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Research-Based Land Management

Active & Passive Adaptive Management”

decisions modified as we learn about the system we are managing”y g g

Shea et al.  2002 Ecol. App. 12



erview - Artichoke thistle control & CSS restoration

ects of thistle control on small mammals and songbirds

Challenges

Spot mapping

Point counts

Small mammal trapping



Overview of Artichoke Thistle Control and Subsequent q

Coastal Sage Scrub Restoration at Starr Ranch



Cynara cardunculus

Artichoke Thistle

700 acres











ects of Habitat Restoration on Wildlife



Challenges:

1. Though thistle control reduces cover by 95% per 
site in one season, restoration success highly 
variable

2. Socal habitat mosaics – small habitat patch size

3. Extreme fragility of CSS



Effects of artichoke thistle control & CSS 
restoration on songbirds

1. Spot mapping

2. Point counts



Songbirds

seful indicators of weed control & restoration success
easily detected
readily distinguished to species levelreadily distinguished to species level

ovide useful information about ecosystem function 
fairly specific habitat requirementsfairly specific habitat requirements
high levels energy expenditure
high on the food chain

dely comparable data due to standardized field methods

tt
respond to the environment at multiple spatial and temporal scales
thus may be strongly influenced by factors outside any one study area

m citations in Golet, G. H. et al. 2008. Wildlife response to riparian restoration on the 
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Effects of Thistle Control & CSS Restoration 

on Small Mammals: 

Small Mammal Trappingpp g

In matched pair sites – long term study

Over a weed control & restoration chronosequence



Small mammals can exert strong influence on 
vegetation patterns in southern CAvegetation patterns in southern CA

DeSimone and Zedler 1999

Small mammal abundances are highly variableSmall mammal abundances are highly variable

Anderson et al. 2000
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Restoration Chronosequence
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Restoration Standards

• Plant structural data from 54 stands of CSS at Starr Ranch

• Small mammal and bird sampling - spring & summer, 2004



Semiarid ecosystems:

hi h t l i bilit i bi ti f thigh temporal variability in abiotic factors

restoration may be more effective during wet years

Bakker et al. 2003.  Ecological Applications 13

Cox and Allen.  2008.  Journal of Applied Ecology 45
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