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What strange and challenging 
times! Between the state budget crisis 
and bond market instability — well, it’s 
a precarious spot for a largely bond-
funded habitat restoration effort, to 
be sure! However, we have so far 
been very fortunate to have support 
of many people working to help us 
weather this storm and move into our 
fifth full-scale treatment season. 

A big “thank you!” to all who 
responded to our January plea, writ-
ing to the Governor, the Secretary 
of the Resources Agency, and legisla-
tors to explain the importance of 
Spartina eradication and ask for its 
immediate re-funding. The letters 
were highly effective – Conservancy 
staff received phone calls from “higher 
up” wondering what was this project 
that everyone was so fired up about?! 
These letters may also have helped ISP 
to receive more than $1.7 million in 
federal stimulus money.

We also are grateful to many 
foundations, agencies, and organiza-
tions for creative and timely assistance 
(see article at right), and particularly 
the miracle workers at the Coastal 
Conservancy, for their tireless efforts 
to keep ISP running!
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ISP scrambles, keeps afloat in 
sudden funding freeze
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Long term funding bright

These Marin Conservation Corps crew members collect invasive Spartina densiflora plants 
that they had dug up as part of ISP’s treatment program. Despite the impact of a funding freeze 
for the ISP, the experience and commitment of ISP’s partners helped to keep delays in launch-
ing this year’s treatment to a minimum.

Contractors and grant recipients for the 
ISP received a “stop work order” from the 
California state government on December 
19, 2008, abruptly putting the project in 
limbo. This order resulted from the state 
government’s decision to “immediately sus-
pend work on all contracts and grants fund-
ed by State bonds,” a response to the state’s 
escalating fiscal crisis.

“Since all ISP work underway at that 
time was bond funded, it all had to stop,” 
said ISP Director Peggy Olofson, contractor 
to the Coastal Conservancy. At that time 
there was no indication as to if or when work 
might be able to resume.

Short-term life support obtained

Coastal Conservancy staff began work 
immediately to locate and secure alternative 
funding sources to keep the project going in 
the short term. The ISP Project Manager, 
Maxene Spellman, was able to rally timely 
assistance from three private foundations, 
raising $103,000, enough to cover a “bare 
bones” operating budget for nine weeks. 
The foundations are the Gordon and Betty 
Moore Foundation, the David and Lucile 
Packard Foundation and the S.D. Bechtel, 
Jr. Foundation.

Spellman credits Gary Knoblock, pro-
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The San Francisco Estuary Invasive Spartina 
Project (ISP) is a coordinated regional effort to 
address the rapid spread of four introduced and 
highly invasive Spartina (cordgrass) species in 
our bay. 

Established by the California State Coastal 
Conservancy in 2000, the project is progress-
ing toward its goal of eliminating this aggressive 
introduced species, working in close collabora-
tion with its many partners around the Bay.  This 
newsletter helps keep our partners informed 
about project news and activities.

Current ISP funding comes from the CAL-
FED Bay-Delta Program, the California Wildlife 
Conservation Board, the California State Coastal 
Conservancy, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency and the National Oceanic and Atmo-
spheric Administration. Previous major funders 
also include U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.
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Budget Crisis
continued from page 1

gram officer for the Moore Foundation’s San 
Francisco Bay Area Land Protection Pro-
gram, as instrumental in getting the other 
two foundations on board to collectively 
provide a funding package large enough to 
be viable. 

“We’ve had many discussions in the past 
and they’ve helped a lot in the South Bay Salt 
Ponds project,” said Spellman. “The foun-
dation knew that without the ISP, the res-
toration efforts there would be jeopardized.” 
Spellman and Olofson also voiced apprecia-
tion of the non-profit PRBO Conservation 
Science for pitching in to collect and distrib-
ute these funds. The Conservancy doesn’t 
have a mechanism to distribute foundation 
money itself.

Spellman also quickly secured funding 
to support this year’s California clapper rail 
surveys, a vital component of ISP’s work. 
Fast action was particularly critical here, be-
cause the three-month survey period com-
menced January 15. Spellman worked with 
counterparts at the California Department 
of Fish and Game to apply part of a regu-
latory penalty fund to cover survey costs. 
California Wildlife Foundation provided 
valuable assistance by handling the disburse-
ment of these funds.

The funds were originally earmarked 
for Spartina control, but because the sur-
veys of this endangered bird are a regula-
tory precondition for treatment, allocating 
the funds in this way ensured that Spartina 
treatment could take place this year. These 
funds covered 75 percent of ISP’s typical rail 
survey expenditures and were limited to the 
south bay. But through coordination with 
other agencies that survey the rails, all rel-
evant Spartina sites were covered. (See “No 
De-Railment,” page 7)

Budget gloom begins to lift

“In April we continued working even 
though we were not promised funding at 
that point, with the hope that the funding 
issue would eventually be resolved,” said 
Olofson. “We had a sense that we were an 
important project to the Conservancy, but 
they were very clear that they were making 
no promises of payment.”

With the advent of the successful bond 
sales in May and June, six months after the 
stop work order was issued, The ISP received 
word that they could restart work for a lim-
ited period of time—through the end of 
September—and could back-bill to April 1 
for costs already incurred. On May 18, ISP 

partner grantees received funding assuranc-
es for treatment, finally allowing scheduling 
and subcontracting to proceed.

This year bond funds for treatment are 
supplemented by a U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency grant for $172,000, filling 
a gap. The allocation was made about the 
same time as the bond freeze, and on June 3 
a contract was executed between the Conser-
vancy and the Association of Bay Area Gov-
ernments, which administers the grant. A 
month later, approval by the state’s Depart-
ment of General Services moved the funds 
closer to actual dispersal to ISP partners. In 
addition to supporting 2009 Spartina treat-

ment, the grant also covers the cost of labo-
ratory analysis for water quality monitoring 
at (herbicide) treatment sites. 

Payment was recently received for work 
performed prior to the freeze, and further 
disbursements for work performed in 2009 
are anticipated soon. However, the lag in 
payments and some uncertainty as to future 
payment schedules continue to levy a finan-
cial and operational strain on ISP program 
management. 

“I’ve been negotiating contracts for genetic 
analysis, water quality analysis and helicopter 
monitoring,” noted Olofson. “The contracts 
are in place and ready to go, but I can’t proceed 
further until I am sure I have money.”

Future prospects are brighter

Further state bond sales are anticipated 
in late September, which should unfreeze 
some additional money for ISP program 
management.

More importantly, ISP will receive 
two new large federal grants, including 
$1,735,000  recently awarded by the Nation-
al Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
from federal economic stimulus funding.

“This will cover the project manage-
ment costs for the end of 2009 and for both 
management and treatment through Octo-
ber 2010,” said Spellman. “That plus the an-
ticipated release of more bond money should 
make this program whole again.” Spellman 
anticipates that NOAA’s contract with the 
Conservancy for these funds will be in place 
by late summer or early fall. 

continued on next page

“I see ISP’s future as more 
secure than the present.” 

– Maxene Spellman 
Coastal Conservancy
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Spartina treatment … nearly on schedule
Earlier treatment, less herbicide mark this year’s control program

Despite ISP’s funding setbacks, control 
program staff expects to complete treatment 
at all sites this year. Moreover, Spartina con-
trol work still got off to an earlier start than 
in previous years, thanks to a decision last 
year by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to 
permit earlier entry into a number of marsh-
es. (See “Greater expectations,” Dispatch, 
Sept. 2008, p. 3) 

The state budget freeze on ISP fund-
ing delayed and truncated planning for this 
year’s treatment work, said Field Operations 
Manager Erik Grijalva. It also meant that 
ISP partners were initially without commit-
ted funds to implement the actual control 
work. This derailed anticipated start times 
of June for treating Spartina alterniflora and 
its hybrids, and February for Spartina densi-
flora, which flowers earlier. 

“We couldn’t promise a contract,” ex-
plained Grijalva. “We were doing other 
stuff around the periphery but not actually 
scheduling treatment. Our original goal was 
to complete all contracts and scheduling by 
March or April, but that was not possible.” 

Nevertheless, with an official funding 
go-ahead on May 18, and working with 
experienced ISP partners, the treatment of 
alterniflora and hybrids got underway at the 
beginning of July, keeping the delay to just 
one month. That meant treatment crews be-
gan their work a month earlier than in 2008 
and two months ahead of previous years’ 
start dates.

“Everything that we’re seeing on the 
ground indicates that we had a really big im-
pact by going in a month or so earlier last year 
than in the past,” said Grijalva. “We’re really 
turning the corner in a lot of marshes.”

Not only is earlier treatment more effec-
tive in killing the Spartina plants, it prevents 
the creation of new seedlings. This year, for 

the first time, ISP will be able to treat all 
Spartina infestations before the plants set 
seed.

Treatment of densiflora began in April, 
thanks to the willingness of the Friends of 
Corte Madera Creek Watershed to take a 
risk, said Grijalva. With only verbal assur-
ances but nothing official, they performed 
the same manual removal work that they 
had done in past years. Grijalva estimates 
that crews have already treated 90 percent 
of the estuary’s densiflora infestations. (See 
article on densiflora p. 5)

Herbicide use reduced

Due to past years’ successes, few mono-
cultural stands of the invasive weed remain 
in the estuary. That means fewer marshes 
that require aerial spraying of herbicide and 
less use of herbicide overall, as the bulk of 
treatment efforts now focus on precise tar-
geting of the fewer remaining individual 
plants, said Grijalva. This shift in control 
methods reflects sound integrated pest man-
agement practice, he said. 

The Alameda County Flood Control 
Channel and Eden Landing Complex, which 

Here ISP clapper rail biologists monitor Spartina control work in marshes like this one in Ar-
rowhead Marsh in San Leandro Bay, guiding treatment crews to avoid rail nests or otherwise 
disturb these endangered birds. This monitoring is a U.S. Fish and Wildlife requirement when 
crews enter rail habitat areas before the end of their breeding season in September.

In addition, another multi-year federal 
grant is wending its bureaucratic way to ISP. 
In 2008 the Coastal Impact Assistance Pro-
gram, run by the U.S. Department of Interi-
or’s Mineral Management Services Agency, 
awarded $800,000 to ISP over four years, 
initially to begin in 2009. Because of delays 
in the process, these funds will start to be-
come available for 2010.

“I see the future as more secure than the 
present,” said Spellman of the ISP because 
of these federal monies. “I foresee that the 
Spartina project has some good legs to stand 
on, at least in 2010, and probably enough 
treatment money to get through one or two 
treatment seasons after that.” She said the 
project will need to secure more bond mon-
ey by 2011 for program management.

Budget Crisis
continued from previous page

“The silver lining through it all is that 
the program has been shown to be a priority 
for both the state and federal agencies,” re-
flected Olofson. “With their continued sup-
port, we still have the opportunity to reach 
our objective, perhaps not by 2012, but in a 
reasonable length of time. We’re much bet-
ter off than a lot of environmental programs 
are.”

ISP Photo
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What is IPM?
Integrated Pest Management, or IPM, 

refers to an approach to pest control that 
looks at different strategies and techniques 
to come up with the best ones for a particu-
lar situation. It replaces a one-size-fits-all ap-
proach or a single technique with programs 
that ideally include a variety of complemen-
tary methods; hence the term “integrated.”

While its origins arise in agricultural ap-
plications, with a dominant focus on insects, 
over time it has come to apply to other types 
of pests, such as plants, especially invasive 
ones. IPM is increasingly applied to weed 
control programs on non-agricultural land, 
from backyards and community parks to 
original or restored wildlife habitats. Coun-
ties, cities and other agencies frequently 
adopt and apply IPM policies to public lands 
under their jurisdiction.

It’s an ecological approach that has re-
sulted in the reduction of widespread use of 
chemical pesticides over the years by encour-
aging a full review of alternative methods. 
But that doesn’t mean it’s always best to 
eliminate chemical use altogether, said ISP 
Field Operations Assistant Manager Drew 
Kerr. In some cases, certain herbicides may 
be ecologically preferable.

“IPM means evaluating the pest, the 
plant in the case of Spartina, its biology and 

the impacts of various control methods—
their relative effectiveness and their relative 
impacts on the ecosystem—and selecting 
one based on the best available science,” he 
said. “Digging out a large-scale infestation 
of Spartina with a backhoe may be 100 per-
cent effective, but its impacts are completely 
unacceptable because of the long-term dam-
age to the ecosystem.”

In all good IPM programs, monitoring 
and adapting to changing conditions and 
findings is critical. It is that process which 
led ISP to revise treatment of Spartina densi-
flora as the character of its infestation in the 
estuary changed.

“I think the Invasive Spartina Project 
has been exemplary in terms of exploring 
options and making careful decisions,” com-
mented Doug Johnson, executive director of 
the California Invasive Plant Council. 

Cal-IPC promotes protection of Califor-
nia wildlands from invasive plants through 
restoration, research and education.

Johnson agrees that all potential control 
methods should be considered and scientifi-
cally evaluated for risks and benefits in each 
specific situation. Cal-IPC also emphasizes 
the importance of prevention, early detec-
tion and rapid response to potential and ac-
tual weed invasions in wildlife areas. 

Johnson noted that sometimes public 
concerns with herbicide use may arise be-
cause distinctions between different chem-
icals and their impacts may not be widely 
understood.

“There’s a significant difference between 
chemicals designed to kill rodents, insects, 
and plants,” said Johnson. “It’s a lot easier 
to come up with a chemical that doesn’t im-
pact humans when targeting plants rather 
than mammals.” Moreover, correct applica-
tion of the herbicide is critical. For example, 
using non-aquatic herbicides in an aquatic 
environment may cause unintended harm, 
as might the use of aquatic herbicides, like 
imazapyr, which breaks down quickly in wa-
ter, at a non-aquatic locale, where it doesn’t.

In general Johnson believes herbicide 
use is most appropriate in situations over 
a limited period of time, say several years. 
On the other hand, he sees spraying as an 
ongoing maintenance strategy without end 
harder to justify, even if the annual amounts 
are lower.

For more information on this subject, visit 
the US Environmental Protection Agency’s 
published IPM principals (www.epa.gov/pesti-
cides/factsheets/ipm.htm) and Cal-IPC’s web 
site, www.cal-ipc.org.

Crews are spraying less Spartina densiflora this year as the amount of the weed has shrunk. More of the remaining patches can be treated by 
digging. In some cases, as above, mowing the standing plants precedes chemical treatment. By removing a lot of the tall growth, which contains 
both living and dead Spartina, crews applying herbicide can better target the living plants.

ISP Staff Photo
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Integrated Pest Management principles guide 
evolving Spartina densiflora treatment

ISP treatment of Spartina densiflora has 
reached a new phase, adapting to conditions 
on the ground and integrating additional 
control methods. The weed is the second 
most prevalent form of invasive Spartina in 
the Bay, with its infestations located almost 
entirely in Marin County.

While manual control methods, primar-
ily digging, have always been an important 
part of densiflora control here, success from 
past herbicide treatments now allows a shift 
toward a much greater reliance on manual 
removal.

“We’re moving away from a dependence 
on herbicide at sites where previously the 
scale of the infestation had required it,” said 
Drew Kerr, ISP Field Operations Assistant 
Manager. Extensive digging in marshes with 
high habitat value would have left longtime 
scars and damaged or eliminated large parts 
of the plant community and the fauna that 
depend on it, completely altering the habi-
tat, he explained.

In contrast, applications of the herbicide 
imazapyr have a relatively light impact on the 
system, killing the target plants while largely 
leaving the remaining flora and marsh sub-
strate intact. But as circumstances change, 

it’s important to re-evaluate the choice of 
control methods. (See “What is IPM?” pre-
vious page.) 

“Now that the infestation is down to 
relatively fewer small- to medium- sized 
plants, manual removal becomes more ap-
propriate at more of our sites,” said Kerr. “Its 
success for each given plant when performed 
properly is close to 100 percent, whereas 
herbicide effectiveness varies widely and its 
applications often require follow-up treat-
ment.”

ISP has also added mowing to its active 
arsenal of control methods. Spartina eradi-
cation efforts at marshes in Humboldt Bay 
have used mowing with some success in the 
hope that repeated mowing to subsurface 
levels will eventually exhaust the roots’ nu-
trient reserves, killing the plants. However, 
this process takes longer with grasses than 
with other plants (think of your own resil-
ient backyard lawns). Moreover, the infesta-
tions in Humboldt are mowed three times in 
a single year, something not possible in the 
San Francisco estuary marshes that support 
endangered California clapper rails.

Nevertheless, mowing helps detect 
plants that survived previous treatment, and 

it may possibly kill weakened plants, said 
Kerr. 

“By removing the aboveground biomass 
of previously sprayed plants, mowing will al-
low us to retreat those plants or determine 
if the plants are truly 100 percent dead… 
and expose otherwise hidden seedlings,” 
said Kerr.

A significant percentage of mature 
densiflora plants are not completely killed 
by chemical treatment, although applica-
tions earlier in the year appear to improve 
the odds, said Kerr. Ironically, re-applying 
herbicide to weakened plants is not very ef-
fective. This is because the sickly leaves can’t 
absorb sufficient herbicide to transfer to the 
roots where it would completely kill the 
plant. ISP staff speculates that mowing, on 
the other hand, might be able to kill some of 
these depleted plants.

Even where herbicide has failed to en-
tirely kill plants it still prevents flowering 
and seed production, noted Kerr.

“Seedlings have been a huge part of the 
battle over the past several years, once we 
started removing the large plants,” he said. 
“So stopping seedling production is essential 
to success.”

After digging, comes raking and bagging. Marin Conservation Corps crew members, who employ only manual removal techniques, are a critical 
part of Spartina control efforts in this part of the Bay. As treatment of Spartina densiflora in the estuary now relies more heavily on manual con-
trol, crews like these are central to the eradication effort. ISP partner Friends of Corte Madera Creek oversees and coordinates this work.

ISP Photo 
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More long-distance flyers 
In May 2007 we reported on an unex-

pected finding of clapper rail behavior. A 
clapper rail that was being tracked by radio 
telemetry was discovered in Marin County, 
27 miles from its home site of Colma Creek 
Marsh. This was possibly the furthest dis-
tance recorded of movement by a California 
clapper rail, a species that tends to be on the 
homebody end of the spectrum. (See Dis-
patch, May 2007, p.1)

Last year revealed no similarly adventur-
ous rails, but this year two birds have made 
unusually long journeys, reported Cory 
Overton, a biologist with the U.S. Geologi-
cal Survey. One, in fact, initially repeated 
the flight path of the first long-distance flyer, 
from Colma Creek to Santa Venetia Marsh 
in Marin. Subsequently, the bird moved 
around the Tiburon Peninsula to Martha’s 
Marsh in the Corte Madera area. That’s an-
other six and a half miles as the crow flies, 
but Overton figures a longer trip for the rail, 
which was probably following a more indi-
rect route along the shoreline.

A second rail ventured from Cogswell 
Marsh, part of the Hayward Regional Shore-
line, eight miles south into Ideal Marsh in 
the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge.

Unfortunately, the approximately three-
year-long radio telemetry study is winding 
down. As part of their final work, this year 

USGS biologists have devoted some of their 
time looking for rail nests, evaluating tech-
niques for nest finding, said Overton.

“Our focus is still on what’s happening 
with the radio-tagged birds, but they end up 
getting off their nests and we don’t know whose 
nest is whose,” said Overton. But by following 
the radio-tagged birds, they are able to find a 
larger number of rail nests generally. An im-
proved ability to find rail nests may help in ac-
curately monitoring the well-being of this shy 
and secretive bird population in the future.

Spartina treatment
continued from page 3

lie west of Hayward and Union City, are 
among the marshes where ground-level spot 
treatment this year has almost entirely re-
placed last year’s aerial broadcast spraying.

Fortunately, given recent funding con-
straints, these changes are lowering the 
treatment budget. Reduced equipment costs, 
lower herbicide usage, and a substantial drop 
in the price of the herbicide, resulting from 
the introduction of a generic version, more 
than outweigh the added labor necessary for 
ground treatment. 

Closer coordination with monitoring 
biologists

With earlier entry into marshes which 
contain habitat for the endangered Califor-
nia clapper rail, treatment crews must take 
added precautions against unduly disturb-
ing the birds during this latter part of their 
nesting season. As part of the required miti-
gations for earlier treatment, rail biologists 
from ISP, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and East Bay Regional Parks District moni-
tor the treatment work. 

 “The monitors oversee the work at spe-
cific marshes to point out likely rail nesting 
locations,” said Grijalva. “This way treat-
ment crews can avoid disturbing the nests 
or flushing breeding birds from nests during 
their work.” 

ISP control program managers are coor-
dinating more closely with biologists moni-
toring the estuary’s Spartina inventory this 
year. Previously, with broader expanses of 
the weed present, more general information, 
derived from the previous year’s inventory 
was adequate to know where to treat.

“But now that we’ve controlled the big-
gest infestations, we need to know very spe-
cific locations of plants…to treat remnant 
patches, so it’s important to know this year’s 
inventory,” Grijalva explained. 

As a result ISP biologists have been out 
in some of the marshes to map invasive Spar-
tina locations earlier than in the past. The 
shift has brought a somewhat greater chal-
lenge to this monitoring task because the al-
terniflora and hybrid plants are less visually 
distinct earlier in the season. Nevertheless, 
Grijalva is finding the more timely data a 
significant help, adding greater precision in 
targeting plants for treatment.

Some California clapper rails, like this one at Arrowhead Marsh along the Martin Luther King 
Shoreline, have been outfitted with radio telemetry “backpacks.” The straps are mostly hidden 
here, but the antenna visible alongside the bird’s back allows USGS biologists to track the rails’ 
movements to learn more about the behavior of these endangered birds. One unexpected 
finding was how far some of the rails traveled from their original territories.

Photo by Sebastian Kennerknecht 

These clapper rail eggs in Cogswell Marsh 
were close to hatching when this photo was 
taken. USGS biologists, who are exploring 
techniques to locate these hard-to-find rail 
nests, returned several days later to find the 
nest empty with no shell fragments, a good 
sign. Parent rails typically clear away broken 
shells from nest areas after chicks hatch, 
whereas a predator would be less fastidious.

Photo by Whitney Thornton / ISP Staff
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No De-Railment:  Annual bird surveys 
completed despite budget crunch
Lower clapper rail counts need further review

One of the critical projects that the ISP 
was able to keep afloat over the winter, de-
spite the stop-work order from the State, was 
the annual survey of endangered California 
clapper rails. 

Surveys of clapper rails at Spartina treat-
ment sites are required by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Information from the sur-
veys is used to help assess possible impacts to 
clapper rail populations caused by removal 
of non-native Spartina, which provides habi-
tat for the birds. 

Thanks to timely special funding from 
the California Department of Fish and 
Game, ISP completed all the necessary work 

during the permitted time frame, which was 
established to avoid disturbing the rails dur-
ing breeding season.

Clapper Rail Monitoring Manager Jen 
McBroom also credits successful completion 
of the work to help from ISP’s “awesome” 
survey partners, PRBO Conservation Sci-
ence and U.S. FWS, whose staffs cooperated 
with ISP, trading sites to more efficiently 
cover the entire estuary. She also commend-
ed an “incredible (ISP) staff that’s on point.” 
The surveyors had to contend with a some-
what late start, as a result of the stop-work 
order, as well as this year’s unusually heavy 
rains interrupting their work.

The ISP conducted surveys at 104 sites 
this year, about of third of which were de-
termined to be unsuitable as rail habitat. 
Surveyors conducted bird call counts at the 
remaining 71 sites, and recorded the pres-
ence of rails at 51 of them. Additional sites 
were surveyed by PRBO and USFWS.

Analysis of the data shows that clapper 
rail numbers are lower this year at many of 
the sites where non-native Spartina has been 
successfully eradicated. Temporary declines 
of clapper rail numbers as a result of habitat 
removal has been anticipated since the early 
days of the project, and is addressed in the 
USFWS permit.

California clapper 
rails, like this one 

at Creekside Park, 
are often difficult 

to find in the marsh 
and like the “cover” 

that invasive Spar-
tina can provide. 

Native plants that 
also provide rail 

habitat are grindelia 
(gumplant), pickle-
weed, Distichlis spi-
cata (saltgrass) and 
the native Spartina 

species, Spartina 
foliosa. Because 

removal of invasive 
Spartina temporar-

ily reduces available 
rail habitat in the 

San Francisco estu-
ary, ISP carefully 

monitors the birds 
at Spartina removal 
sites in annual bird-
call-count surveys.
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However, because the surveys indicate 
a decline over two years, last week ISP no-
tified U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
made plans to meet with the agency next 
month to discuss findings and explore ad-
ditional rail conservation measures that 
might be taken.

Meanwhile, ISP will be finalizing its 
data analysis as information from other rail 
surveyors becomes available. Subsequently, 
the ISP also plans to expand the discussion 
to others involved in clapper rail monitoring 
and recovery. 

“We anticipate a meeting of Bay Area 
clapper rail experts and U.S. FWS biologists 
in the summer or fall. By sharing rail data 
and field experience we believe we can help 
improve understanding of influences on 
clapper rail populations,” said ISP Director 
Peggy Olofson. A number of factors may be 
involved in the apparent decline, she said.

“One of our fundamental goals is to 
support the clapper rail population by sup-
porting restoration of native ecosystems and 
habitat characteristics,” she said.

Rails flying in Creekside Park, Marin County, are a rare sight. Usually these birds like to stay on 
the ground at one or another of the marshes in the San Francisco Estuary. However, a few rails 
have been found to travel distances of 27 miles or more.

ISP Staff Photo

Clapper rails
continued from previous pages


