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Project Goal 
We aim to test the feasibility of using artificial conspecific attraction to lure streaked horned larks from 
occupied sites that are either threatened with impending development or threatened with disturbance or 
mortality to nearby sites. The goal of this feasibility experiment is to determine if streaked horned 
larks (Eremophila alpestris strigata) respond to conspecific cues by occupying treatment sites. We 
define three levels of success: 1) male streaked horned lark occur at relocation sites during any portion of 
the relocation attempt; 2) both sexes occupy relocation sites during any portion of the attempt; and 3) 
evidence of breeding is documented at the relocation sites. Should conspecific attraction prove to be a 
successful method for attracting individual streaked horned larks to unoccupied sites, conservationists 
will have the tool available to apply at a larger landscape. This relocation feasibility study is ultimately 
aimed at benefitting larks by defining a method to ensure larks occupy protected or managed sites, thus 
reducing proximate causes of decline (such as human-related disturbance) and increasing adult survival.  
 
Project Progress: 
 
In the first year of our project (planning phase: February – December 2011; previously reported) we 
completed several planning and baseline tasks including: 

1) Established cooperative agreements with funders and administrative agreements with landowners; 
2) Worked with managers to select source and relocation sites; laid out 5-acre treatment and control 

plots at relocation sites; 
3) Recorded site-specific lark vocalizations and their frequency of occurrence at source sites;  
4) Commissioned streaked horned lark decoys. 
5) Conducted baseline lark and potential lark predator occupancy monitoring at both source and 

relocation sites, where possible; 
6) Conducted initial habitat management at relocation sites; and 
7) Placed avian predator deterrent spikes on wellheads at St. Johns Landfill relocation site. 

 
In the second year of the project (implementation phase: January – December 2012; this report) we 
completed the following: 

1) Refined site selection 
2) Managed habitat to suitable conditions for streaked horned larks at all treatment and control plots 
3) Surveyed vegetation and substrate composition in all plots 
4) Built and trouble-shooted playback devices  
5) Deployed playback and decoys in treatment plots during breeding and post-breeding periods 
6) Monitored streaked horned lark response in treatment and control plots 
7) Monitored streaked horned lark abundance and distribution at source sites 
8) Monitored predator occupancy at St Johns relocation site.  
9) Secured remaining needed funding for completion of the project 



Lark Conspecific Attraction Feasibility Study 2012 Progress Report   
Hannah Anderson, Center for Natural Lands Management, handerson@cnlm.org    
 

2 

 Project Sites 
We originally identified four source sites, each with 
a corresponding pair of 5-acre treatment and control 
plots at a nearby relocation site. There were three 
sets on Joint Base Lewis-McChord (JBLM) and one 
in North Portland: Range 74/76 – Training Area 6 
(TA6); Gray Army Airfield (GAAF) – South 
Approach; 13th Division Prairie – Training Area 14 
(TA14); and Rivergate – St. John’s Landfill (STJ). 
Unfortunately we had to discontinue use of the 
GAAF plots due to accessibility and their potential 
negative impact to larks. Airfield approach zones are 
areas where the height of aircraft potentially aligns 
with the height of flying birds, particularly male 
larks that may be conducting an aerial display. With 
the removal of the GAAF plots, three sets of 
controls and treatments remain, the minimum 
amount required to be able to use quantitative 
statistics (Fig. 1).  
 
Each source site is a known occupied breeding site 
for streaked horned larks. Source and relocation sites 
were selected on a combination of factors including 
their existing level of threat to the breeding 
population at the source, their adjacency to suitable 
relocation sites, and accessibility. While the 
objective of this study is not necessarily to conduct 
relocation but only to test its feasibility, the result 
could be establishment of a population at a new or 
historic site. Sites were selected with caution so that 
if a new breeding site was established, we would not 
be luring larks into a known sink.  
 
There are threats to breeding larks at all source sites. 
All JBLM sites receive military training: R74/76 is 
in the Artillery Impact Area and receives an 
unknown level of disturbance including off-road 
vehicle traffic and unchecked wildfire. The 13th 
Division Prairie receives a large amount of military 
training including helicopter maneuvers, parachute 
drops, and on-the-ground infantry training. Finally, 
the Rivergate site, while relatively free of human 
disturbance, is slated for development in the near 
future. In fact, the site is already considerably 
reduced from its historic acreage through recent 

warehouse development.  
 
Suitable relocation sites were selected based on their landscape context, their adjacency to source sites, 
minimal or similar threat to breeding larks than at source sites, minimal threat to other conservation 
targets (i.e. native prairie), and logistical accessibility. To ensure appropriate landscape context, we 

Figure 1. Relocation sites with treatment and control 
plots. From top to bottom –St. Johns, TA6, TA14. 
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situated relocation plots in an open landscape mostly free of trees and shrubs and at least 225 meters from 
habitat edge, such as forest. 225m is the minimum distance to habitat edge at source sites. All sites were 
situated within 2.5km of the source site. Previous work on the Columbia River suggests that adjacency to 
occupied sites may play an important role in establishment of new sites (Anderson 2011).  
 
Minimizing threat to breeding larks at relocation sites required site-by-site assessment. The St. Johns 
Landfill is closed to the public and identifies streaked horned larks as a conservation priority. We were 
most concerned with predator load at this site, and have added additional bird deterrent spikes on all 
nearby wellheads at the site in an attempt to reduce the potential impact of predators at the site. Both TA6 
and TA14 will still receive military training, but it is not expected to be an increase over the source site. 
The added benefit is that neither training area is inside the Artillery Impact Area, and as such will not 
receive live fire munitions that could start an unchecked wildfire.  
 
Habitat Management 
A variety of habitat management techniques are being used to achieve lark habitat conditions including 
application of broad-spectrum herbicide, disking, raking, harrowing, and prescribed fire (Table 1, Fig. 2, 
Fig. 3). Because each site is unique, it is not possible to standardize the habitat management approach for 
all plots. For instance, St. Johns is a covered landfill that emits methane gas, therefore prescribed fire is 
not possible. The control plot at TA6 may have unexploded ordinance, and raking or harrowing the 
ground was not recommended due to safety concerns. JBLM sites all sit on glacial outwash soils and 
disking that soil type is extremely difficult due to the large amount of rock present.  As a result, not all 
techniques are being implemented in all plots.  We conducted qualitative assessments of lark habitat 
quality, and implemented management to stunt vegetation growth, as necessary throughout the year.  
 

 
The variability in management technique is not of concern as streaked horned lark occurs on a variety of 
habitat types maintained by several different mechanisms throughout its distribution. In south Puget 
Sound, the lark occurs on remnant glacial outwash prairie habitat, historically maintained by fire. Along 
the Columbia River, they occur on sandy islands historically maintained by flooding, currently 
maintained by the placement of dredged material. In the Willamette Valley they occur in sparse 
agricultural fields.  The only two natural processes still in place that maintain lark habitat are wetland 
drawdowns in the Willamette Valley and beach accretion along the Washington coast. All these site types 
contain similar structural characteristics of the vegetation and the landscape context is similar. Due to 
these dissimilarities in the mechanisms that create lark habitats within its natural distribution, we are not 
concerned that the management techniques are dissimilar.  The important piece is that suitable lark habitat 
structure is achieved.  
 

Table 1. 2012 Habitat Management Treatment Timeline 
Site  St. Johns Training Area 6 Training Area 14 
Habitat 
Treatment 

Jan -
Mar 

Apr - 
June 

July - 
Sept 

Oct - 
Dec 

Jan -
Mar 

Apr - 
June 

July - 
Sept 

Oct - 
Dec 

Jan -
Mar 

Apr - 
June 

July - 
Sept 

Oct - 
Dec 

Spray  X X  X    X  X  
Mow   X        X  
Disk  X  X         
Harrow         X  X  
Rake       X1  X  X  
Burn       X      
Monitor X     X    X   
1 Due to safety concerns, raking was conducted in TA6-T only.  
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Our habitat management actions are aimed at providing conditions that larks have been documented 
using.  In general, we are aiming for very sparse, short vegetation structure with a high percentage of bare 
ground. Among habitat characteristics, percent cover of bare ground is reported as the strongest predictor 
of lark use (Pearson & Hopey 2005). We attempt to mimic characteristics of the region within which the 
relocation sites occur.  JBLM plots target South Puget Sound characteristics (Pearson & Hopey 2005), St. 
Johns plots target Columbia River characteristics (Anderson 2011). 

 
To quantitatively assess habitat conditions we followed methods described in Anderson (2011), which 
were modeled on those used by Pearson & Hopey (2005) to allow comparisons between data sets. Data 
were collected using the point-intercept method along four 25meter transects.  There were two sets of two 
transects, each set bisecting at the middle, situated at the left and right center of each plot (Figs. 4 & 5). 
 
We used a narrow diameter wooden dowel to sample at each 
meter along each 25m transect (Fig. 6). Each time a plant or 
ground cover class touched the dowel, it was recorded as a 
“hit” along the transect. Percent cover of each variable was 
calculated by dividing the total number of hits by the total 
number of sampling points along the transects (104). Because 
structure, and not species composition, is the important driver 
in predicting lark use we did not collect information of actual 
plant species and instead focused on functional group. We 
collected information on the following habitat components: 
vegetation (grasses, forbs, shrubs); ground substrate (bare 
ground, moss, thatch); and vegetation height. We collapsed all 
vegetation into one functional group category and present it 
together.  
 
Habitat Response 
Table 2 outlines the results of our early spring vegetation monitoring. In general, habitat management 
resulted in conditions consistent with lark habitat characteristics. Bare ground at the St Johns plots (72-
88%) was similar to that reported for occupied lark sites on the Columbia River (73%, Anderson 2010). 
Bare ground at JBLM control sites at the time of monitoring was similar to those reported for lark use 
areas in south Puget Sound, while JBLM treatment sites had a higher percent cover of bare ground than 
the target.  However, because the % cover of bare ground in south Puget Sound use areas is the lowest 

Figure 4. Vegetation monitoring 
arrangement. Each transect is 25m 
situated within 5-acre habitat plots.  

 
Figure 2. Results of broad-spectrum herbicide 
application. Picture taken April 2012. TA14-C. 

 
Figure 3. Prescribed fire implemented at TA6-T.  
2 August 2012. 
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reported from all parts of the range, we do not interpret a higher % cover of bare ground as a problem. 
Both vegetation cover and vegetation height were lower than target values.  The timing of data collection 
likely influence the results, as we monitored quite early in the season (26 March (STJ) and 19 April 
(JBLM)), following recent site preparation activities (e.g. herbicide application, disking, harrowing).  
During the 2013 implementation phase, we will collect vegetation data more regularly, providing 
quantitative information to supplement our qualitative assessments.  
 

 
 
Table 2. Vegetation monitoring results. Unshaded rows are results from our vegetation monitoring conducted in 
April 2012. Shaded rows are reported values for streaked horned lark use areas.  Bare ground is reported as the 
strongest predictor of lark use (Pearson & Hopey 2005). 

Location 
Substrate Vegetation 

Mean % Cover  
Bare Ground  Mean % Cover  Mean Height (cm) 

South Sound  
(Pearson & Hopey 2005) 

16% - 10-33 

TA14-T 33% 32% 0.70  
TA14-C 17% 23%  0.46 
TA6-T 53% 9% 1.15  
TA6-C 17% 71% 2.24 

Columbia River  
(Anderson 2010) 

73% 56% - 

STJ-T 88% 29% 0.11 
STJ-C 72% 30% 0.31 

 
 
Conspecific Attraction Treatments 
In 2011, we engaged a biologist with expertise in avian bioacoustics, Dr. Alison Styring, The Evergreen 
State College, to record frequency and timing of streaked horned larks at two of our four source sites – 
Rivergate in north Portland and 13th Division Prairie at JBLM. We used the information and source-
specific recordings to mimic occupied sites at the relocation sites (i.e. Rivergate recordings at St. Johns 
and 13th Div. recordings at JBLM) (Styring 2011).   

 
Figure 5. Vegetation monitoring transects at STJ-T. 
March 2012 

 
Figure 6. Vegetation monitoring dowel. STJ-T. 
March 2012. 
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During the breeding season (April – August 2012), our playback sequence was a 60 minute loop 
including 40 minutes of site-specific lark songs and calls, followed by 10 minutes of sympatric species 
vocalizations (e.g., savannah sparrow, western meadowlark, etc.), followed by 10 minutes of silence.  The 
literature indicated that inclusion of sympatric species and silence was important to ensure the target 
species does not habituate to the playback. The sequence played from 5:30-9:30am and from 2:00pm to 
6:00pm.  During the fall migration period (Sept – Oct) the sequence was modified to remove all lark 
songs, and played only calls, sympatric species, and silence. The call playback sequence included a 
variety of lark contact notes and calls and other sympatric species in 10 minute alternating periods of calls 
and silence. Playback intervals were maintained at 4 hours, but start time in the morning was adjusted to 
6:30am (afternoon start time remained at 2:00pm). 
 
The playback sequence was digitally uploaded to a high-quality commercially available audio game-caller 
(Foxpro NX4) (Fig. 7), which was fashioned with a timer and exterior speakers, placed inside a rubber tub 
to protect them from the weather (Fig. 8). Early in the season when the playback devices were first 
deployed we had several logistical problems, which resulted in intermittent periods when the devices 
were not operating. By mid May 2012, playback devices were reliably functioning properly.  

 
We placed 2 handcrafted three-dimensional decoys of streaked horned larks and one playback device in 
each treatment plot (TA6-T, TA14-T, STJ-T). One decoy was placed within 2 meters of the playback 
device and the second was placed approximately 20 meters away (Figs. 9 & 10). The playback and decoy 
treatments were deployed during the breeding season (April – August), then removed for about one 
month, then re-deployed in mid September through mid October.  
 
Decoys were found knocked over at TA6 on 28 April, at TA14 on 1 May. It is unknown what might have 
been responsible. Decoys did not appear to deter other birds from occupying the plots. For example, on 11 
Oct at TA6-T, Killdeer were detected foraging within 10m of device and decoys. Several decoys did 
disappear at St Johns Landfill. The decoys were recovered on the landfill, but often quite distant from 
their original location. Wildlife cameras were installed and an immature Bald Eagle was captured on film 
inspecting the decoy (Fig. 11). Later in the season, the wildlife camera also captured an image of a coyote 
inspecting the decoy (Fig. 12).  In June, Metro staff modified the decoys by welding a metal weight to the 
bottom and burying this weight in the sand (Figs. 13 & 14). After the modification, the decoys no longer 
went missing and remained in place throughout the study.  
 

 
Figure 7. Foxpro NX4 playback device.  

 
Figure 8. Playback device.  
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Figure 9. Lark decoy and playback device deployed  
at St. Johns Landfill.  

 
Figure 10. Lark decoy and playback device being 
deployed at TA14 on JBLM.  

 
Figure 11. Remote wildlife camera captures image 
of immature bald eagle inspecting lark decoy at St. 
Johns Landfill. 13 June 2012. 

 
Figure 12. Lark decoy inspected by coyote at St. 
Johns landfill. 17 October 2012  

 
Figure 13. Lark decoys are fitted with metal weights 
by Metro staff.   

 
Figure 14. Weighted lark decoy.  
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Response to Treatments 
We monitored lark response with dedicated visits to both control and treatment plots throughout the time 
that the playbacks and decoys were deployed. Control and treatment plots were monitored twice a week. 
Where possible, treatment sites were visited once a week when the playbacks were playing, and another 
visit per week when the playback was not playing. Length of monitoring visits averaged 39 minutes per 
plot, and ranged from 30 minutes to 1 hour (Table 3). 
 
Military training and activities did alter survey monitoring and audible detectability at JBLM. For 
example, on 1 May at TA14-C, we could not perform surveys due to an airdrop and other military 
activities. Another possible effect on the plot’s bird activity occurred on 18 May at TA14-C, when an 
army van arrived near the plot, and an orange tarp was erected nearby. Military firing at the ranges might 
have negatively influenced detection of larks due to the intensity of the sonic booms, and other sounds. 
For instance, on 26 Sept at TA6, heavy firing NE of the plot made it extremely difficult to hear birds and 
the tape playback from edge of the plot. 
 
Only one encounter with humans recreating at the plots occurred during the monitoring period. On 16 Oct 
at TA14-T, a person was walking 3 dogs in the plot when we arrived to monitor. That same day, a hunter 
was firing rounds approximately 200m west of TA14-C. 
 
Although we have not statistically assessed the relationship of weather and bird activity, we do not 
believe that weather conditions or precipitation affected the bird activity during our monitoring visits. We 
substantiate this claim by providing this observation: during intermittent showers on 21 May, monitors 
recorded a total of 24 individual birds representing five species in the treatment plot at TA6. 
 
We do not suspect that decoys or the playbacks have a negative influence nor deter other species from 
using the plots. Evidence supporting this claim includes the high detection rate of Savannah Sparrows, 
and Killdeer in the plots, and the occurrence of several individuals within close proximity to the decoys 
and playback units (e.g., Savannah Sparrows were detected perched within 1m of the speakers).   
 
 
Table 3. Lark Response Monitoring Summary 

Site # Visits # STHL 
detections 

# Other 
Species 

Mean Survey 
Time (min.) 

Total Survey 
Time (hrs.) 

TA6-T 33 3 15 40 22 
TA6-C 33 0 11 37 20 
TA14-T 32 0 12 39 21 
TA14-C 31 5 13 40 20 
STJ-T 39 1 14 38 25 
STJ-C 38 0 11 36 23 

TOTAL 206 9 24 39 131 
 
At JBLM, larks were detected on three occasions in the treatment plots and three times in the control plots 
(Table 4). Between 15 and 19 July, larks were detected at TA14-C in the northwestern corner of the plot. 
These birds flushed to the northeast, and a male was heard singing in the general area where they were 
believed to descend. The playbacks were not playing when birds were detected in the treatment plots, so 
we were not able to record how birds reacted to the taped vocalizations. On 11 May, a male lark was 
heard singing along a gravel road outside of TA6-C plot. Upon closer inspection, the bird was flushed, 
and could not be relocated. The only detection of streaked horned lark during the breeding season at St 
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Johns Landfill occurred in the treatment plot. One male was detected on 1 June, after he flew into, and 
landed within the plot, after the 30 minute count ended. Observations continued nonetheless, and the 
individual continued to forage in the plot.  
 
In both November 2011 and January 2012, mixed flocks of wintering horned larks, including E. a. 
strigata were detected foraging in the treatment plot at St. Johns (Figures 15 & 16). These birds did not 
remain into the breeding season. 

 

  
Figure 15. Horned lark at St. Johns landfill. November 
2011 
 

Figure 16. Mixed flock of horned lark, including 
streaked horned lark, at St. Johns landfill. January 2012. 
 

Table 4.  Lark detections at treatment and control relocation plots 
Date Site Time Play-

backs
1 

Temp 
(F) 

Wea
ther2 

# 
indiv 

Sex Beha
vior3 

Comments4 

24-
Apr 

TA6-
T 

7:45 S 46 O 1 F AL, 
C, F 

Unbanded, pale individual in plot center, 
flew south to center portion of plot. 

28-
Apr 

TA6-
T 

9:28 NA 50 S 1 M S Male heard upon approach to plot, could 
have been skylarking. 

24-
May 

TA6-
T 

9:40 S 55 D 1 F F Lark foraging with a mixed flock of EUST 
and KILL. STHL foraged on moss 
sporophytes, then flew S and high, lost in 
clouds. Found in very gravelly bare area 
and mossy area! 

1-
Jun 

STJ-T 9:05 P 67 O 1 M FL, F Lark landed in plot after 31 minutes – 
extended monitoring time 

15-
Jul 

TA14
-C 

8:10 NA 65 O 1 M FS 80% sure it was a male, behaved like a 
flushed STHL, got a good look at yellow; 
maybe a dispersing male? 

17-
Jul 

TA14
-C 

10:17 NA 67 O 2 U FS 2 larks flushed from NW corner, flew 
>500m N; On way out, heard male singing 
from scarcely veg'd area N of north road; 
suitable habitat here for larks, but did not 
locate birds. 

19-
Jul 

TA14
-C 

8:15 NA 65 O 2 U FS Birds flushed from NW corner of plot, and 
flew NE towards middle of TA14 

Codes: 1Playbacks: S – silent, NA = not applicable (control plot), 2 Weather: S = Sun, D = Drizzle, O = Overcast;        
3Behavior: AL = Alert position, C = Call, F = Forage, S = Song, FS = Flushed ;  4EUST = European Starling, KILL = 
Killdeer, STHL = Streaked Horned Lark 



Lark Conspecific Attraction Feasibility Study 2012 Progress Report   
Hannah Anderson, Center for Natural Lands Management, handerson@cnlm.org    
 

10 

 
 
In addition to streaked horned larks, a total of 19 other species were detected at St. Johns Landfill, and 24 
species were detected at JBLM (Appendix I). Four species comprised the most frequently detected at both 
JBLM and St. Johns Landfill sites (Table 5). The Savannah Sparrow and American Robin were the two 
most commonly detected species, followed by Killdeer and European Starlings.  See Appendix I for a 
complete list of species detected by plot, and by site.  The low detection rates of western meadowlarks 
could be explained by the lack of suitable perches and cover. For example, in late April at JBLM, there 
was little to no vegetative cover within the plots (e.g., no forbs nor shrubs for refugia). 
 
 
Table 5. The top five most commonly detected bird species at JBLM and St. Johns Landfill relocation sites 

Species Detection Frequency (% of Total Visits) 
JBLM St Johns Landfill 

Savannah Sparrow 79% 77% 
American Robin 30% 21% 
Killdeer 22% 8% 
European Starling 16% 9% 
Tree Swallow 9% - 
Common Snipe - 6% 

 
Potential STHL predators detected at the plots included the Northern Harrier, American Kestrel and 
Vesper Sparrow. The detection frequency for all potential predators (less than 3%) was relatively low, 
and we don’t believe negatively affected the potential for larks using the sites. However, on 9 October, a 
female Northern Harrier was observed foraging approximately 200m south of TA14-T: A few minutes 
later, a male Harrier was seen foraging 500m to the north. The occurrence of these birds likely suppressed 
activity within the plot because there were few refugia due to management resulting in sparse vegetation. 
 
In addition there were three noteworthy species detected at the TA6-T site. On 11 May, one Taylor’s 
Checkerspot, a federally proposed endangered species, was observed. The second noteworthy species was 
the Common Nighthawk, which was found roosting on the ground on 11 May at TA6-T. On 23 July, we 
confirmed a Nighthawk nest with one egg and one chick within the plot (Fig. 17). On 28 July, the chick 
was large, and we presumed that it fledged. On 17 July, we detected a Vesper Sparrow foraging within 
the plot.  
 
 

  
Figure 17: Common Nighthawk adult (right) flushed from nest of one egg and chick (left), TA6, 17 July 2012. 
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Surveys to determine predator occupancy were conducted six times at St Johns Landfill and once at TA6 
(Table 6). Western meadowlarks and killdeer are more common at TA-6, relative to St Johns Landfill, 
whereas corvids, American kestrels, and coyotes were more common at St. Johns Landfill. 
 
 
Table 6: Predator occupancy at TA-6 and St. Johns relocation sites 

 
TA-6 STJ STJ STJ STJ STJ STJ 

Date 6-Jul 25-Apr 30-May 26-Jun 26-Jul 22-Aug 29-Nov 
Total time 2:40 1:45 1:46 1:35 1:30 1:32 1:45 
Temp (F) 73 60 50 60 60 65 40 
Wind (mph) 2.0 9.0 5.0 9.0 0.0 3.0 5.0 
Cloud cover 0 3 3 3 3 1 3 
WEME 6 

 
1 

   
3 

AMCR 
 

1 
 

2 
   NOHA 

 
1 

  
1 

 
1 

KILL 5 3 
     AMKE 

   
2 6 5 3 

OTHER  BAEA RTHA, Coyote  2 Coyotes 1 Coyote  

Codes: Cloud Cover: 1 = 0=0%, 1=33%, 2=66%, 3=100%; WEME = Western Meadowlark, AMCR = American 
Crow, NOHA = Northern Harrier, KILL = Killdeer, MAKE = American Kestrel, RTHA = Red-tailed Hawk 
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Changes from original proposal 
We would like to extend the implementation timeline of the project to include a second year for the active 
phase of playback and decoy treatments.  In 2012 we were unable to deploy the treatments during the late 
winter and very early spring (e.g., Feb, Mar) when larks are moving about and arriving on breeding 
grounds. This may be a very important time to have conspecific cues deployed and we would address that 
need in a second year of active implementation. The extension of the timeline would not affect funding 
need, but would require contract extension amendments. 
 
Future Actions 
Near-term actions planned in the next year of the project (2nd year active phase, 3rd year of project: 
January – December 2013) include:  

1) Implement additional habitat management in relocation plots, as necessary; 
2) Conduct habitat monitoring to ensure we have achieved suitable lark habitat conditions; 
3) Implement spring playback treatments; 
4) Monitor relocation plots for streaked horned lark response; 
5) Monitor source sites for lark occupancy; 
6) Implement fall playback treatments;  
7) Analyze lark response data; and 
8) Write-up progress report. 

 
Long-term actions planned for 4rd year (follow-up phase January – December 2014) include: 

1) Lark occupancy monitoring at source and relocation sites; and 
2) Final report and presentation. 

 
Conclusion 
The first year of the implementation phase of this project has yielded some interesting preliminary results. 
Because we are mid-project, and we still have quite a small sample size, we have not yet run statistical 
analyses on our data.  With lark sightings in two of three treatment plots, we have some anecdotal 
evidence that larks may respond to playback and decoy treatments. However, this finding is compromised 
because we also had larks detected in our control plot at TA14.  We are still unsure if larks are responding 
to the playback/decoy treatment or are responding only to the habitat treatments.   
 
Our work this year has resulted in confidence in our ability to manage habitat to suitable streaked horned 
lark habitat conditions. We have also worked out many kinks that came up when deploying playback 
treatments. We look forward to collecting another year’s worth of response data, thus increasing our 
sample size, resulting in a robust data analysis to draw conclusions regarding the lark’s response to 
conspecific cues.  
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