| ongleaf Pine Savanna Restoration Increases Native Bee Diversity
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Results
Effects of restoration treatment on native bee abundance and species richness

Abstract

Native bees are important pollinators that are crucial
for terrestrial ecosystem functioning. The longleaf

pine savanna is a highly threatened, fire-maintained 5
ecosystem unigue to the southeastern US. In the
absence of fire, savannas become closed canopy N 3 - prg
. . - O O P
woodlands. Harvesting trees Is one method used to 0 — 'O At LT
restore longleaf pine savannas to an open canopy o ! O L - /// /////
state. We explore how historical land use and current CC) ! % /// T
" 5 . : : : , L~
restoration practices affect diversity of native bees In © | O O _ A AT
longleaf pine savannas. We found significantly greater O O | o o ///
abundance and richness of native bees In restored % = ~ | f o // A N
plots, but no effect of historical land use. Reduction of o : o - | |V //
canopy cover In restoration treatments was the best © S /|/ .
predictor of native bee diversity suggesting that D a8 = - / / Conclusions
savanna restoration will also restore bee communities. O I - . - /
0 ' 2 o — o h t * Long leaf pine savanna restoration increases
: : . Cs;\t’f; wild bee species richness and abundance.
Introduction and Methods . ! o - j j | | | | » Restoration alters the community
» Bees are the most important pollinators of o — : : composition of native bees.
flowering plantst. | | 0 > 10 11 20 25 30 » Land use history had no effect on bee
 Longleaf pine savannas are an endangered control harvest Sites abundance or richness.
ecosystem in the southeastern US®. » The percent of canopy cover has the most
* A large diversity of p_lants occupy the longleaf Figure 2. Box plot of bee abundance in restored (harvest) and Figure 3. Species accumulation curve of bees in restored significant effect on the abundance of native
savanna, many of which depend on bees for unrestored (control) plots. Bee abundance is significantly greater (harvest) and unrestored (control) plots. Species richness Is bees.
pollination servicess, in restored plots (Wilcoxon test: U =153, p-value < 0.0001). Land signilficant(l)yogge)atﬁr ir(1]I restor:_ed plogs_ éWiIco_xopf_test: IU = ﬁ:287,
ic 1 ' use history did not significantly affect bee abundance. p-value = 0.057). Land use history did not significantly arrect - .
Hypothesis _1. _ Harvestmg_trees to restore AR ol < Future Directions
savannas will increase native bee diversity | oot by adding TR it
Hypothesis 2: Remnant plots will have greater - - 4 - - - WU (TIDR 77O DY alidiTy PR’ S1.ES.
. . : : * Performn llection ment plant-pollinator
b e i bor e aticiGr st sites Community composition Factors affecting native bee abundance el ctionest collections to document plant-pollinato
o _ * Conduct experiments using wild and sentinel plants
SRl el Estimate = SE | z value p-value to measure pollination service across restoration
treatments. /
o -
- . . . (Intercept) 475+ 1.71 2.73 0.0064 * \
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control and harvest treatments in the first axis, but not of significant factors.
historical land use.

 All statistical analyses
were done in R°.
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