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Figure 5. Ungulate and bear detections by week across all monitoring years and across all monitoring sites. The
average sockeye salmon spawning timing is noted in light green shading and the average coho salmon spawning
timing is noted in dark green shading.

Figure 1. Remote Camera Sites for Study, Cordova Ranger District, 2018.

encounter predators, leading to a “landscape * Analyze relationships between
of fear” hypothesis. bear and ungulate detection data Conclusions
» Ifthe landscape of fear influences interactions in relation to salmon spawning
B T o nang  {iming to assess the strength of * Theresults of this study suggest that increases in bear detections are
riparian habitat through bear avoidance. when bears are frequenting riparian areas, ungulates tend to be elsewhere.
* Further studies are needed to identify ways in which moose and Sitka
Abstract black-tailed deer alter their space use in response to the risk of predation
One of the key challenges in ecology is understanding the drivers of animal movements and distributions. Here, | used by bea I'S When bea 'S are OCccu py|ng known Salmon Spawnlng locatlons.

remote camera photography to examine whether the timing of spawning salmon altered ungulate space use due to the
presence of bears. Using observational data collection methods, | quantified ungulate and bear presence at individual
salmon spawning sites. | then analyzed relationships between bear and ungulate detection data to test for indirect effects
between salmon and ungulates by applying linear regression models. A zero-inflated negative binomial model suggested

that increases in bear detections are associated with decreases in ungulate detections. Results did reveal little overlap in Refe rences

the timing of ungulate and bear use of stream habitat during salmon spawning times, however, rigorous testing of my
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the timing of salmon spawning in the Copper River Delta can help evaluate the evidence for trophic interactions at various 2Hilderbrand, G. V., Hanley, T. A., Robbins, C. T., & Schwartz, C. C. (1999). Role of brown bears (Ursus arctos) in the flow of marine nitrogen into a terrestrial ecosystem. Oecologia, 121(4), 546-550.

ecosystem levels. It may also offer insights into the potential magnitude the impact salmon has on the prey of large
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predators, other herbivore densities, plant communities, riparian area morphology, and essential ecosystem functions.
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