 4 55 Dog’ site as #74 JPM




DOBBS MOUNTAIN/DOBBES RUN RANCH, EDWARDS COUNTY: 287 38" 43" N, -100° 25' 09" W, 29° 38' 58" N, -100° 24' 32" W

2000 ]
Date B‘f""d Band number  Color combination  Comba # Epem";;'g Age Sex CP BF Fat Wing Wi, Location Comments Bander
Site ID # size (g
: 481 dup
SOME % Jun
DM1 | B-Jun-00 | O | 1770-34803 BIPINYIS 481 | BCVI ASY M [2|0]|]0)] 56 E fancefing tH JPM
485 dup.
TERR elsJ .F;.pc'
DM2 > 1770-34504 BUSHOQIO 485 > ASY M 1|0|0]| &2 E fenceling o1 =
o3 | 23-Jun-01 1770-345929 PANIRIS 476 | BCVI AHY F 0|4 |0] 51 E fenceling HY in tow JPM
2001
Band Wi,
Sita ID # Date siza | Band number | Celar cambination [Combo #| Species Age Sex | CP | BF | Fat| Wing [ {a) Location  [Coemments . Bander
DRR ac
DM4 |18-May-01| 0 |1770-34953| RisuMDKG | 490 |BCVI| ASY | M |15 s & st JPM
532 dup.
| TERR 1;5 un
DM5 |19-May-01] 0 [ 1770-34854 | BI/Bk/DkGIS 532 BCWI ATY h 210 55 M gate 01 JFM
2002
Band | Wit
Site 1D # Date siza | Band number | Color combination | Combo # | Species Age Sex | CP | BF | Fat | Wing [ {o) Locatisn  |[Comments Bander
| DME 29-May-02| 0 [1770-34897 MG IS | 1243 | BCVI |AHY-BP|F-PB| 0 | 4 o6 DOBM JPM
_DM? 20-Jun-02| 0 |1760-75155| R/DKGHAWS | 1250 | BCVI | ASY-P | M-P | 1 0 a5 Pink Gate ferr. JPM
DM8 > > |1760-75156| O/DKGHPIS | 1255 | > | HY-J | U 0| 56 |Pink Gate terr JPM
__DI"u"IQ 21-Jun-02 | 0 [1760-75157 | MISIWDKG 1259 | BCVI | AHY-P | F-P o14|1]53 IboBR JPM
DM10 > > | 1760-75158 |  BUBI/M/S 1260 | = Hy-d | U [olofo s JPM
: One wp from
Pink Gate terr
DM11 | 8-Aug-02 | O | 1760-75166 M/PHBKIS 1222 | BCVI | HY-JE 9] | 55 an DRR side JPM
2003
Band | | Wt
Site 1D # Data zize | Band number | Color combingtion |Cambo #| Species Age Sex | CP | BP | Fat | Wing [ (g) Locatian  |Comiments Bander
DM12[13-Apr-03| 0 [1760-75171| O/SHDKB/G | 1507 [BCVI| TYP [M-P|1]0| |55 NEcomer | Coudbedv |  JPM
1 E fenceline;
1 f-'ﬂ s "
| om13 | 14-a0r03| 0 | 176075172 Prswokaw | 1581 | BCvI | ASY-P (MRl 10| |58 | |oecowmton | repe | JPM

XL



Fink Gate
DM14 | 5-May-03 | 0 _|1760.75190 | _ O/S/V/BI | 1579 | BCVI | SY-P_|M-CP[ 1[0 | JPM
DkB/DkBHDKG/ I Same net a5
DM15 |29-May-03| 0 |1780-75196 s 1595 |BCVI | SY-P [MP |10 s of NeGate it JPM
Sal 1
DM16| > o |1760-75197| BwSHRIDKG | 1598 | > | sY-P |MP | 1 L 15 s >
| Bataren VW
2 | Caddle Rd and
DM17 |30-May-03| 0 |1760-75198| M/SHBUDKG | 1600 | BCVI | TY-P | M-P i o JPM
~100m M al 5-
DM18| > o |1760-75191| RiSHYIR 1601 | > |ATY-P [MP|O|O]| | R >
DM19 | 20-dun-03| 0 |1780-75199 | DkG/SHODKG | 1603 |BCvi | SY-P [MP |0 |0 | | 55 g JPM
2004 I !
Band | Wt
Site ID # Date size | Band number | Color cambination [Cembo # | Species Age Sex |CP | BP | Fat|Wing [ (g) Location  |[Comments Bander
e | DRR-side ‘one-
- i across' 45 MPH
DM20 | 23-Apr-04| 0 |2280-85924 | _/DkGHDKBIS | 1596 | BCU| AHY-P |F-BP| 0 | 3 3 JPM
| DRR-fenceling
: o]
DM21 |22-May-04| 0 |2280-85929| BUDKB/W/S | 1277 | BCVI| TY-P |MP | 1|0 B e JPM
DM22 | 24-Jun-04| 0 |2280-85939 | WI/S/WIDKG | 1547 | BCVI| SY-P [MP | 0|0 51 Cental Territary JPM
DM23 | 21-Jul-04 | 0 |2280-85945 | DkG/DKG/M/S | 1611 | BCVI [AHY-PB|F-PB| 0 | 6 52 o JPM
Sa
DM24 > > |2280-85948 | R/G/DKG/S | 1612 | BCGVI | HY-PE | U 4 et oo | M

XLI




QUAIL RIDGE RANCH, SOMERVELL COUNTY: 32° 08' 23" N, -97° 53" 14" W

2001
Band [ ; Wit
Site ID # Date size | Band number | Color combination | Combo # | Specias Age Sex | CP | BP | Fat| Wing | (gl Location  |[Camments Bander
CR1 |11-Apr-01| 0 210045417 | DKBNYKR/S 486 | BCVI | ATYP |M-P| 2|0 |2] 55 JFM
QR2 = = | 1770-34839 GISHBRG 487 = 5Y-P_ M-CP| 2| O | 2| 568 >
| QR3 = > | 1770-34840 MIYHBIS 525 > TY-P IM-CP| 2 |0 [ 1] 54 =
| body rmals = 0;
QR4 |13-Apr01| 0 |1770-34042| vrsmwr | 491 | BCVI | AHY-P | F-P |0 |0 |2 | 56 s | JPM
QR5 |01-May-01] 0 [1770-34944 WIDkGHGEIS 53g |BCVI| ATY-P ITM-P |2 |0 | 4] 55 JEM
| QRE = > |1770-34945| DkGISH/MIG 531 > AHYP | FP | 0|4 | 3] 55 lwiegg =
QR7 |04-Jun-01]| O 1770-34957 oISIYIG 528 | BCVI | ATY-P |M-P | 215 of lfwear =13 JPM
QR8 |09-Jun-01| 0 |1770-34958 | BISHDKB/G 549 | BCWI ATY-P |M-P | 015 ]|3]|56 JPMAIP |
QRS > > [1770-34860 EBIWPIYIS 481 = ATY-P |M-P| 210 |3]|55 JPM/AJP
QR10 | 01-Jul-01 | O [1770-34858 G/PHBIS 1083 | BCVI | ASY-P |M-P| 010|456 JPM/AJP
2002
Band | Wit
Site ID # Date size | Band number | Color combination |Cembo#| Species Age Sex | CP | BP | Fat|Wing | (q] Location  |[Comments Bander
| QR11 | 24-Apr-02 | 0 |1770-34983 BISHOMW 1231 |BCWVI | ASY-P |M-P | 2 | O L) JPM
| QR12 114-May-02| 0 |[1770-34892 YIYHPIS 1234 | BCVI | ASY-P IM-CP| 2 | O 59 JPM
QR18 [16-M ay-02| 0 |1770-34993 GIMIBKSS 1241 | BCWl | AHY-P |F-PB| 0 [ 4 | 0| 53 JPM ]
QR13 [11-Jun-02| 0 [1760-75151] WWiSHMW | 1264 | BCVI | ASY-P | M-P | 2 | 4 56 JPM/WB
QR14 [13-Jun-02| 0 [1760-75152 | R/SHM/DKB 1253 |BCVI | SY-P |M-P | 3 | 4 55 JPM/WE |
QR15 |[19-Jun-02| 0 |1760-75153 | DkG/SHOIP 1272 | BCVI | ASY-P | F-P 4 55 JPMAWE
QR16 [20-Jun-02| 0 |1760-75148 WISHM/BK | 1275 |BCVI| SY-P [M-P| 1|0 JPMMWE |
QR17 [ 11-Jul-02 | 0 |1760-75163 DKB/S/Y/R | 1265 | BCVI-| ASY-P |[M-CP| 2 | 1 | 56 TY? JPM
| QR1% | 19-J ul-02 | 0 |17680-75149| P/SHBIDKB 1270 BCVI | ASY-P | F-P 4 | | JPMAWEB
QR20 = = | 1760-75150 WISHIWIR 1271 = ASY-P | M-P|1]0 | | JPMANE
2003
Band Wi
Site |0 # Date size | Band number | Color cembination |Comba #| Species Age Sex | CP | BP [Fat | Wing | {a} Locatian  |Comments Bander
QR21 [17-Apr-03| 0 |1760-75173 M/RHOIS 1583 | BCVI | SYP |M-P | 1|0 | 54 JPM
QR22 > > | 1760-75174 R/SHPIR 1588 = SY-P [MP|O0]| O | >

XL



-

Wl
1593 | :~"':*’{’-'f AHY-P

ar23| > > |1760-75175| BIDKBII-/S Felolol |se >

2004 | e | |
Band l | Wi,

Site ID# Date size | Band number | Color combination |Combo#| Species | Age Sex | CP | BP |Fat! Wing | (g} Lecation  |Comments Bander

R24 01-Apr-04| 0 |2280-85813 MISHBE/DEB 1206 | BCVI | ASY-P [M-P [ 1|0 | o6 TY? ATY? JFM
QR25 | 02-Apr-04| 0 | 2280-85914 P/IDKBHDKGIS | 1205 BCWI | ASY P [M-P | 2 | 0| | 57 4Y7 JPM

I Y7 Caught

Qr26| > > |2280-85915 | BK/SHBKDKG | 1204 | > > |mpPl1lo]| |57 e >
QR27 = > 228*]-3591 Bl M/SHGIM 1208 = AHY-P | F-P |0 | O Gaught w #26 >
QR28 | 28-Apr-04| O 2280-85925 | M/BKAIMIS 1226 | BCVI | ASY-P |M-P [ 1|0 JPM

WALNUT CREEK RANCH, COKE COUNTY: 31° 48' 04" N, -100" 45’ 48" W
2000 '

Drate Band oo dnumber  Color combination Combo # Species Age Sex CP BP Fat Wing il Location Comments Bander

Site ID # S {a)

VICR #1; not
WC1 | 13-Jul-00 | O [1770-34931 S BCVI ASY F 0110 51 Shelving Rock  eolor banded, JPM
| photos taken

2001

4: Band Wi,

Sita 1D #! Date size | Band number | Color combinatien |Combo # | Species Age Sex |CP | BP | Fat| Wing [ {2} Location  |Comments Bander
WC2 129-May-01] 0 | 1770-34885 DkB/SHOIBK 517 | BCVI ATY M 304 56 Shelving Rock JPM
2002

Band Wi,

Site D # Date size | Band number | Colar combination [ Cambo # | Species Age Sex |CP|BP |Fat|Wing | (o) Location  |Comments Bandar
WC3 | 3-May-02 | 0 | 1770-34383 DkGISHBESY 1232 | BCWYI 3Y M 2|0 55 Shelving Rock JPM
WC4 |31-May-02| 0 | 177 0-34959 VWISH-IDEG 1246 | BCWI AHY F 0|3 Houss Trap JPM

2003

Band Wit

Site 10 # Date size | Band number | Color cembination |Combo # | Species Age Sex |CP|BP |Fat|Wing| (g} Location  |Comments Bander

WCS |28-May-03| 0 |1760-75195| P/DkG/H-/S | 1594 | BCVI | AHY-BP |F-BP 4 o pucs JPM

Bk=black, Bl=hlue, DkB=dark blue, DkG=dark green, G=green, Gy=grey, L=lavender, M=mauve, O=arange, P=pink, R=red, S=silver, W=white, Y=yellow

XLIT
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Black-capped Vireos by sex and age at Chandler Independence Creek
Preserve, Dobbs Mountain and Quail Ridge Ranch 2001-2004.

CHANDLER INDEPENDENCE CREEK PRESERVE

CICP 2001 2002 2003 | 2004
Male:
Total 26-27 27 26 26
SY = [ | 3 T ] 4
AHY 7 12 10 2
ASY 7 4 6 '8
TY ' 4 ]
ATY 10 3 3 6
4Y 1
Ad4Y 3 2T S 1
&Y 1 o —

Female: ¥ |

Total 17 18 20 EE
< i 1
AHY 15 17 10 17
ASY e 5 6
ATY 1 ;
Unknown:
HY 12-14 16-20 22-25 23-41
Total
Individuals 55-58 | 61-65 68-71 72-90

XLV



DOBBS MOUNTAIN

Dobbs 2001 | 2002 2003 2004
| Male: 9 |8 17 17
Total
SY TR, 5 4
ARY 2 i 4 2
ASY 5 '5 ARERSAIL 3
| TY 2 3
ATY 2 1 2 2
4Y 1
A4Y '_2
Female: T | 6 14 9
| Total
AHY 7 5 13 8
ASY 1
ATY 1
Unknown: 13-14 i | 14-17 16-21 10-14
HY
' Total 29-30 28-31 47-52 36-40
Individuals

ALVL




QUAIL RIDGE RANCH

XLVII

QRR 2001 [ 2002 2003 | 2004

| Male: 116 1T 17 15
Total
SY 1 2 K
CAHY |4 10 6
ASY 15 5 1
TY 1 2
ATY 5 3
4Y T
AdY 7 1 2

Female: 15 16 10 13
Total
SY
AHY 150 16 10 13
ASY
ATY
Unknown: B6-7 41 19 10
HY
Total 137-38 | 74 46 38
| Individuals |




Return rates for observed color-marked Black-capped Vireos known to have heen

present in the previous year at Chandler Independence Creek Preserve, Dobbs
Mountain and Quail Ridge Ranch, 2001-2004.

| 2001 2002 2003 2004
CICP

Male 50% (n=8) | 42% (n=5) 40% (n=6) 47% (n=7)
| Female  17% (n=1) 14% (n=1) 29% (n=2) 43% (n=3)

QOverall 38% (n=9) 27% (n=6) | 36% (n=8) 44% (n=10)

Dobbs

Male 100% (n=2) 25% (n=1) 50% (n=1} 67% (n=6)

Female | 0% (n=0) NA 50% (n=1) 100% (n=1)

Qverall 67% (n=2) 25% (n=1) 29% (n=2) 70% (n=7)
~__QRR_

Male NA 75% (n=6) 38% (n=5}  43% (n=3)

Female | NA 50% (n=1) 0% {n=0) 100% (n=1)
| Overall | NA 70% (n=7) 31% (n=5) 50% (n=4) |

XLV
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