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A multivariate logistic-regression generalized additive model (GAM) of the probability that an alligator nest will be built and sighted in a sassw
given spatial grid cell within Everglades National Park in a given year was developed. Data of nest sighting from the annual systematic B'.ﬁ’a:fnr::ss e o e
reconnaissance flight (SRF) surveys, with other independent predictor variables which are classified into alligator hole variables, distance o e
variables (from canals and roads), hydrological variables (water depths during breeding cycle), meteorological variables (rain and T e
temperature), and habitat variables (canals, water edge, marsh, upland etc.) were used to develop this model. ’1 Jj‘z‘; B 395“ =
Unlike other existing HSI models, which relied heavily on expert judgment, provided a deterministic response (0-1index) of productivity R :
and habitat suitability, and did not establish the relationship between a specific score and expected number of nests, this model is based '
on extensive data analysis and provides probability of nesting. The objective was to investigate the influence of predictor variables on

alligator nest sighting in the Park over the period of record. This provides insight on the changes Park has experienced during the
restoration efforts, the influence of predictor variables on alligator nest sightings, and also quantifies uncertainty.

Systematic Reconnaissance F|ight A||igator Nesting Data: Table 1: American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis) breeding cycle time periods.
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Figure 2: Water depths (cm) during Breeding Potential (BP) period in a BP: Breeding Potential, CM: Courtship and Mating, NB: Nest Building, WY: Whole Year, and t: Year Figure 1: Location of SRF survey transects in the

model domain.

wet year (1996), a dry year (2012), and typical years (1993 & 2003). Figure 3: Predicted probability in % of nest presence and prediction interval widths.
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Figure 4: Predlcted probability of nest presence and water depths in BP, CM, and NB perlods (Tab. 1). Table 2: Probability in % and 95% prediction interval width for nest=1. OBSERVATIONS:
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