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Renewable energy production can kill individual birds, but little
is known about how it affects avian populations. We assessed
the vulnerability of populations for 23 priority bird species
killed at wind and solar facilities in California, USA. Bayesian
hierarchical models suggested that 48% of these species were
vulnerable to population-level effects from added fatalities
caused by renewables and other sources. Effects of renewables
extended far beyond the location of energy production to
impact bird populations in distant regions across continental
migration networks. Populations of species associated with
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grasslands where turbines were located were most vulnerable to wind. Populations of nocturnal

migrant species were most vulnerable to solar, despite not typically being associated with deserts
where the solar facilities we evaluated were located. Our findings indicate that addressing declines
of North American bird populations requires consideration of the effects of renewables and other
anthropogenic threats on both nearby and distant populations of vulnerable species.

1. Introduction
Expanding global demand for energy and the impacts of climate change on human and natural systems
have fostered rapid and recent worldwide development of renewable energy. For example, although
commercial wind energy generation has occurred for nearly 40 years in the United States, capacity has
increased nearly 300% since 2009. The current installed capacity is now greater than 107 gigawatts (GW)
from approximately 59 000 turbines [1–3], with a projected capacity greater than 160 GW by 2030 [4].
Likewise, the capacity of utility-scale solar energy, including photovoltaic (PV) and concentrating solar
power (CSP) technologies, has increased 9400% in the United States, from 0.4 GW in 2009 to greater
than 38 GW in 2019, and is anticipated to exceed 75 GW within 5 years [5]. Worldwide, wind energy
capacity (540 GW in 2017) and PV technologies (438 GW in 2017) are forecast to increase by greater
than 60 GW yr−1 and greater than 80 GW yr−1, respectively, through 2025 [6,7].

This growth raises concerns about the potential impacts of renewable energy on the environment
when shifting energy production from fossil fuels to reduce the effects of anthropogenic climate
change on wildlife species [8–11]. For example, substantial numbers of birds and bats are found dead
at some wind and solar energy projects (e.g. wind turbines of many types and sizes, PV panels, CSP
parabolic troughs and CSP power towers). Fatalities of birds predominantly are thought to be caused
by collisions with turbine blades, PV panels and heliostat solar reflectors, but birds also are killed by
concentrated beams of sunlight at CSP power towers, unintentional grounding at solar facilities and
drowning in wastewater evaporation ponds at CSP facilities [12–15].

Despite concerns about the sometimes large numbers of wildlife fatalities caused by renewable energy,
population-level effects of fatalities are essentially unknown for nearly all species [16–20], with a few
exceptions [21–23]. Within the United States, the best estimate is that 140 000–328 000 bird fatalities occur
annually at modern monopole turbines, but this number is derived from data collated approximately 10
years ago and at 57% of current installed capacity [13]. Similarly, solar energy generation at 37% of current
capacity was estimated to cause 37 800–138 600 bird deaths per year in the USA, with most of these
fatalities in California [12,15,24]. However, these large-scale estimates do not account for the effects of
renewable energy on populations of individual species, information that is crucial to taxon-based
conservation efforts [19,25] and to understanding the vulnerability of community and ecosystem processes
affected by birds [26]. Another weakness of these estimates is that they do not distinguish between impacts
on locally breeding populations versus impacts that manifest on distant (hereafter ‘non-local’) populations
of non-breeding birds that encounter renewable energy facilities on migration or when dispersing.

Given the loss of approximately 3 billion birds in North America since 1970 [27] and the ecological,
economic and socio-cultural relevance of avian species [28], a major scientific priority is to understand
and mitigate the many threats to bird populations. With the anticipated build-out of renewable energy
facilities to meet state and federal emission reduction goals [29], a critical component of this priority is
to understand species’ vulnerability to cumulative incidental deaths from renewable energy
development. We applied a comprehensive analytical framework combining geolocation via stable
isotope analyses of bird tissue, current population trend data, literature-based survival and fecundity
rates, and Bayesian hierarchical population models to evaluate the vulnerability to additional fatalities
of a taxonomically diverse suite of 23 priority bird species killed at renewable energy facilities. These
species were selected based on stakeholder input using factors such as ecological value, conservation
status, and frequency and risk of mortality at wind and solar energy generation facilities in California,
United States. We focused on California because it is a global biodiversity hotspot [30] and one of the
world’s initial locations for wind and solar energy development and innovation (figures 1 and 2 and
electronic supplementary material, tables S1 and S2; see Methods for detailed description of species
and renewable energy site selection). Our unique approach estimates the number of individuals
present in both local and non-local regions (hereafter, local and non-local ‘catchment areas’) as a
context against which we evaluate absolute vulnerability and relative risk to additional fatalities for
each species, as well as taxonomic and ecological patterns of vulnerability. This approach identifies
the extent to which bird species are more or less likely to experience declines of a specified magnitude
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Figure 1. Map of renewable energy facilities in California, USA at which research was conducted. Inset shows the two major western
migration flyways of North America (Pacific Flyway in grey; central Flyway in green) that were used with geolocation from stable
hydrogen isotope data to define catchment areas (areas holding the subpopulations of origin for birds found dead at renewable
facilities) to interpret population-level effects. Black solid lines are borders of states and provinces, and dashed lines are borders of
Bird Conservation Regions (Coastal California (BCR 32) in blue; Sonoran and Mojave Deserts (BCR 33) in yellow). The Altamont Pass
Wind Resource Area (WRA) is composed of approximately 5–30 individual wind facilities located in rolling hills primarily covered
with grasslands. See electronic supplementary materials, Methods, for details on both types of facilities.
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(i.e. their vulnerability), given the cumulative and range-wide mortality effects of many renewable
projects together with other human-caused mortality sources.
2. Methods
We used expert opinion and ecological and conservation-related traits to identify a taxonomically diverse
suite of 32 priority bird species for study (electronic supplementary material, table S1; also see [31]). We
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Figure 2. We estimated vulnerability for each priority species by following a framework that included five main steps:
(1) determining the geographical origin of fatalities at renewable energy facilities by performing stable hydrogen isotope
analysis on avian tissue, (2) defining, for each species, the geographical ‘catchment area’ encompassing the fatalities by using
an odds ratio analysis and estimating the size of subpopulations within those catchment areas from existing population
estimates, (3) building Bayesian species-specific demographic models to estimate rates of survival, fecundity and population
growth, (4) assessing species- and subpopulation-specific vulnerability with sensitivity analyses and a counterfactual ratio (CIU)
to estimate the demographic effects of additional fatalities and (5) evaluating taxonomic and ecological correlates of
vulnerability (not pictured). Steps 1–4 are illustrated above. For step 3, the rectangle represents the data, circles represent the
parameters, and the top of the diagram illustrates the informed prior distributions derived from existing literature for the
fecundity ( fec), and juvenile, immature and adult survival (i.e. Φ1, Φ2, Φa) parameters, respectively (all shaded in grey).
Circles with dashed lines indicate optional parameters for subadult survival, which was only used for some species (see
electronic supplementary material, table S5 for model specifications). For step 4, sensitivity analysis of the subpopulation of the
catchment area considered absolute changes in annual fatalities (Dt) and the resulting updated Φa, (highlighted in blue) then
calculated new origin-specific population growth rates (λs) under a range of different fatality scenarios (0–5000 additional
deaths) while holding constant other demographic parameters. We then used CIU to assess the significance of change from the
original λ under current conditions to the new λs to estimate vulnerability of subpopulations.
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then estimated vulnerability for each using a five-step framework: (1) determining the geographical

origin of fatalities at renewable energy facilities, (2) defining the geographical ‘catchment area’
encompassing the fatalities and estimating the size of subpopulations within those catchment areas,
(3) building species-specific demographic models to estimate rates of survival, fecundity and
population growth, (4) assessing species- and subpopulation-specific vulnerability with sensitivity
analyses to estimate the demographic effects of additional fatalities, and (5) evaluating taxonomic and
ecological correlates of vulnerability (figure 2). Steps 1–4 of this process are defined in Katzner et al.
[18], implemented here with context-specific alterations and improvements (see electronic
supplementary material for full details on the methods).

2.1. Geographical origin of individuals killed at renewable energy facilities
We obtained feathers from avian fatalities at renewable energy facilities in California, including from
approximately 5–30 wind facilities at the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area (APWRA) in Alameda
and Contra Costa Counties [32] and six solar facilities in Riverside and San Bernardino Counties
(figure 1). The wind and solar facilities in these two areas represent a wide variety of technology and
production types (e.g. wind turbines of multiple models, manufacturers and power generation
capacities, as described in greater detail in the electronic supplementary material). We measured
stable hydrogen isotope (δ2H) values in feather samples, together with information on moult location
and scaled δ2H values of precipitation at the site of feather growth [33–35], to assign a local or non-
local origin for each bird (i.e. its ‘subpopulation of origin’). This assignment was based on whether
the collection site (renewable facility) was located within the area of the species’ range that exceeded a
5 : 1 odds ratio (OR) threshold value [17].

2.2. Define the geographical catchment area for the population of interest
We used information from species range maps, migration flyways in the western US, Bird Conservation
Regions (hereafter ‘BCRs’) [36] and local and non-local subpopulation of origin assignments to delineate
species- and subpopulation-specific ‘catchment areas’ [17,37] (electronic supplementary material,
methods and figure S1). Each local catchment area included the aggregate mean summary surface
greater than or equal to 5 : 1 OR within the local BCR that contained the renewable energy facility of
interest (i.e. wind facilities were in the Coastal California BCR (BCR 32) and solar facilities in the
Sonoran and Mojave Desert BCR (BCR 33)). Non-local catchment areas included the aggregate mean
summary surface greater than or equal to 5 : 1 OR for all non-local complete or partial BCRs within
the Central and Pacific flyways [38]. We excluded all full or partial BCRs within Mexico, as that
country lacked species-specific population estimates.

After defining local and non-local catchment area boundaries for each species, we estimated the total
number of individuals in each catchment area population (hereafter ‘Np’) using BCR-specific mean
population estimates from Partners in Flight (PIF) databases [39,40]. We generated species-specific
estimates of population size by weighting estimates by the stressor-affected proportion of the
catchment area (i.e. the sum of the OR values across pixels within the greater than or equal to 5 : 1
OR aggregate mean summary surface catchment area divided by total pixels in that area). For BCRs
extending beyond the Central and Pacific flyways, we similarly weighted population estimates to only
include the proportion of the BCR located within the catchment area. Finally, we estimated total Np

for each subpopulation s, using the adjusted population estimate for the local BCR (BCR 32 or
BCR 33) to estimate the number of birds within the local catchment area, or summing the adjusted
population estimates among all BCRs (excluding the local BCR) within the non-local catchment area
for the non-local Np (electronic supplementary material, figure S1) [39]. We also accounted for
uncertainty in population size estimates by generating Np values based on lower and upper 95%
bounds (i.e. 95% LCI and 95% UCI) of BCR-specific population estimates from the PIF databases [39,41].

For species lacking BCR-specific population estimates, we used continental-scale (USA and Canada)
PIF estimates (Cp), scaling population estimates by the proportion of the range within the defined
catchment area. For species with no available isotope data, we defined a non-local catchment area
from the portion of the species range [42] within the Central and Pacific flyways in the USA and
Canada (excluding the local BCR) and weighted the range-wide population estimate accordingly.
In both of these cases, we assumed equal distribution of individuals across the species’ range. To
generate hypothetical 95% LCI and 95% UCI for these populations for subsequent analyses, we
assumed lower and upper population size limits to be one half and double the continental-level
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population estimates, respectively (i.e. 95% LCI = 0.5 ×Cp; 95% UCI = 2 × Cp). Lower and upper 95%

limits for focal species with BCR-specific estimates ranged from 0.52 to 1.63 ×Cp, respectively, which
suggests that our hypothetical limits of 0.5 to 2.0 ×Cp were sufficiently broad to represent uncertainty
in population estimates for species with only continental-scale values.

2.3. Demographic models
For each priority bird species, we used a Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) approach, within a
Bayesian hierarchical modelling framework to generate multi-age matrix population models and
estimate species-specific demography parameters (i.e. survival and fecundity) and annual population
growth rates (hereafter ‘λ’) [43–46] (figure 2; electronic supplementary material, table S3). The
modelling was implemented with JAGS v. 4.3.0 and R package jagsUI [47,48]. We used literature-
derived mean and SE values of survival and fecundity to generate prior distributions (electronic
supplementary material, table S4) and used North American Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) species-
specific annual indices of mean individuals detected per survey route in California from 1968 to 2015
[49]. When California-specific indices were unavailable, we substituted annual indices for western
North America. Similarly, if species-specific data were unavailable in the literature to generate
informative prior distributions for survival and fecundity, we used mean and SE values from
confamilials with the best available demographic data (electronic supplementary material, table S4).

Model structure and complexity varied by species due to both availability of demographic data in the
literature to inform model priors, and due to species-specific differences in demographic parameters (i.e.
number of life stages, age of first breeding). Our least complex model incorporated a 2 × 2 matrix model
for juvenile and adult stage classes (e.g. horned lark, Eremophila alpestris). By contrast, golden eagles
(Aquila chrysaetos) reach breeding age at 4 + years and thus required a 5 × 5 matrix with three
modelled stage classes (i.e. juvenile, immature, adult) (electronic supplementary material, table S5).

For each species, we constructed three candidate models with increasing constraints on model priors
for mean survival ‘f‘ (mf; all age classes) and mean fecundity ðmfÞ to limit non-identifiability of model
parameters, including: (i) no additional constraints on prior distributions, (ii) additional constraints on
survival of mf + 0:2 , and on fecundity of mf + (0:5� mf), and (iii) additional constraints on survival
of mf ± 0.1, and on fecundity of mf + ð0:25� mfÞ. We ran models by sampling from nine independent
Markov chains with a burn-in of 50 000, thinning of 1000 and 200 000 subsequent iterations.

To assess model convergence and select the best-fit model for subsequent analysis we compared the
deviance information criterion (DIC) values across models, selected models with R̃values < 1.1, visually
inspected traceplots to assure models converged, and reviewed the biological feasibility of the posterior
distributions [50,51]. If initial model runs did not converge, we updated models with an additional
200 000 iterations. After reassessing the updated model fit, if models still failed to converge, we removed
that species from subsequent analyses [50] (electronic supplementary material, table S1). See the
electronic supplementary material for further details regarding model construction and implementation.

2.4. Subpopulation-specific vulnerability
To estimate potential vulnerability of each species to additional deaths beyond those in current
conditions, we simulated the sensitivity of each subpopulation to both absolute and proportional
increases in numbers of fatalities. We first estimated the current total number of annual fatalities from
all sources in year t for each local and non-local catchment subpopulation s ðDs,tÞ by multiplying
catchment area subpopulation size ðNps,t

Þ by a mortality rate of 1 – adult survival ðFaÞ:
Ds,t ¼ Nps,t

� (1�Fa): ð2:1Þ

To evaluate sensitivity of the catchment area subpopulation to absolute changes in numbers of
fatalities, we calculated new estimates of growth rates for each local and non-local population, ls,
under a range of different fatality scenarios (adding 100 to 5000 to the estimated current adult
fatalities if Nps,t

� 5000, otherwise adding 100 to Nps,t
fatalities) while holding constant other

demographic parameters (i.e. juvenile and immature survival and fecundity rates) (figure 2; electronic
supplementary material, table S3). We first increased Dt,s in increments of 100 additional fatalities and
ran 1000 iterations of a 48-year time series (i.e. the same duration as that of the BBS dataset) using the
revised mean adult survival (mf) to generate a distribution of the new growth rate for each
population, ls.
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We assessed the significance of change from the original l under current conditions to new ls using a

counterfactual ratio of impacted subpopulations to the original population (ls=loriginal, hereafter ‘CIU’;
electronic supplementary material, table S3) [18,52–54]. We classified species as ‘moderately
vulnerable’ if vulnerability (1 –CIU) ≥ 0.2 (i.e. greater than or equal to 20% reduction in l) after less
than or equal to 5000 additional fatalities and ‘highly vulnerable’ if 1 –CIU≥ 0.2 after less than or
equal to 1000 additional fatalities. To calculate the sensitivity of the subpopulation of the catchment
area to proportional changes in fatalities, we repeated this sensitivity analysis, increasing fatalities at
intervals of 1% from 1–50% of the size of the catchment area subpopulation Nps

. The 1000 and 5000
fatalities used in the thresholds have a high degree of support for the species we modelled, given the
potential for fatalities from renewable energy under current operating capacity in local BCRs [20,55]
and estimates of absolute numbers of additional fatalities cumulatively expected under different future
build-out scenarios [20,55,56]. Estimates of mortality at current levels of build-out suggest that many
species are probably experiencing greater than or equal to 1000 fatalities per year in North America
due to renewable energy [57]. For example, Altamont Pass WRA alone is estimated to kill 150–200
red-tailed hawks and 100–500 horned larks per year [32,58]. Given the anticipated build-out of
renewable facilities at 5–10 × current levels in the coming decades [3,5], 1000–5000 annual fatalities
within a catchment area represents a realistic range of potential bird mortality.

We also calculated relative risk (RRs) to subpopulations to determine if the incidence of local fatalities
in the isotope samples as a proportion of the local subpopulation (i.e. local fatality rate; Fl), was equal to
the incidence of non-local fatalities in samples as a proportion of the non-local population (non-local
fatality rate; Fn):

RRs ¼ Fl
Fn

¼ no: local fatalities=local population size
no: non-local fatalties=non-local population size

: ð2:2Þ

An estimated ratio greater than 1.0 suggested increased risk for birds in the local subpopulation (i.e.
more local individuals killed than expected) and a ratio less than 1.0 indicated increased risk for birds in
the non-local subpopulation (i.e. more non-local individuals killed than expected). For more details on
sensitivity analyses, see the electronic supplementary material.

2.5. Taxonomic and ecological correlates of vulnerability
To understand factors potentially leading to variation in vulnerability between and within each energy
type (solar and wind) and category of geographical origin (local and non-local), we evaluated differences
of vulnerability, as defined above, among taxonomic guilds, migration strategies, habitat types, and sizes
of the population or subpopulation. Taxonomic correlates we considered were avian order and species
groups that commonly appear in monitoring reports from wind and solar facilities (waterbirds,
raptors, passerines, other) (electronic supplementary material, table S1). Migratory strategies we
considered were based on time of day of migration (e.g. diurnal, nocturnal) and migratory strategies
(e.g. resident, migrant, partial migrant) [59]. Habitat-related correlates we considered were based on
the primary habitat type used by each species [60]. To evaluate correlates of population size, we used
estimates of the species- and origin-specific catchment area (Np) and continental (USA and Canada)
population [39,40] as outlined above.
3. Results
Our results highlight, for the first time, distinct patterns of population- and subpopulation-level
vulnerability for a wide variety of bird species found dead at renewable energy facilities. Of the 23
priority bird species killed at renewable facilities, 11 (48%) were either highly or moderately
vulnerable, experiencing a greater than or equal to 20% decline in the population growth rates with
the addition of up to either 1000 or 5000 fatalities, respectively (see Methods for detailed derivation of
vulnerability). For five of these 11 species, killed birds originated both locally and non-locally, yet
vulnerability occurred only to the local subpopulation (table 1, electronic supplementary material,
tables S5–S7; figure 3, electronic supplementary material, figure S4). Casualties of one additional
species (white-tailed kite, Elanus leucurus) originated from only a local population, which was also
vulnerable. For the other five species, dead birds originated from both local and non-local
subpopulations and vulnerability also occurred to both. These five species included western yellow-
billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis) and western grebe (Aechmophorus occidentalis) killed at
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Figure 3. Vulnerability (ranges from 0 (low) to 1 (high), as defined in Methods) after increases in simulated deaths for local (○)
and non-local (▪) populations of 23 priority bird species found dead at (a) solar and (b) wind energy facilities in California, USA.
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populations. The five species with names in bold were found dead at both types of energy facility.
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solar facilities and tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), barn owl (Tyto alba) and golden eagle (Aquila
chrysaetos) killed at wind facilities. Beyond vulnerability, relative risk (i.e. based on the comparison
between local and non-local fatality rates within a species, as defined in Methods) was
disproportionately high for local subpopulations of horned lark, Wilson’s warbler (Cardellina pusilla)
and burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) affected by wind facilities; local subpopulations of western
meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), Wilson’s warbler and greater roadrunner (Geococcyx californianus)
affected by solar facilities (table 1); and non-local subpopulations of western meadowlark and
American kestrel (Falco sparverius) affected by wind facilities.

Vulnerability varied by species and by taxonomic group. Highly vulnerable species included those
with already small, declining or range-restricted populations (tricolored blackbird, western yellow-
billed cuckoo) that were affected by additional fatalities numbering as few as 1% of their populations
(electronic supplementary material, figure S6). However, vulnerable species also included those with
larger, stable populations or more widespread ranges, including a waterbird (western grebe), raptors
(golden eagle, burrowing owl) and songbirds (Wilson’s warbler, bank swallow (Riparia riparia))
(figure 3, electronic supplementary material, figures S7–S9). Raptors showed greater among-species
variability to proportional increases in numbers of fatalities than any other taxonomic group, although
most raptors also were vulnerable to increases in absolute numbers of fatalities (electronic
supplementary material, figure S6).

Patterns in vulnerability were driven more by the size of the subpopulation in the specific local or
non-local catchment area affected by renewables (figure 4b, electronic supplementary material, figure
S5b,d), than by the size of the continental, range-wide population (figure 4a, electronic supplementary
material, figure S5a,c). Regardless of continental population size, the impacted subpopulations for
most vulnerable species spanned a narrow geographical range or had low abundance within the
catchment area. For example, willow flycatchers (Epidonax traillii) have a continental population of
greater than 8 million birds, but the vulnerable local catchment area subpopulation near the solar
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facilities included in our dataset is less than 10 000 individuals. Thus, the local subpopulation of this
species is highly vulnerable to effects from increased fatalities at renewable energy facilities in the
Mojave Desert (table 1, electronic supplementary material, table S7).

Despite the substantial ecological, morphological, behavioural, and demographic differences among
taxonomic guilds (e.g. raptors, waterbirds) represented in the priority species we considered, we
observed few distinct taxonomic patterns in vulnerability across these groups. By contrast, there were
patterns in vulnerability associated with habitat use, migratory strategy, migratory timing and energy
type (electronic supplementary material, figures S7–S9). For example, all but one species identified as
vulnerable to mortality at wind energy facilities had both year-round resident subpopulations that
include California and diurnally migratory subpopulations that pass through or winter in the state.
Species identified as vulnerable to solar were predominantly nocturnal migrants, including several
passerines and a waterbird, with both resident and migratory subpopulations (electronic supplementary
material, figures S8 and S9). However, of five species vulnerable to solar, most (60%) were vulnerable
only in the local catchment area. Again, the exceptions to this were the western yellow-billed cuckoo
and western grebe, which had vulnerable subpopulations in both local and non-local catchment areas.

Vulnerability was associated with local habitat conditions for wind energy, but less so for solar
energy. Most focal species vulnerable to mortality from wind energy were grassland- or wetland-
associated species, possibly because our wind dataset only included facilities in grassland habitats
(figure 1). By contrast, the species vulnerable to mortality at solar facilities were not associated with
deserts, the dominant habitat type near the solar facilities in our dataset, but instead included scrub,
woodlands and water-associated species (electronic supplementary material, table S1).
4. Discussion
This study shows that many of the bird species killed at renewable energy facilities are vulnerable to
population or subpopulation-level effects from potential increases in fatalities from these and other
anthropogenic mortality sources. About half (48%) of the species we considered were vulnerable, and
they spanned a diverse suite of taxonomic groups of conservation concern that are resident to or that
pass through California. The inference from these analyses applies to the set of focal species and
taxonomic groups analysed here, which represent only a small fraction of all bird species killed by
renewable energy facilities. Nevertheless, our models highlight the relevance of understanding
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species-specific, population-level vulnerability for these and other species. Although birds face many

human-caused threats, focusing on species of concern that are found dead at renewable facilities
greatly improves understanding of the impacts of these and other anthropogenic developments.

Critically, not only local but also non-local, and often very distant, subpopulations often were
vulnerable to additional fatalities at California renewable energy facilities. This matters because nearly
all environmental monitoring conducted at renewable energy facilities evaluates local subpopulations
(e.g. [12–15]) to infer population-level consequences of fatalities. Our results illustrate that such locally
focused surveys may poorly predict the cumulative impacts of fatalities. This study, therefore,
emphasizes the importance of assessing the origins of wildlife affected when interpreting
consequences to wildlife populations of these, or any, types of anthropogenic activities.

Our vulnerability scores were based on fixed numbers of annual fatalities (1000 and 5000). While this
magnitude of mortality is unlikely at any single renewable energy project, it is reasonable when
considering cumulative effects of many renewable projects at once [20,55,56], or when considering
renewable energy effects combined with other human-caused sources of bird mortality. In fact, this
study shows that because renewable energy may affect both local and non-local subpopulations
(including distant subpopulations of migratory species [31]), cumulative effects of renewable energy
probably are more extensive than previously understood, especially for migratory species. Such non-
local demographic effects only rarely have been documented for renewables or for other
anthropogenic mortality sources (i.e. [61,62]).

Although our models were relatively sophisticated compared with analyses used in many past
evaluations of renewable effects on wildlife, data limitations prevented incorporation of some
demographic processes (e.g. immigration, emigration, Allee effects) that can affect population responses
to anthropogenic stressors. Further, we assumed all anthropogenic-related fatalities are additive (i.e. not
compensated for at the population level by density-dependent or other processes) [63], that fatalities are
constant through time and across avian age classes, and that all simulated fatalities were adults
(electronic supplementary material, table S3). Future research could evaluate these processes, as well as
alternative assumptions, to improve understanding of renewable effects on bird populations. For
example, models addressing full annual cycles, accounting for density dependence, or taking a
maximum sustained yield or potential biological removal approach could include detailed information
on anthropogenic impacts in each part of the life cycle and may help identify cumulative effects of
anthropogenic stressors. However, unlike the approach we used, such analyses currently are limited to
species with sufficient information to construct these data-intensive models [22,46,64,65]. Additionally,
while our model and its associated assumptions may not reflect true population dynamics, our
approach allows for an estimate of the upper limit of potential vulnerability because the absence of
density dependence removes any demographic compensation for fatalities [22].

Some of these species-specific data issues could be addressed by increasing systematic data collection
at renewable facilities. This is especially true given that rigorous fatality estimates are lacking for most
species [66]. However, there is growing interest in many management and permitting efforts to reduce
the number of surveys conducted at facilities. As such, future approaches similar to ours may become
increasingly reliant on limited datasets to assess species fatality risk and vulnerability. Adapting
future models to work with limited datasets while still incorporating metrics such as density
dependence, covariance in vital rates, temporal variation in simulated fatalities across multiple age
classes, or other factors known to occur in populations affected by anthropogenic fatalities may be
beneficial to ongoing efforts to assess species-specific vulnerability.

The susceptibility to fatalities at wind energy facilities of grassland-associated species, especially
raptors, may be due to a suite of factors, including the prevailing habitat type at the wind facilities
studied, the prolonged period of exposure of the resident birds affected, catchment area population
size, and the behaviour and demography of those species present. Many vulnerable grassland raptors,
including diurnally active golden eagles and white-tailed kites, and the less diurnal burrowing and
barn owls, are year-round residents at the wind energy facilities we studied [32]. All these species also
perform flight displays or courtship behaviours to attract mates, search for prey, and defend territories
(e.g. [67,68]). Similar diurnal aerial flight is also typical for many other open-country birds (e.g. red-
tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), horned lark and the vulnerable, aerial-foraging bank swallow [59]). In
conjunction with year-round residency and abundance of catchment area populations, these
behaviours may be potential indicators for population vulnerability. This line of thought is supported
because, although we did not classify subpopulations of horned larks or red-tailed hawks as
‘vulnerable’ to California wind facilities, these species are among the most frequently reported
fatalities at wind facilities in North America [14,20].
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The majority of current and ongoing wind energy development in the United States is in the native or

converted grassland habitat of the Great Plains and Midwest [1] that overlaps with the breeding,
wintering or migration ranges for many grassland birds. This suggests open-country species with
small catchment area subpopulations may be vulnerable to wind energy if they experience fatalities.
In this same vein, it is important to interpret our vulnerability threshold with the demography of
individual species in mind. Raptors and other species with slow intrinsic population growth rates
have been shown to be more sensitive to changes in adult survival [69,70]. Similarly, any decrease in
population growth would be detrimental for those species already experiencing long-term population
declines due to factors such as habitat loss and effects of climate change [27,71].

In contrast to wind facilities, for which most vulnerable species were year-round residents, the most
vulnerable avian species at solar facilities were non-local migrants. Once again, this pattern of
vulnerability is probably due to many of the same factors as at wind facilities, including facility
placement, the size of the catchment area subpopulation, and underlying behavioural and demographic
factors. The solar facilities we studied are located in low-elevation areas of the Mojave Desert and are in
close proximity to important wintering and breeding grounds for songbirds and waterbirds that use the
Pacific Flyway in North America. Although we did not detect vulnerability in desert-specialist species
found dead at solar facilities in the region (electronic supplementary material, table S1), facility placement
along a constricted portion of this flyway may increase vulnerability of species engaged in long-distance
migration. Other characteristics of these facilities may also increase vulnerability of migrant birds. For
example, some evidence suggests reflection of polarized light from the sun, moon or artificial sources, off
solar panels may attract insects or create a ‘lake effect’ mimicking a large body of water, and thereby
attract water-associated species such as loons and grebes [24,72]. Further, desert-specialist species in the
Mojave Desert region have experienced substantial population declines over the past century due to
climate change [10]. These declines highlight the need to address cumulative effects of facility placement
on both breeding and wintering avian species in addition to vulnerable migrant subpopulations [11,73].

Despite the patterns of vulnerability we document for birds found dead at renewable energy facilities,
there are additional complexities to this problem. For example, the two energy types we considered are
actually composed of multiple subtypes, with at least four generations and sizes of wind turbine
technology and three different types of solar energy production (see study site in Methods). Likewise,
energy facility infrastructure, including transmission lines, roads or fencing, may also contribute to
site-specific fatalities. Thus, each facility embodies unique technological and infrastructural attributes,
all of which may modulate the type, magnitude and seasonality of species-specific mortality [66]. As
such, it may be beneficial to apply this analytical approach in a setting with fewer subtypes of
renewable technologies. Furthermore, it is often difficult to evaluate other factors that influence
variability and demographic effects of mortality. For example, field survey data from facilities often
are not suited to the statistical analyses required to estimate cumulative fatalities across multiple
facilities [66], and sample sizes of dead birds are usually too small to assess variation by season, year
or energy subtype. Nevertheless, incorporating variation in seasonal, annual, spatial or subtype-
specific numbers of fatalities from additional facilities across North America would help clarify
mechanisms, modalities and population-level consequences of fatalities at renewable energy facilities.

Despite being the focus of massive conservation efforts [74–76], bird populations across North
America have declined by nearly 3 billion individuals in less than 50 years [27], and similar bird
declines are occurring across the world (e.g. [77]). Although we focused on direct mortality, renewable
energy also may cause indirect and sub-lethal effects, for example, through displacement of birds and
disruption of habitat. Furthermore, wind and solar are part of a suite of anthropogenic stressors that
are relevant to avian populations. For example, climate change, habitat loss and degradation,
pesticides, killing by domestic cats, and collision with transmission lines, vehicles and buildings
[25,78–81] all can directly or indirectly affect bird populations. Although the approach we outline here
could be used to interpret threats to species affected by these other stressors, most of them are
comparatively well-understood. In contrast, infrastructure associated with renewable energy is an
emerging and poorly understood threat to birds. As the build-out of renewable energy continues, the
habitat and species-specific patterns in vulnerability we modelled for this small set of species affected
in a single region will become broadly relevant to a large suite of species across the planet.

This study illustrates, for the first time and for a large, taxonomically diverse suite of priority species,
both the vulnerability of a subset of avian populations to renewable energy development, and the manner
in which the demographic influence of renewable energy facilities may extend far beyond the site at which
fatalities occur. Our inference is underpinned by novel integration of subpopulation size estimates into
demographic models within isotopically determined catchment areas. As such, our analyses highlight
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the importance of incorporating spatial ecology into assessments of the demographic relevance to avian

populations of anthropogenic stressors such as renewable energy. Such assessments also have important
conservation implications. In the case of renewable energy, decisions about facility siting, investment
and development, as well as management and mitigation actions, will be most effective if they consider
both local and non-local impacts to focal species, and if their demographic frame of reference extends to
breeding, wintering or stopover habitat far from where the facility is located.

Data accessibility. All data and R Code generated or analyzed during this study are available on a public web page hosted
by the U. S. Geological Survey (USGS): https://doi.org/10.5066/P9K15P8Y.

The data are provided in electronic supplementary material [82].
Authors’ contributions. T.J.C.: conceptualization, data curation, formal analysis, investigation, methodology, resources,
writing—original draft, writing—review and editing; H.B.V.Z.: conceptualization, data curation, formal analysis,
investigation, methodology, resources, writing—review and editing; T.D.A.: conceptualization, funding acquisition,
writing—review and editing; J.E.D.: conceptualization, funding acquisition, investigation, methodology, resources,
writing—review and editing; T.V.D.: resources, writing—review and editing; A.E.D.: conceptualization, funding
acquisition, investigation, methodology, resources, writing—review and editing; A.L.F.: funding acquisition,
resources, writing—review and editing; R.R.H.: resources, writing—review and editing; S.R.L.: conceptualization,
funding acquisition, investigation, methodology, resources, writing—review and editing; D.M.N.: conceptualization,
funding acquisition, investigation, methodology, resources, writing—review and editing; P.M.S.: resources,
writing—review and editing; J.L.Y.: conceptualization, funding acquisition, investigation, methodology, resources,
writing—review and editing; T.E.K.: conceptualization, data curation, funding acquisition, investigation,
methodology, resources, writing—original draft, writing—review and editing.

All authors gave final approval for publication and agreed to be held accountable for the work performed therein.
Competing interests. The authors declare the following competing interests: T.J.C. is serving as a member of the Alameda
County (California) Wind Repowering / Avian Protection Technical Advisory Committee. T.V.D. and P.M.S. also serve
on Technical Advisory Groups for several solar facilities. T.D.A. is Director of Research with the Renewable Energy
Wildlife Institute. D.M.N. is a science advisor to the Renewable Energy Wildlife Institute. All other authors declare
they have no competing interests.
Funding. This work was supported by the California Energy Commission [grant no. EPC-14-061] and the U.S. Bureau of
Land Management. Funding for R.R.H. was provided by the Department of Land, Air & Water Resources at the
University of California, Davis, and the UC Davis Agricultural Experiment Station Hatch projects (CA-R-A-6689;
CA-D-LAW-2352-H).
Acknowledgements. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the operators of many wind and solar facilities, R. C. E. Culver and
K. Rogers assisted in providing specimens from wind and solar facilities, and P. Ortiz, D. Schmidt and C. Hayes helped
obtain feathers from the carcasses. R. Paulman assisted with the isotope analysis, and T. Miller assisted with study
design. All research for this study was conducted with the appropriate state and federal scientific collecting
permits (California Scientific Collection Permit (SCP) no. 11910 and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Migratory Bird
Scientific Collecting Permit no. MB72348B-2). A technical advisory committee including: D. Stoms, B. Hogan,
G. George, J. Kelly, K. Martin, L. Nagy, M. Rodriguez and M. Huso provided feedback. This committee and a
larger group of specialists helped to identify the priority species. M. Braham provided guidance on catchment area
calculations. W. Thogmartin, R. C. E. Culver and K. Rogers provided initial reviews, B. Semmens and B. Rolek
provided statistical advice on the demographic models, and R. May and several anonymous reviewers provided
feedback on previous versions of this manuscript. Any use of trade, firm or product names is for descriptive
purposes only and does not imply endorsement by the U.S. Government. The findings and conclusions in this
article are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the views of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
References

1. Hoen BD, Diffendorfer JE, Rand JT, Kramer LA,

Garrity CP, Hunt HE. 2021 United States Wind
Turbine Database (ver. 4.0, April 9, 2021). U.S.
Geological Survey, American Wind Energy
Association, and Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory data release. See https://www.
sciencebase.gov/catalog/item/
57bdfd8fe4b03fd6b7df5ff9.

2. American Wind Energy Association. 2020 U.S.
Wind Industry First Quarter Market Report (30
June 2020). See https://www.awea.org/
getattachment/Resources/Publications-and-
Reports/Market-Reports/2020-U-S-Wind-
Industry-Market-Reports-(1)/Q12020_Public/
WPA_Q1_PublicDownload/1Q-2020-WPA-
Report_Pubic-Version.pdf.aspx?lang=en-US)

3. Wiser R, Lantz E, Mai T, Zayas J, DeMeo E,
Eugeni E, Lin-Powers J, Tusing R. 2015 Wind
vision: a new era for wind power in the United
States. Electr. J. 28, 120–132. (doi:10.1016/j.tej.
2015.09.016)

4. U.S. Energy Information Administration. 2020
Annual Energy Outlook with projections to 2050.
Office of Energy Analysis, U.S. Department of
Energy. See https://www.eia.gov/aeo.

5. Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA) &
MacKenzie Power & Renewables. 2019 Solar
Market Insight Report Q3 (30 January 2020).
See https://www.seia.org/research-resources/
solar-market-insight-report-2019-q3.

6. IRENA. 2020 Renewable Energy statistics 2020.
Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates: The
International Renwable Energy Agency. See
https://www.irena.org/publications/2020/Jul/
Renewable-energy-statistics-2020.

7. IEA. 2020 Renewables 2020, Analysis and
forecast to 2025. Paris, France: International
Energy Agency. See https://www.iea.org/
reports/renewables-2020.

8. Katzner TE et al. 2019 Wind energy: an
ecological challenge. Science 366, 1026–1027.
(doi:10.1126/science.aaz9989)

https://doi.org/10.5066/P9K15P8Y
https://www.sciencebase.gov/catalog/item/57bdfd8fe4b03fd6b7df5ff9
https://www.sciencebase.gov/catalog/item/57bdfd8fe4b03fd6b7df5ff9
https://www.sciencebase.gov/catalog/item/57bdfd8fe4b03fd6b7df5ff9
https://www.sciencebase.gov/catalog/item/57bdfd8fe4b03fd6b7df5ff9
https://www.awea.org/getattachment/Resources/Publications-and-Reports/Market-Reports/2020-U-S-Wind-Industry-Market-Reports-(1)/Q12020_Public/WPA_Q1_PublicDownload/1Q-2020-WPA-Report_Pubic-Version.pdf.aspx?lang=en-US)
https://www.awea.org/getattachment/Resources/Publications-and-Reports/Market-Reports/2020-U-S-Wind-Industry-Market-Reports-(1)/Q12020_Public/WPA_Q1_PublicDownload/1Q-2020-WPA-Report_Pubic-Version.pdf.aspx?lang=en-US)
https://www.awea.org/getattachment/Resources/Publications-and-Reports/Market-Reports/2020-U-S-Wind-Industry-Market-Reports-(1)/Q12020_Public/WPA_Q1_PublicDownload/1Q-2020-WPA-Report_Pubic-Version.pdf.aspx?lang=en-US)
https://www.awea.org/getattachment/Resources/Publications-and-Reports/Market-Reports/2020-U-S-Wind-Industry-Market-Reports-(1)/Q12020_Public/WPA_Q1_PublicDownload/1Q-2020-WPA-Report_Pubic-Version.pdf.aspx?lang=en-US)
https://www.awea.org/getattachment/Resources/Publications-and-Reports/Market-Reports/2020-U-S-Wind-Industry-Market-Reports-(1)/Q12020_Public/WPA_Q1_PublicDownload/1Q-2020-WPA-Report_Pubic-Version.pdf.aspx?lang=en-US)
https://www.awea.org/getattachment/Resources/Publications-and-Reports/Market-Reports/2020-U-S-Wind-Industry-Market-Reports-(1)/Q12020_Public/WPA_Q1_PublicDownload/1Q-2020-WPA-Report_Pubic-Version.pdf.aspx?lang=en-US)
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tej.2015.09.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tej.2015.09.016
https://www.eia.gov/aeo
https://www.eia.gov/aeo
https://www.seia.org/research-resources/solar-market-insight-report-2019-q3
https://www.seia.org/research-resources/solar-market-insight-report-2019-q3
https://www.seia.org/research-resources/solar-market-insight-report-2019-q3
https://www.irena.org/publications/2020/Jul/Renewable-energy-statistics-2020
https://www.irena.org/publications/2020/Jul/Renewable-energy-statistics-2020
https://www.irena.org/publications/2020/Jul/Renewable-energy-statistics-2020
https://www.iea.org/reports/renewables-2020
https://www.iea.org/reports/renewables-2020
https://www.iea.org/reports/renewables-2020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aaz9989


royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos
R.Soc.Open

Sci.9:211558
15
9. Allison TD et al. 2019 Impacts to wildlife of wind

energy siting and operation in the United States,
vol. 21, pp. 1–23. Washington, DC: The
Ecological Society of America.

10. Iknayan KJ, Beissinger SR. 2018 Collapse of a
desert bird community over the past century
driven by climate change. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci.
USA 115, 8597–8602. (doi:10.1073/pnas.
1805123115)

11. Rehbein JA, Watson JEM, Lane JL, Sonter LJ,
Venter O, Atkinson SC, Allen JR. 2020
Renewable energy development threatens many
globally important biodiversity areas. Glob.
Change Biol. 26, 3040–3051. (doi:10.1111/gcb.
15067)

12. Kosciuch K, Riser-Espinoza D, Gerringer M,
Erickson W. 2020 A summary of bird mortality
at photovoltaic utility scale solar facilities in the
Southwestern U.S. PLoS ONE 15, e0232034.
(doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0232034)

13. Loss SR, Will T, Marra PP. 2013 Estimates of bird
collision mortality at wind facilities in the
contiguous United States. Biol. Conserv. 168,
201–209. (doi:10.1016/j.biocon.2013.10.007)

14. American Wind Wildlife Institute. 2020 AWWI
Technical Report: 2nd Edition: Summary of bird
fatality monitoring data contained in AWWIC.
See https://rewi.org/resources/awwic-bird-
technical-report/.

15. Walston Jr LJ, Rollins KE, LaGory KE, & Smith
KP. 2016 A preliminary assessment of avian
mortality at utility-scale solar energy facilities in
the United States. Renew. Energy 92, 405–414.
(doi:10.1016/j.renene.2016.02.041)

16. Frick W et al. 2017 Fatalities at wind turbines
may threaten population viability of a migratory
bat. Biol. Conserv. 209, 172–177. (doi:10.1016/
j.biocon.2017.02.023)

17. Vander Zanden HB, Nelson DM, Wunder MB,
Conkling TJ, Katzner T. 2018 Application of
isoscapes to determine geographic origin of
terrestrial wildlife for conservation and
management. Biol. Conserv. 228, 268–280.
(doi:10.1016/j.biocon.2018.10.019)

18. Katzner TE, Braham M, Conkling TJ, Diffendorfer
JE, Duerr A, Loss SR, Nelson DM, Vander Zanden
HB, Yee JL. 2020 Assessing population-level
consequences of anthropogenic stressors for
terrestrial wildlife. Ecosphere 11, e03046.
(doi:10.1002/ecs2.3046)

19. Diffendorfer JE et al. 2019 A methodology to
assess the national and regional impacts of U.S.
wind energy development on birds and bats (US
Geological Survey). See https://pubs.er.usgs.gov/
publication/sir20185157.

20. Erickson WP, Wolfe MM, Bay KJ, Johnson DH,
Gehring JL. 2014 A comprehensive analysis of
small-passerine fatalities from collision with
turbines at wind energy facilities. PLoS ONE 9,
e107491. (doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0107491)

21. Miller JA, Furness RW, Trinder M, Matthiopoulos
J. 2019 The sensitivity of seabird populations
to density-dependence, environmental
stochasticity and anthropogenic mortality.
J. Appl. Ecol. 56, 2118–2130. (doi:10.1111/
1365-2664.13448)

22. Diffendorfer JE et al. 2021 Demographic and
potential biological removal models identify
raptor species sensitive to current and future
wind energy. Ecosphere 12, e03531. (doi:10.
1002/ecs2.3531)

23. Katzenberger J, Gottschalk E, Balkenhol N,
Waltert M. 2019 Long-term decline of
juvenile survival in German red kites. J. Ornithol.
160, 337–349. (doi:10.1007/s10336-018-
1619-z)

24. Kagan RA, Viner TC, Trail PW, Espinoza EO. 2014
Avian mortality at solar energy facilities in
southern California: a preliminary analysis.
Ashland, OR: National Fish and Wildlife
Forensics Laboratory. See http://
alternativeenergy.procon.org/sourcefiles/avian-
mortality-solar-energy-ivanpah-apr-2014.pdf.

25. Loss SR. 2016 Avian interactions with energy
infrastructure in the context of other
anthropogenic threats. Condor 118, 424–432.
(doi:10.1650/CONDOR-16-12.1)

26. Whelan CJ, Wenny DG, Marquis RJ. 2008
Ecosystem services provided by birds. Ann. N Y
Acad. Sci. 1134, 25–60. (doi:10.1196/annals.
1439.003)

27. Rosenberg KV et al. 2019 Decline of the North
American avifauna. Science 366, 120–124.
(doi:10.1126/science.aaw1313)

28. Sekercioglu ÇH, Wenny DG, Whelan CJ. 2016
Why birds matter: avian ecological function and
ecosystem services. Chicago, IL: University of
Chicago Press.

29. Barbose G. 2019 U.S. Renewables portfolio
standards 2019 annual status update. Berkeley,
CA: Lawrence Berkeley National Lab,
Department of Energy. See https://eta-
publications.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/rps_
annual_status_update-2019_edition.pdf.

30. Myers N, Mittermeier RA, Mittermeier CG, Da
Fonseca GA, Kent J. 2000 Biodiversity hotspots
for conservation priorities. Nature 403,
853–858. (doi:10.1038/35002501)

31. Conkling TJ et al. 2020 Learning from real-world
experience to understand renewable energy
impacts to wildlife. Sacramento, CA: California
Energy Commission. See https://ww2.energy.ca.
gov/2020publications/CEC-500-2020-012/CEC-
500-2020-012.pdf.

32. ICF International. 2016 Altamont Pass Wind
Resource Area bird fatality study, monitoring
years 2005–2013 M107. Sacramento, CA: ICF
International.

33. Hobson KA, Atwell L, Wassenaar LI. 1999
Influence of drinking water and diet on the
stable-hydrogen isotope ratios of animal tissues.
Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 96, 8003–8006.
(doi:10.1073/pnas.96.14.8003)

34. Hobson KA, Wassenaar LI. 2008 Tracking animal
migration with stable isotopes. Amsterdam, The
Netherlands: Elsevier.

35. Magozzi S, Vander Zanden HB, Wunder MB,
Bowen GJ. 2019 Mechanistic model predicts
tissue–environment relationships and trophic
shifts in animal hydrogen and oxygen isotope
ratios. Oecologia 191, 777–789. (doi:10.1007/
s00442-019-04532-8)

36. US NABCI Committee 2000 North American bird
conservation initiative: bird conservation region
descriptions, a supplement to the North
American bird conservation initiative bird
conservation regions map. Arlington, VA: US Fish
and Wildlife Service.
37. Voigt CC, Popa-Lisseanu AG, Niermann I,
Kramer-Schadt S. 2012 The catchment area of
wind farms for European bats: a plea for
international regulations. Biol. Conserv. 153,
80–86. (doi:10.1016/j.biocon.2012.04.027)

38. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service & Center, N.R.P.
2017 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Natural
Resource Program Center. USFWS Administrative
Waterfowl Flyway Boundaries. See https://ecos.
fws.gov/ServCat/Reference/Profile/42276.

39. Partners in Flight. 2020 Population Estimates
Database, version 3.1 (2 March 2021). See
https://pif.birdconservancy.org/population-
estimates-database/.

40. Partners in Flight. 2021 Avian Conservation
Assessment Database (2 March 2021). See
https://pif.birdconservancy.org/avian-
conservation-assessment-database/.

41. Stanton J, Blancher P, Rosenberg K, Panjabi A,
Thogmartin W. 2019 Estimating uncertainty of
North American landbird population sizes. Avian
Conserv. Ecol. 14, Article 4. (doi:10.5751/ACE-
01331-140104)

42. BirdLife International and Handbook of the
Birds of the World. 2018 Bird species distribution
maps of the world. Version 2018.1. See http://
datazone.birdlife.org/species/requestdis.

43. Schaub M, Abadi F. 2011 Integrated population
models: a novel analysis framework for
deeper insights into population dynamics.
J. Ornithol. 152, 227–237. (doi:10.1007/s10336-
010-0632-7)

44. Brooks S, King R, Morgan B. 2004 A Bayesian
approach to combining animal abundance and
demographic data. Anim. Biodivers. Conserv. 27,
515–529.

45. Besbeas P, Freeman SN, Morgan BJ, Catchpole EA.
2002 Integrating mark–recapture–recovery and
census data to estimate animal abundance and
demographic parameters. Biometrics 58, 540–547.
(doi:10.1111/j.0006-341X.2002.00540.x)

46. Marra PP, Cohen EB, Loss SR, Rutter JE, Tonra
CM. 2015 A call for full annual cycle research in
animal ecology. Biol. Lett. 11, 20150552.
(doi:10.1098/rsbl.2015.0552)

47. Kellner K. 2018 jagsUI: A wrapper around ‘rjags’
to streamline ‘JAGS’ analyses. R package version
1.5.0. See https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=
jagsUI.

48. Plummer M. 2017 JAGS: Just another Gibbs
sampler. Version 4.3.0. See http://sourceforge.
net/projects/mcmc-jags/files/.

49. Pardieck KL, Ziolkowski Jr DJ, Lutmerding M,
Campbell K, Hudson M-A.R. 2017 North
American Breeding Bird Survey Dataset 1966–
2016, version 2016.0. U.S. Geological Survey,
Patuxent Wildlife Research Center. See www.
pwrc.usgs.gov/BBS/RawData/.

50. Gelman A, Carlin JB, Stern HS, Dunson DB,
Vehtari A, Rubin DB. 2014 Bayesian data
analysis, 3rd edn. Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press.

51. Spiegelhalter DJ, Best NG, Carlin BP, Van Der
Linde A. 2002 Bayesian measures of model
complexity and fit. Journal R. Stat. Soc.: B (Stat.
Methodol.) 64, 583–639. (doi:10.1111/1467-
9868.00353)

52. Green RE, Langston RH, McCluskie A, Sutherland
R, Wilson JD. 2016 Lack of sound science in
assessing wind farm impacts on seabirds.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1805123115
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1805123115
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gcb.15067
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gcb.15067
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0232034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2013.10.007
https://rewi.org/resources/awwic-bird-technical-report/
https://rewi.org/resources/awwic-bird-technical-report/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2016.02.041
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2017.02.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2017.02.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2018.10.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.3046
https://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/sir20185157
https://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/sir20185157
https://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/sir20185157
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0107491
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13448
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13448
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.3531
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.3531
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10336-018-1619-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10336-018-1619-z
http://alternativeenergy.procon.org/sourcefiles/avian-mortality-solar-energy-ivanpah-apr-2014.pdf
http://alternativeenergy.procon.org/sourcefiles/avian-mortality-solar-energy-ivanpah-apr-2014.pdf
http://alternativeenergy.procon.org/sourcefiles/avian-mortality-solar-energy-ivanpah-apr-2014.pdf
http://alternativeenergy.procon.org/sourcefiles/avian-mortality-solar-energy-ivanpah-apr-2014.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1650/CONDOR-16-12.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1196/annals.1439.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1196/annals.1439.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aaw1313
https://eta-publications.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/rps_annual_status_update-2019_edition.pdf
https://eta-publications.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/rps_annual_status_update-2019_edition.pdf
https://eta-publications.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/rps_annual_status_update-2019_edition.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/35002501
https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/2020publications/CEC-500-2020-012/CEC-500-2020-012.pdf
https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/2020publications/CEC-500-2020-012/CEC-500-2020-012.pdf
https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/2020publications/CEC-500-2020-012/CEC-500-2020-012.pdf
https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/2020publications/CEC-500-2020-012/CEC-500-2020-012.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.96.14.8003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00442-019-04532-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00442-019-04532-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2012.04.027
https://ecos.fws.gov/ServCat/Reference/Profile/42276
https://ecos.fws.gov/ServCat/Reference/Profile/42276
https://ecos.fws.gov/ServCat/Reference/Profile/42276
https://pif.birdconservancy.org/population-estimates-database/
https://pif.birdconservancy.org/population-estimates-database/
https://pif.birdconservancy.org/population-estimates-database/
https://pif.birdconservancy.org/avian-conservation-assessment-database/
https://pif.birdconservancy.org/avian-conservation-assessment-database/
https://pif.birdconservancy.org/avian-conservation-assessment-database/
https://doi.org/10.5751/ACE-01331-140104
https://doi.org/10.5751/ACE-01331-140104
http://datazone.birdlife.org/species/requestdis
http://datazone.birdlife.org/species/requestdis
http://datazone.birdlife.org/species/requestdis
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10336-010-0632-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10336-010-0632-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0006-341X.2002.00540.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2015.0552
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=jagsUI
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=jagsUI
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=jagsUI
http://sourceforge.net/projects/mcmc-jags/files/
http://sourceforge.net/projects/mcmc-jags/files/
http://sourceforge.net/projects/mcmc-jags/files/
http://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/BBS/RawData/
http://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/BBS/RawData/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9868.00353
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9868.00353


royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos
R.Soc.Open

Sci.9:211558
16
J. Appl. Ecol. 53, 1635–1641. (doi:10.1111/

1365-2664.12731)
53. Cook A, Robinson RA. 2016 Testing sensitivity of

metrics of seabird population response to
offshore wind farm effects. JNCC Report No. 53.
Peterborough, UK: Joint Nature Conservation
Committee. ISSN 0963-8091.

54. Maldonado G, Greenland S. 2002 Estimating
causal effects. Int. J. Epidemiol. 31, 422–429.
(doi:10.1093/ije/31.2.422)

55. Smallwood KS, Thelander CG. 2008 Bird
mortality in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource
Area, California. J. Wildl. Manag. 72, 215–223.
(doi:10.2193/2007-032)

56. Goodale MW, Milman A. 2016 Cumulative
adverse effects of offshore wind energy
development on wildlife. J. Environ. Planning
Manage. 59, 1–21. (doi:10.1080/09640568.
2014.973483)

57. American Wind Wildlife Institute. 2019 AWWI
technical report: a summary of bird fatality data
in a nationwide database. See www.awwi.org/
awwic-bird-technical-report/.

58. H. T. Harvey & Associates. 2021 Golden Hills
Wind Energy Center Postconstruction Fatality
Monitoring Project: Final 3-Year Report. Los
Gatos, CA, USA: H.T. Harvey and Associates.

59. Billerman SM, Keeney BK, Rodewald PG,
Schulenberg TS. (eds) 2020 Birds of the world.
Ithaca, NY: Cornell Laboratory of Ornithology.

60. Cornell Lab of Ornithology. 2019 ‘All about birds’
25 February 2020. Ithaca, NY: Cornell Lab of
Ornithology. See https://www.allaboutbirds.org.

61. Katzner TE et al. 2016 Golden eagle fatalities
and the continental-scale consequences of local
wind-energy generation. Conserv. Biol. 31,
406–415. (doi:10.1111/cobi.12836)

62. Kruszynski C, Bailey LD, Bach L, Bach P, Fritze
M, Lindecke O, Teige T, Voigt CC. High
vulnerability of juvenile Nathusius’ pipistrelle
bats (Pipistrellus nathusii) at wind turbines. Ecol.
Appl. 32, e2513. (doi:10.1002/eap.2513)

63. Péron G. 2013 Compensation and additivity of
anthropogenic mortality: life-history effects and
review of methods. J. Anim. Ecol. 82, 408–417.
(doi:10.1111/1365-2656.12014)

64. Rushing CS, Hostetler JA, Sillett TS, Marra PP,
Rotenberg JA, Ryder TB. 2017 Spatial and
temporal drivers of avian population dynamics
across the annual cycle. Ecology 98, 2837–2850.
(doi:10.1002/ecy.1967)

65. Runge MC, Sauer JR, Avery ML, Blackwell BF,
Koneff MD. 2009 Assessing allowable take of
migratory birds. J. Wildl. Manag. 73, 556–565.
(doi:10.2193/2008-090)

66. Conkling T, Loss S, Diffendorfer J, Duerr A,
Katzner T. 2020 Limitations, lack of
standardization, and recommended best
practices in studies of renewable energy effects
on birds and bats. Conserv. Biol. 35, 64–76.
(doi:10.1111/cobi.13457)

67. Preston CR, Beane RD. 2020 Red-tailed hawk
(Buteo jamaicensis), version 1.0. In Birds of the
world (ed. A Poole). Ithaca, NY: Cornell Lab of
Ornithology.

68. Katzner TE, Kochert MN, Steenhof K, Mcintyre CL,
Craig EH, Miller TA. 2020 Golden eagle (Aquila
chrysaetos), version 2.0. In Birds of the world (ed.
A Pool). Ithaca, NY: Cornell Lab of Ornithology.

69. Oli MK. 2004 The fast–slow continuum and
mammalian life-history patterns: an empirical
evaluation. Basic Appl. Ecol. 5, 449–463.
(doi:10.1016/j.baae.2004.06.002)

70. Stahl JT, Oli MK. 2006 Relative importance of
avian life-history variables to population growth
rate. Ecol. Modell. 198, 23–39. (doi:10.1016/j.
ecolmodel.2006.04.001)

71. Wilsey C, Bateman B, Taylor L, Wu JX, LeBaron G,
Shepard R, Koseff C, Friedman S, Stone R. 2019
Survival by degrees: 389 bird species on the brink.
New York, NY: National Audubon Society.

72. Horváth G, Kriska G, Malik P, Robertson B. 2009
Polarized light pollution: a new kind of
ecological photopollution. Front. Ecol. Environ.
7, 317–325. (doi:10.1890/080129)

73. Kati V, Kassara C, Vrontisi Z, Moustakas A. 2021
The biodiversity-wind energy-land use nexus in
a global biodiversity hotspot. Sci. Total Environ.
768, 144471. (doi:10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.
144471)

74. Ruth JM, Petit DR, Sauer JR, Samuel MD,
Johnson FA, Fornwall MD, Korschgen CE, Bennett
JP. 2003 Science for avian conservation: priorities
for the new millennium. Auk 120, 204–211.
(doi:10.1093/auk/120.1.204)

75. Anderson MG et al. 2018 The Migratory Bird
Treaty and a century of waterfowl conservation.
J. Wildl. Manag. 82, 247–259. (doi:10.1002/
jwmg.21326)

76. Hudson M-AR, Francis CM, Campbell KJ,
Downes CM, Smith AC, Pardieck KL. 2017
The role of the North American Breeding
Bird Survey in conservation. Condor: Ornithol.
Appl. 119, 526–545. (doi:10.1650/CONDOR-
17-62.1)

77. Inger R, Gregory R, Duffy JP, Stott I, Voříšek P,
Gaston KJ. 2015 Common European birds are
declining rapidly while less abundant species’
numbers are rising. Ecol. Lett. 18, 28–36.
(doi:10.1111/ele.12387)

78. Loss SR, Will T, Marra PP. 2013 The impact of
free-ranging domestic cats on wildlife in the
United States. Nat. Commun. 4, 1396. (doi:10.
1038/ncomms2380)

79. Loss SR, Will T, Loss SS, Marra PP. 2014 Bird-
building collisions in the United States:
estimates of annual mortality and species
vulnerability. Condor: Ornithol. Appl. 116, 8–23.
(doi:10.1650/CONDOR-13-090.1)

80. Eng ML, Stutchbury BJ, Morrissey CA. 2019 A
neonicotinoid insecticide reduces fueling
and delays migration in songbirds. Science
365, 1177–1180. (doi:10.1126/science.
aaw9419)

81. Fahrig L. 1997 Relative effects of habitat loss
and fragmentation on population extinction.
J. Wildl. Manag. 61, 603–610. (doi:10.2307/
3802168)

82. Conkling TJ et al. 2022 Vulnerability of avian
populations to renewable energy production.
FigShare. (https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.
c.5898489)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12731
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12731
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ije/31.2.422
http://dx.doi.org/10.2193/2007-032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2014.973483
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2014.973483
http://www.awwi.org/awwic-bird-technical-report/
http://www.awwi.org/awwic-bird-technical-report/
https://www.allaboutbirds.org
https://www.allaboutbirds.org
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12836
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eap.2513
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ecy.1967
http://dx.doi.org/10.2193/2008-090
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13457
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2004.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2006.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2006.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/080129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144471
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144471
https://doi.org/10.1093/auk/120.1.204
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jwmg.21326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jwmg.21326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1650/CONDOR-17-62.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1650/CONDOR-17-62.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ele.12387
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms2380
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms2380
http://dx.doi.org/10.1650/CONDOR-13-090.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aaw9419
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aaw9419
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3802168
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3802168
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.c.5898489
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.c.5898489

	Vulnerability of avian populations to renewable energy production
	Introduction
	Methods
	Geographical origin of individuals killed at renewable energy facilities
	Define the geographical catchment area for the population of interest
	Demographic models
	Subpopulation-specific vulnerability
	Taxonomic and ecological correlates of vulnerability

	Results
	Discussion
	Data accessibility
	Authors' contributions
	Competing interests
	Funding
	Acknowledgements
	References




