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Coyote frequency correlates with
predator-prey habitat use,

%%%E&’ggﬁgg;; particularly the vulnerability of

lagomorph prey.
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Background Research Objective
o Effective management of protected areas requires understanding how species use habitat, Can we predict coyote frequency based on : O
particularly omnivorous species that exert cascading effects up and down the food chain’. e invasive weed control BEEay
» Coyotes (Canis latrans) are widespread mesocarnivores? that play an important role in » drought o
moderating prey populations across North America®, but we do not know what environmental e frequencies of predators, prey, and competitors °
variables can be used to predict coyote frequency in Southern California natural preserves. e habitat availability?
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Future studies should develop local, seasonal models that can predict coyote frequency based on environmental variables (particularly the frequencies of their predators, S 2
: : : o =
prey, and competitors) based on finer resolution temporal data. 05 = gill Ml — 00 3
2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022 2024
Acknowledgements References =
We thank Natalie Borchardt for providing information regarding camera deployments 'Louthan A, Valencia E, Martins DJ, Guy T, Goheen J, Palmer T, Doak D. 2019. Large mammals generate both top-down effects and extended trophic cascades on floral- Flgure 7. Stacked bar pIOt of animal S|ght|ngs over time,
and natural preserve management history. We also thank Elizabeth Hetherington for visitor assemblages. J Trop Ecol. 35(4):185-198. doi:10.1017/S0266467419000142. disaggregated by taxonomic group. The black line represents the
assistance with statistical analysis. Lastly, we thank the volunteers of the SDRPF “Shargo ES. 1988. Home range, movements, and activity patterns of coyotes (Canis latrans) in Los Angeles suburbs [Ph.D.]. [United States -- California]: University of percent of total sightings that were Coyotes
Critter Camera Program who regularly service our camera traps. California, Los Angeles. [accessed 2026 Feb 19]. https://www.proquest.com/docview/303541516/abstract/5D806177ADD647E2PQ/1.

*Hody JW, Kays R. 2018. Mapping the expansion of coyotes (Canis latrans) across North and Central America. ZooKeys. 759:81-97. doi:10.3897/zookeys.759.15149.



