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1992 CANADA CGOOSE PRODOCTION REPORT
FISH SPRINGS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

OBJTECTIVES:

L. Determine the reproducbive success of the breeding
population incloding average clatech and brood size,
Lokbal hatched, total fledged.

2 Evaluate the breeding goose population in relation to
L2389 and 1990 production, population growth, nest site
gelection and drawdown response.

PROCEDURES :

Three pair counts were completed betwesen April 5 and May 14.
Locations of goose ackivily were poled and/or mapped during the
counts. Supplemental observations were made betweesn counts to
verify nesting terrvitories and foraging/leafing areas. Only those
paire or lone males which displayed a4 specilic sikte affiliation
were tallied as nesting pairs. CSroupsg of geese that broke into
pairsg when flushed weore treated ags flocked birds. Paire which did
not show any strong terribtorialily were considered Lo be non-
nesting, first or second vear subadults. These pairs were not
used to calcoculate nesting data.

Ag pairs started nesting, intensive obgervations were made to
locate the exact nesting site. "Located" nests were checked at
least once to determine clutech size. Neshks with less Lhan Five
egygs were rechecked Lo verify the final eclutch size. Nests checks
were made by foot, canoce, and/or airboat depending on the
location of the nest. Nest observations were made by disbanl
vehicle and spolbling scope bo note nest aectivity and limit
disturbance. When hatching times approached, nests were checked
1f the female was nob wvisible Trom Lhe vehicle after two or more
gighting aftltempls (usually within two dayvs) or when new broods
were sighted in the area. This was dependent on the degree of
visabllity exhibited while incubating, others were more wary and
only the Lops of their heads could be observed [rom time bo bime.

Brood counts were started after the firsh brood was observed on
April 23. Broods counls were conducted twe to three times a week,
and during pair counts and bi-monthly avian surveys. Incidental
obgervations provided valuable information on broods and use
areas. Brood aye, =irze, and localion were recorded and efforts
were also made to monitor brood mortality. Location of use-areas
became important in lalber weeks to determine the overall gosling
population. Enown use-areas were the fococus of subseguent gosling
banding efforts.



RESULTS:

Pair counts were conducled on April 5, May B8, and May 1l4. There
was an averade of 26 pairs counted (high-27, low-24). The adult
goose population on May 14 was 177.

Twenky two (22) pairs of geese were considered to be breeders.
Other pairs observed on pailr counts could not be pinned down at
the later date Lo suggest nesting activiby. Of Lhe 22 apparenl
neshing pairs, 13 nests were located. Appendix 1 summarizes nest
gite locations and nest data.

Twelve {12) of the 13 known nests hatched (success = 92%). One
nest (P21l) was appatrently abandoncd.

Theé average clutch size of known nests was 4.8 (high-7, low-3).
Artificial struectures and islands again provided most of the
nesting gites. Appendix 2 summarizes overall nesting data, in
regard Lo neslk sile seleclion.

The first brood was observed on April 23, almeost 2 weeks evarlier
Lhan in 1991 bul guile comparable Lo Lhe [irsl brood dale [or
1990, The first brood hatched from Harrisgon Unit .

Baged on brood counts condockbed in late April, a minimum Lotal of
18 different broods were present on the refuge during that
period. The average brood size for the 18 broods observed during
the first month of halching was 4.5 {high-7, low-=2). All broods
observed daring this period were class I in development. The 18
broods accounted for 82 goslings. Brood counbts conducled during
May revealed three additional broods, accounting for 13
additional goslings. This would indicate a production total of 95
gosglings. By late June, there were 31 goslings comprising a hotal
of eleven broods. The average brood size was 2.8. All hroods
obhserved during this pericd were clasgs II oy III in development.
At this point, a total of 31 fledged goslings would indicate a
gosling mortality rate of 67%.

Refuge personncl banded 23 goslings from June 12 to June 24,
bringing the tobal number of goslings banded since 1989 Lo 62 of
the sstimated 104 fledged. A great deal of time and sffort was
spent this year monitoring brood activities and locations. This
aided our banding effort greatly, and enabled the refuge to band
nearly 75% of this years Fledged geese.

DISCUSSTION:

The 1992 Canada Goose production at Fish Springs was similar in
many respects bto the past several years i.e., little positive
growth. The total number of breeding pairsg increased four from
last vear.

The gosling survival rate of 33% is a slight decrease from the



1991 rate of 36% and considerably lower than the 1330 rate of
51%. Production was estimated at 31 fledged goslings in 1992,
Thig is nearly double Lhe produckion of 1591 (18 fledged
goslings) and guite similar to production for 1990 (33 (ledged
goslings).

Though Lhis years production is an encouragement over 1991,
production is still well below the pre-hunting season levels
prior to 1978 (average of 104 fledged per year). Because the
breeding population has essentially remained unchanged since 1989
{an inerease of 4 breeding palrs over 3 yvears), true population
growlkh will nal be realized until the number of breeding pairs
LN redsss .

Marsh Drawdowns

Avocel Init was drawn down this yvear. Effort te de-water this
unit prior to the onset of nesting by geese as well as ather
nesting waterfowl and wading birds was succesgful. In 1991 this
unil accounted for Ehree of 15 known nests. This year, Avocet
Unit accounted for one of a number of suspected nests ococourring
on natural izlands that went undetected. Pair counts revealed a
bresding pair in soubkh Avoceb, and a single brood was observed
regularly, however the nest was not located,

Egrel and Harrison Unilbs, which were bolh drawn down in 1380,
were used extensively in 1922 by broods. This demonstrates well,
the effect of draw downs in maintaining guality marsh habitat and
inereasing foraging areas during bhe firsk several years
following the reflooding of draw down areas.

MegaLive impachbs of the scheduled marsh drawdowns could include
displacement of breeding pairs to unfamiliar or marginal
territories, thus reducing productivity. The completion of
drawdowns sarly in Lthe nesling season ig imporlanl Lo avoid
having palirs nest on units that will he dry at hatceching. This
will reduce the gosling mortality that would be incurred by
broods trekking acdross large open areas in search of water.

Nest Site Selection and Fidelity

Many similarities exisl belween nesl sile seleclbion in 1992 and
past vears. Sile fidelity is well documenled in many species of
birds, including geese, so 1t is no surprise that many aof the
game structures and territories were used in all four years.
Appendix 1 denotes "site fidelity"” pairs. Eight of the pairs used
the same nest site as in 1991, and four of these elght sites were
used all four years.

The affinity of the breeding govse popnlation Lo ubilize Lhe =ame
nests or territories sach yvear underscores the importance of
maintaining esstablished nesting islands and platforms. Nesting



platformsg and islands are esgential in reducing nest predation,
as tan be gseen from Fish Springs data as well as many obther
published reports. The maintenance and subsequent use of
artificial nesting structures will play an important role toward
allempling Lo increase Lhe Refuge's Canada goose populabion.

It 1ig worth noting, that the negsting of at least eight pairsg of
geese ocoureed 1n nalural nesbing areas this year. This is an
increase over past yvears incidence of nesting in areas other than
artificial nesting structures. Maintenance of artificial nesting
glruchures was minimal in 1992 prior Lo goose nesling, and Lhere
were a number of structures that were in need of maintenance.
This may, in part, explain the sghift of some nesting activity,
and stress the importance of maintaining guality nesting
structures.

It is notable that 1992 marks the second consecubive yvear in
which no known nests were known to have failed due to predators.

In 1990 the fallure of two nests was attributed to predation and
in 1989 one nest was lost to predation.

CONTINDATION OF GOOSE STUDY

The continuation of an intensive goose study is8 recommended antil
Lhe breeding goose population rebounds or antil ik can he
determined that the reason for the failure of the population to
rebound can not be reversed by any management action. Though
time consuming, the information collected is important bo

evaluabte Lhe praogress of this population. A less intensive study
can lead to many erroneous assumptions and thus skew the
col lected data. The collection of accurabe dalta will bensfil Lhe

Befuge both now and in the future, when hopefully, large nesting
populations will confound the data collection process. This data
will merve as a guideline Lo evaluate Fubnre produclkion.

WATER QUALITY

The issue of nalurally occurring poor wabler gualibty in goose
rearing areas must be addressed in the very near future. Most
goose broods are being reared on larger open waber impoundments
where Lhe walber salinilbies are above levels Lhal have been shown
to cause morbidity and possibly mortality in mallard ducklings
(Mitcham and Wobeser, 1988). Tn those studies, ducklings reared
on water with conductivities of 7,720 umho/cm showed reduced
growth and vigor (incereasing susceptibility to predationl. When
reared on water with conduoctivities of 20,000 wmho/om mortality
cocurred wikhin 14 days.

Conductivitiecs in brood rearing areas on the Refuge range from
T,600 wnhofem to as high ag 17,000 umho/om during the brood



rearing period (May-July). These levels are higher than thoge
that are identified by Mitcham and Wobeser as causing morbidity
and poassibly direct mortality among ducklings. In discussing the
refuge water guality with Dr. G, Wobeser, it wag his opinion that
Canada Goose goslings are no more or less susceplbible Lhan
mallard ducklings to the toxio effects of salinity associated
with elevated conductivity levels.

If Canada Goose produckbion s Lo remain a refuge objective, it is
only fundamenbal bthal bhe refuge water guality, and the apparent
resulting effect it has on gosling sarvivorship, be invesligabed
Lo debtermine ils overall impact on goose proaduction,

PRESCRTIPTION EURNTHNG AND WATER MAMNAGEMENT

g recommended in 1989 and 1980, prescribed burning and water
conbrol needs Lo be a major prioriby, in order to enhance the
overall habhitdt. While it has not been proven that covote
predation on goslings i1s a major limiting factor on gosling
survival , efforts bo reduce coyole numbers prior ko the hateching
geason should conbinue.

The current marsh management praclices of drawdowns and
prescribed burning should prove beneficial te goose production
and should be continued. It is important that drawdowns be far
enough along in esarly spring bhal nesl inilialion does not ocour
in A unit that will bhe dry. In addition te the normal unit
presceribed burning that cccurs in conjunchtion with a drawdown,
gonsideralion should be given bo burning small areas that would
be preferred foraging sites for broods on a more freguent basgis.
Thig practice might attract broods to geality foraging area Lhal
are not guite so vulnerable to coyote predation due to less
visual obstructlion from older age cover types.

COLOR MARRTNG

Color marking of known breeders and locally raised gesse iz still
a major need. All bthe breeding dala loses iL full value if Lhe
wintering and miqratory dynamics of the Hefuge geese is not
understood, Leg band returns will provide little uszseful
information in the short term, as bthe currenlk, zmall populalion
will alford few returns. Color marking, either neck bands or
wing markers, will provide immediate results as to movements
arcund Lhe RBefuge. Fall and winter monitoring will also provide
an acourabe assessment of migratory activities.



PRIORITIES:

Aggsess/evaluate the goosze hunling season closure on an
annual hasis.

Maintain a prescribed burn plan with emphasis on goose
foraging sites.

MainLain current. water level prescriptions and drawdown
achedules and evaluate their effect on foraging sites.
Continue monitoring all aspects of Lhe hreeding population,
parbLicularly production and survival.

Continue banding local and breeding adult geese, including
the initiation of color marking il possible.

Monitor the coyolte populaLion and fulfill the Predator
Cantrol Plan goals.

Maintain and enhance available gogse nesting structures.



APFPENDIX 1

1994 CANADA GOOSE NESTING SITES

ngsT & | 199b UNIT SITE $ OF # DATE
SITE TYPE ECGS HATCH HATCH
E12 KEG* EGRET NAT ISLE ? 7 T
Pl PINTAILL ARTIF ISL | 6 6 5/6
P3 PTNTAIL ARTIF ISL 5 5 5/6 |
P21 X5 PINTAIL PLATFORM 3 0 ABANDN
Gl X5 GADWALL PLATFORM 5 5
G2 x&* GADWALL PLATFORM | 6 5
G3 GADWALL BARREL 5 5
T4 X$* IBIS ARTIEF ISL 5 5
T12 TRTS ARTIF ISTL 6 6 5/14
115 Xg* IBIS ARTIF ISL 7 b 5/6
H2 X6* HARRISON PLATFORM £ 6 4/23
HL1 * HARRISON ARTIF ISL 6 5 4/23
ni2 HABREISON BARRIL, 3 3 5/14
TOTAL 63 60
F O™

s

*

INDICATES NESTING SITE WAS ALSO USEDX IN 1880

INDLEATES NESTING

SITE WAS ALSO TDSED

IN 1588



APPENDIX 2

1991 GOOSE PRODUCTION DATA SUMMARY

PLATFORMS ARTIFICIAL MATURATL TOTAL
TSTANDS TSLANDS
# OF NESTS &
(% OF TOTATL) 4 (31} 7 (h4) 2 (1h) 13
1991 4 (27) 6 (40) b €33) 15
1950 g (42) 4 (21} &7 (A7) 18
1989 6 (33) 5 (28) ¥ Laen 18
¥ & (%) BUCCESSFUL i 71100 2 (1009 12 {92)
1991 4 (100) 5 (83) 5 (100} 2 493
19910 5 (63) 3 {759 4 (57} 12 (63)
1989 4 (67) 4 (80) 4 (57) 12 (67)
# OF KHOWH FGGS
{13 NESTS) 20 37 ¥ B3
18991 (15h NESTS} 23 2 26 T2
1990 (14 NEsTs) Bl 19 12 B2
1989 (13 NESTS) 39 31 11 B1
# EGCGS HATCHED & (%) 16 (BO) 37 (100) 6 (100) 549 {(24)
1991 23 (100) 19 (83) 26 (100} 68 (94)
1950 31 (61) 14 (74) 10 {83} 23 (67)
1289 26 (B7T) 26 (84) 11 (100) B3 (T78)
AVERAGE CLOTCH
SIZE 5.0 5.8 3.0 4.0
1991 Seid 3-8 5,2 4.8
1990 6.4 d.8 6.0 3.9
1989 D5 B.2 545 6.2
AVERAGE BROOD SIZES CLASE Ia CLASS Ila CLASS I1Ia
4.985 a3 2.7
b SEVEN (7)) NESTS SUSPECTED DUL 10 TERRITORLALITY (S0OME SIMILAR TO

1989) AND PRESENCE OF BROODS. ONLY 2 NESTS CONFIRMED.



