BACKGROUND

Tailoring the analysis of bat acoustic recordings to ecological
research goals: effects of changing software parameters

Tabitha Gulley?, Rachel Buxton!, Michelle Verant?, Megan McKenna3, and Dan Licht*

IDepartment of Fish, Wildlife, and Conservation Biology, Colorado State University, *Biological Resources Division, National Park Service, *Natural Sounds and Night Skies Division, National Park Service, *Midwest Regional Office, National Park Service

Acoustic data is an important tool for bat monitoring and research.
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METHODS

*  We analyzed acoustic data from 13 sites in Agate Fossil Beds National Park (AGFO) using

SonoBat (version 4.0.6; West).

Figure 1. Amount of bat calls found after manually vetting
scrubbed files from varying SonoBat scrubber settings.
Manual vetting was done in program Raven Pro 1.5.
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Figure 2. Bat activity estimates using the different
SonoBat scrubber setting for each site. SonoBat
classifier settings were default (D).

Compare our results to actual known estimates of bat activity and richness.
(Licht, pers.comm).
Customize the list of species within the SonoBat classifier algorithm. As of now,

Map depicts the first time WNS is reported suspect or confirmed in a county or district (or portions thereof); each time period in the legend spans a winter bat hibernation period.
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Citation: White-nose syndrome occurrence map - by year (2017). Data Last Updated: 3/22/2017. Available at: https://www.whitenosesyndrome .org/resources/map.

Figure 6. Map of spread of white-nose syndrome across the United States and Canada. The star indicates Agate
Fossil Beds National Park. Map from whitenosesyndrome.org.
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file to a bat species and records the probability that this classification is correct.
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This study was a collaboration between scientists at Colorado State University and at
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