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Behavioral responses of the Common Coots ( Fulica atra) and other swimming

birds to human disturbances

ZHANG Weiwei'”*, MA Jianzhang™ " | LI Jinbo’

1 College of Landscape and Art, Jiangxi Agricultural University ; Nanchang 330045, China
2 College of Wildlife Resource, Northeast Forestry University; Harbin 150040, China

3 Anbanghe Nature Reserve; Shuangyashan 155900, China

Abstract; The effects of human activities on the behavior of waterbird were conducted using the method of focal-animal
sampling in wetlands of Anbanghe and Longfeng in Heilongjiang province from April to June in 2008 and 2009. Laser range
finder was used to measure the responding distance and tolerance distance of the water birds. Three responding manners
were mainly adopted by the coots when disturbance appeared: evade, run and flush. Our results showed that no significant
difference was found between responding distances of the common coots to walking and motor vehicles(¢1=-0.818,df=51,
P = 0.418). However, the tolerance distance of the coots to motor vehicles were significantly greater than that to the
walking (1=4.236,df=198,P<0.001) , indicated that the coots were more evasive to the noise caused by motor vehicles
compared with the human activities. The percentage of coots’ response to the disturbance was higher in Anbanghe wetland
where the main disturbance type was the tourists’ walking and the proportion of coots response to disturbances was less than
10% , indicating that the coots were more tolerant to motor vehicles than to human walking. In response to the boating
disturbance, most of the coots flushed. However, when the disturbance source was human walking, 51.29% of the
responding was evade, 38.46% was run on the water surface, and only 9.62% was flush. The degree of response manners

was significantly correlated with the distance to disturbance. In Anbanghe wetland, the responding distance of the coots to
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boating disturbance was much greater than to walking; indicating that the coots were less tolerant to invading activities.
Additionally, the tolerance distance, responding distance as well as the percentage of response to disturbance were also
studied in other waterbirds of the Great Crested Grebe ( Podiceps cristatus) , Black Necked Grebe ( Podiceps nigricollis) ,
Little Grebe ( Trachybaptus ruficollis) , Common Moorhen ( Gallinula chloropus), Common Pochard ( Aythya ferina) ,
Gadwall (Anas strepera), Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos) , Spotbill Duck ( Anas poecilorhyncha) , Common Teal ( Anas
crecca) , Garganey (Anas querquedula) , Wigeon (Anas penelope) and Shoveler( Anas clypeata). The results showed that
there was no significant difference in tolerance distances among three kinds of grebes. Compared to other birds, ducks
seemed more sensitive to human disturbance, and there were significantly differences among eight kinds of ducks’ tolerance
distances (F, ;,= 7.516,P<0.001),. The Mallard and Spotbill Duck were more sensitive to human activities, and the
flush response was about 60% when disturbance appeared. Compared to other ducks, the Common Pochards were more
tolerant to the disturbance.

It is concluded that buffer zones between water birds and human activities were needed to reduce the ocular and

acoustical disturbances, and a set back distance of at least 100 m was advised in the tourist area.

Key Words: the Common Coot ( Fulica atra) ; human disturbance; flush distance; tolerance distance; swimming bird
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