
Do light-level  
geolocators affect the 

behaviour and fitness of 
common terns? 

 

average ± SE provisioning rate (focal n = 24 vs 24, p = 0.17; 
partner n = 24 vs 24, p = 0.72) 

focal partner focal partner 

2. provisioning behaviour 
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1. incubation behaviour 

average ± SE incubation (focal n = 24 vs 24, p = 0.70; 
partner n = 24 vs 24, p = 0.70) 
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 experimental set-up 
 

 In 2016, 48 breeding pairs with birds of 
known identity were randomly assigned 
to the geolocator or control group. 

 

 During the second half of incubation, 
focal birds of both sexes were equipped 
with a geolocator (Intigeo-C65;   ̴1.2 % 
of body mass) or spray-painted for 
recognition (control); n = 24 vs 24. 
 

 Behaviour and fitness components of 
focal birds and partners were assessed. 

survival (n = 24 vs 24, p = 1.00) 

4. survival 

average ± SE clutch size (black n = 24 vs 24, p = 0.93), 
brood size (dark grey n = 24 vs 24, p = 0.72) & no. of 
fledglings (light grey n = 24 vs 24, p = 0.59) 

3. reproductive output 
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5. phenology 

average ± SE departure `16 (grey focal n = 22 vs 19,  
p = 0.82; partner n = 19 vs 21, p = 0.21) & arrival `17 (black 
focal n = 22 vs 18, p = 0.64; partner n = 18 vs 21, p = 0.36)  
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