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Summary: Impacts of wild pigs (Sus scrofa) on native species in North America are not well

Methods: We will test our hypothesis by observing eastern wild turkey populations before and after we

Results and Discussion: We removed 362 wild pigs in the 2-month period prior to our second

understood. With this research we will be looking at how wild pigs affect a game species of special concern

remove wild pigs from the treatment site. Data were collected from two sites in Southern Alabama. The

summer survey. There were 2.13 (1.15-3.99;95% CL) times as many (P = 0.017) wild turkeys during the

in Alabama, the eastern wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo silvestris). Wild pigs exhibit numerous behaviors

treatment site is a 3407-hectare plantation that is characterized by stands of upland pines with herbaceous

second year of camera trap surveys after high intensity wild pig removals (Figure 3). This result was driven

that both directly and indirectly affect this species. These interactions may have negative implications at a

understory that are bisected by dense mature hardwood bottoms. The control site is a grouping of three

by a significant increase (P = 0.019) in adult males, in which there were 4.22 (1.27-14.08;95% CL) times as

population level for eastern wild turkey. Therefore our study design consists of:

adjacent properties that totals 2510 hectares. These properties consist of open fields and mature, low basal

many individuals after the removals. While the density of females seemed to increase such that there were

1. Complete removal of wild pigs from three treatment sites following a baseline camera trap survey to

area pine stands in the northern portion moving into a large mature hardwood property surrounding a lake to

1.39 (0.58-3.31;95% CL) times as many individuals after the removal, this change was not significant

the south. The treatment site received wild pig removals with a goal of complete eradication after one year of

(P=0.455). There were no poults or juvenile males observed during either survey. This lack of detection of

2. Monitoring of wild turkey populations following removal of wild pigs using camera trap surveys.

data collection while the control site did not receive any treatment. Pigs were removed by trapping, shooting,

poults or juvenile males may stem from the removal efforts beginning after nesting season for wild turkey in

3. Determining if there is a response in the eastern wild turkey population due to the absence of pigs using

and helicopter gunning beginning on May 28th, 2019. Corral traps were the primary method of removal

Alabama. Monitoring for poults will continue for another year after removal efforts began to determine if

(Figure 1). We conducted surveys of eastern wild turkey using camera traps in the summer (July and August)

there is a change, as Sanders et al. (2020) suggests that turkey reproduction may be impacted by wild pigs.

determine eastern wild turkey population size on our sites.

N-mixture models.

and spring (February and March) from 2018 to 2021. The summer wild turkey survey was designed to

Hypothesis: Our hypothesis is that wild pigs negatively affect wild turkey populations because wild
turkey rely on some similar resources as wild pigs such as mast (Elston and Hewitt 2010). More importantly,
wild pigs are opportunistic nest predators of ground nesting game birds like wild turkeys (Tolleson et al.
1993, Sanders et al. 2020). These competitive and predatory pressures are likely to reduce turkey density and
reproductive success in areas where these species co-occur.

measure poult density and the spring survey was designed to measure male turkey density. For the wild turkey
surveys, we established a grid over each study area with a cell size of 1km2. During the spring survey, a subset
of 20 randomly selected grid cells received cameras while the summer survey consisted of every grid cell that
was at minimum 50% in the site boundary. At each camera site we placed a camera in an area that maximized
visibility within a 100m buffer from the center point of the grid. We baited each camera site with a total of
100lbs of cracked corn split into 25lb increments over the course of 2 weeks. The first week was to pre-bait
the site, while a camera was deployed for the second week. We set cameras to take a time lapse picture every 4
minutes and take 3 pictures when triggered, 2 seconds apart with a 3-minute dead period. We analyzed the
resulting images to classify individuals by sex and age class. We then analyzed these data using N-mixture
models (Royle 2004) in the package Unmarked in R.

Figure 3. Percent change in population density of eastern wild turkeys after the removal of
362 wild pigs from a site in Southern Alabama. Each point represents the estimate of change
from N-Mixture models and each error bar represents the confidence limits surrounding that
estimate.

Management Implications: Our research addresses an important gap in our current
understanding of the implication of wild pig invasions, and suggest that wild pigs may negatively affect
eastern wild turkeys in North America. The results of this study once completed will inform land managers
and biologists on the importance of reducing wild pig densities if production/hunting of wild turkeys is a
management priority..
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Figure 2. Camera locations and buffers for placement during a summer camera trap survey for
wild turkey on a 3407-hectare site in Southern Alabama represented by yellow circles spaced on
a 1-km2 grid. The red boundary indicates the extent of the study area. All study areas in this
project were sampled using this sampling design.

various aspects of this project.

Contact Information: Matthew McDonough, Auburn University; Email: mtm0075@auburn.edu
References:

Figure 1. Corral style traps baited with whole corn used during the removals of wild pigs in our
treatment sites in Southern Alabama.
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