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An effectiveness of protection and recovery of rare species depends on proper understanding of their
ecological characteristics and population dynamics. Metapopulation dynamics could lead to the extinction of
local populations in selected landscape patches regardless of the habitat quality and conservation measures. On
the other hand, source-sink dynamics could result in lesser quality habitat patches to be saturated by dispersing
individuals from population sources. Therefore, an effective strategy for the protection of rare species at the
regional level should include both high quality pristine landscapes and some lower quality habitat patches in
the regional network of protected areas for the species in question. | studied reproductive ecology of declining
songbird species, the Ovenbird (Seiurus aurocapilla L.), in the Great Smoky Mountains National Park
(U.S.A)) to develop parsimonious computer models describing its population dynamics. These models can be
used to propose a proper bioreserve design for this species to ensure the source status of its populations.
Keywords: annual fecundity, annual survival, multiple brooding, population growth models, renesting, Seiurus
aurocapilla.

INTRODUCTION

An effectiveness of protection and recovery of rare species depends on proper
understanding of their ecological characteristics and population dynamics. Habitats
suitable for a certain species alternate with unfavorable habitat patches. The common
misconception is that effective protection of a declining species can be accomplished only
by protecting the best available pristine habitats. According to the theoretical
metapopulation paradigm, the regional population is composed of local populations
undergoing constant stochastic exchange of individuals [1]. This pattern can lead to the
extinction of local populations in selected landscape patches regardless of the habitat
quality and conservation measures. According to the source-sink concept [2], habitat
patches supporting population sources can produce a surplus of individuals to disperse to
adjacent poor quality patches of sink habitats.

Population declines of migratory terrestrial birds in eastern North America are
explained mainly by habitat fragmentation, and higher rates of predation and brood
parasitism in fragmented landscapes [3]. These findings initiated numerous studies of bird
reproductive success and source-sink dynamics in contiguous vs. fragmented landscapes
[4, 5].

It is important to properly estimate annual fecundity in birds. Hundreds of published
studies did not distinguish between nesting success and productivity [6]. Some species of
passerines are multibrooded while some breed only once a year. It was found that certain
proportion of individuals in populations of single-brooded species can undertake second
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broods at southern extremes of their breeding ranges [7]. Often ignored by population-
growth models, renesting after a nest failure and double-brooding may account for up to
40% of annual fecundity in birds [8]. Therefore, failing to consider additional breeding
attempts in demographic models can result in underestimates of annual fecundity and
population growth rate [9, 10].

Being a common model species for songbird source-sink relationships, the Ovenbird
(Seiurus aurocapilla L.) is generally considered a single-brooded species [11]. The
objectives of my study were to model a source-sink dynamics of the Ovenbird populations
in the Great Smoky Mountains National Park (NC / TN, U.S.A.) near the southern extent
of the species' range, where a longer breeding season may provide greater opportunities
for double-brooding. Breeding Bird Survey detected multiannual negative population
trends in this species in pristine landscapes of the Southern Appalachians whereas
growing populations were found in some of the adjacent areas affected by human
activities [12]. To explain this paradox, | developed a probabilistic model of Ovenbird
annual fecundity based on my field estimates of nesting success and brood size and both
observed and published estimates of female survival, and rates of renesting and double-
brooding. | also wanted to assess how assumptions about these parameters influence
estimated population growth rates.

1. METHODS

1. 1 Building the model

My seven study sites, cumulatively covering >700 ha, were located in the Great
Smoky Mountain National Park between Gatlinburg, Tennessee, and Waterville, North
Carolina. They supported large contiguous tracts of mixed deciduous forest 75-100 years
old at elevations from 400 m to 1,100 m above the sea level.

Ricklefs [13] defined annual fecundity (F) as the number of juvenile females
produced annually per breeding female. Assuming 100% pairing success of females, equal
fledgling sex ratio, and a single reproductive cycle with no renesting after a nest failure,
annual fecundity can be computed from empirical estimates of the average fledged brood
size (B) and nesting success (ps) sensu Mayfield [14] as:

F = Y% Bp;. (1)

Pulliam [2] defined the finite rate of population growth (lambda) as:
)L:PA+PJF:1 (2)
for a population at equilibrium, and A > 1 for a source population, where P, and P; are
annual survival of adult and juvenile females, correspondingly. Published Ovenbird
population models include a variety of assumptions about renesting and double-brooding:
some studies assumed mono-cyclic reproduction with no renesting [15], while others

assumed one renesting after failure [16], or even a 5-10% possibility of double-brooding
[17].
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I developed a probabilistic single-renesting-double-brooding (SRDB) model of
Ovenbird annual fecundity to explore how variations in rates of renesting (p,) and double-
brooding (p.). influence predictions about population growth rates. Consequently, estimates
of lambda will vary according to assumptions about p, and py. In this model, females could
undertake renesting after previously failed nests and double-brooding after successful
nests with any probability between 0 and 1. A modification of Pulliam's model [2] to
incorporate renesting and double-brooding can be expressed as:

A=Pa+P;% [psB +ps (1-Ps) prB + pspapPs B + pspaps (1— ps) prB] =
=Pa+P;%Bps[1+pr — PsPr+ PsPa+PsPa(1—Ps) Prl 3)

The SRDB model (Fig. 1) presumes that there are successful (ps) and unsuccessful
(1— ps) first nests. While some successful females (ps[1—pa will stop reproducing, some (ps
pg) will double-brood, and some of those (ps’pg) Wwill succeed. Females that are
unsuccessful on their first nesting attempt will renest with a probability p, . Females that
renested successfully, ps (1-ps) pr, will double-brood with a probability py and will
produce ps2(1—ps) pr Py B offspring. All double-brooding females will stop breeding after
their second nesting attempt, independently of its outcome. The model also assumes a
closed population (no dispersal and no recruitment), equal sex ratios, independence of P,
of ps, pr and pg, and homogeneity of fledged brood sizes among consecutive breeding
attempts. | examined five scenarios of this model based on setting renesting and double-
brooding probabilities to 1 or 0, or by using values estimated from our field study:

(@ pr=0,pg=0;

(b) pr =1, pa=0;

(c) p; ={estimated value}, py=0;

(d) pr =1, pqg = {estimated value};

(e) pr = {estimated value}, py = {estimated value}.

1. 2 Estimating model parameters

In order to estimate annual reproductive success, my field crew and | searched study
sites for nests from mid-April until the end of July following the existing guidelines to
collect a representative sample of nests [18, 19]. Nests were monitored every three days
until the end of incubation, every other day until day 6 of the nestling stage, and then daily
until nests were no longer active. Nests were considered successful only if signs of
successful fledging were observed [20].

Reproductive success was estimated by using daily survival rates (sq) and nesting
success (ps) sensu Mayfield [14] and estimating an average successful brood size (B).

pS =S4 ni (4)
where n is a duration of the period from the beginning of egg-laying to fledging of the

offspring.
As an alternative, the apparent, or naive, nest depredation was estimated as:
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apparent nest depredation rates =
= (number of depredated nests) + (number of all nests). 5)

Standard errors of sy and test-statistics (z) for evaluating variability of sy among
years, sites, and consecutive breeding attempts were calculated [21]. | approximated a
confidence interval for ps as a range of values between high and low estimates.

I used chi-square tests to evaluate variations of apparent nest depredation (computed
from the equation [5]) among years, consecutive breeding attempts, and sites. To account
for possible effects of temporal and spatial heterogeneity on average clutch size, hatched
brood size, and fledged brood size, | conducted analysis of variance (ANOVA, general
linear model).
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Fig. 1. Flow-chart summary of the single-renesting-double-brooding model of annual
fecundity.

The model presented at Fig. 1 is described by the equation (3). It assumes
homogeneity of Ovenbird nesting success (ps) and is limited by one renesting attempt after
nest failure (p,) while successful first broods and successful renesting attempts after the
failed first broods are followed by a second breeding with a probability pq.

Estimation of the annual survival of adult and juvenile females was conducted as
follows. Although it is possible to estimate the adult survival of songbirds by recapturing
marked birds, direct estimates of annual juvenile songbird survival are virtually
nonexistent because of high postnatal dispersal [22]. | used an alternative method based on
ratios of after-second-year (ASY) to second-year (SY) birds [13]:

PA=ASY + (ASY + SY). (6)

Females were captured on nests using a butterfly net and their age was identified by
the shape of the third rectrix [23]. Following Ricklefs [13], | considered probability of
juvenile female survival:

P,=0.5Pa )

To estimate probabilities of renesting and double brooding in SRDB model, | used an
indirect approach based on assumptions about the timing of reproduction, the duration of
successful breeding attempts, and the length of the breeding season [10]. I used field data
from three years of research to estimate breeding-season length (average time between the
earliest nest initiation and the latest fledging) and the duration of a nesting cycle from nest
initiation until fledging. | estimated the number of potential successful reproductions per
season (N) as:

N = (breeding-season length) + (duration of the nesting cycle +
+ interval between two consecutive cycles). (8)

Female Ovenbirds arrive on breeding grounds over an average interval of seven days
and start their nests over seven days from the date of arrival [11]. Nests initiated within
the first three weeks of the breeding season were considered first broods, nests initiated
within the next three weeks were assumed to represent renesting, and nests started from
week 7 on were attributed to second broods [24]. Assuming an independence of nests in
my study and constant nest-searching effort, | estimated the probability of renesting as:

pr = renesting attempts + [first broods x (1—ps)] 9
Using same assumptions, | assessed the probability of double-brooding in Ovenbird
populations at my study sites as the ratio of second broods to all preceding successful

nesting attempts:
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pg= second broods + (successful first broods + successful renesting attempts).  (10)
2. RESULTS

2.1. Reproductive chronology

From 1999 to 2001, 110 Ovenbird nests were found and monitored in the Great
Smoky Mountain National Park. On average among three years, the earliest nest initiation
took place on 14 April and the latest on 20 June, with fledging on 18 July. Therefore, the
breeding season of the Ovenbird lasted 96 days. The average nesting cycle lasted 31 days
for first broods and 30 days for renesting birds and second broods. Assuming a
conservative renesting interval of seven days, the duration of the breeding season at my
study sites (according to the equation [8]) would allow for two successful broods in a
season: 96 + 38 =2.5.

Fig. 2 illustrates how nests in my study were classified among consecutive
reproductive attempts. First nests were initiated on 29 April = 0.5 days (range: 14 April —
4 May; n = 62) and fledged on 29 May + 0.8 days (range: 15 May — 2 June). Renesting
peaked on 14 May + 1.1 days (n = 28) with a peak of fledging on 11 June + 2.3 days.
Second broods were estimated to start on 3 June + 1.7 days (n = 20) and fledge on 2 July +
2.9 days.
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Fig. 2. Timing of Ovenbird reproduction in the Great Smoky Mountains National
Park, 1999 — 2001.
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On the Fig. 2, initiated and fledged nests are shown on a weekly basis. It is clear that
the first three weeks represent the initiation of the first broods, renesting started on weeks
4—6, and the initiation of the second broods following successful first broods and
successful renesting attempts occurred during weeks 7—10.

2.2. Model parameterization

Annual reproductive success was estimated as follows. On average, Ovenbirds laid
4.49 £ 0.07 eggs per nest (range: 3—6; n = 89) and raised 3.79 + 0.19 fledglings (range:
1-6; n = 43) per successful brood. | found no significant site effect on clutch size, brood
size, or number of young fledged. Although clutch size varied significantly among years,
and both clutch and hatched brood sizes declined significantly over the breeding season
(Tables 1 and 2), | found no spatial or temporal heterogeneity in fledged brood sizes and
therefore used the same brood size (B) for all consecutive reproductive attempts in SRDB
model.

Table 1.
Temporal variation in Ovenbird reproductive parameters and nest depredation rates.

Statistical comparisons *

Parameters Among years ° Among consecutive broods °
2 F- 2 F-
X value f P X value f P
Clutch size — | 562 | 2| <001 — 20,06 | 2 < 0,001
Hatched brood size — 1083 2 0,44 — 147 | 2 <0,01
Fledged brood size o 0,02 | 2 098| — 114 | 2 0,33
H d
Nest depredation rates 040 | — 2 0,82 | 027 o 2 0,.88

# Chi-square test and ANOVA: general linear model.

©1999, 2000, and 2001.

° First broods, renesting after the first nest failure, and second broods.

¢ Apparent nest depredation (expressed as the ratios of depredated nests to all nests).

Rates of apparent nest predation did not vary among years, study sites, and
consecutive nesting attempts (Tables 1 and 2), and sq was not different between the
incubation and nestling stages (mean = 0.953; z = 0.70, P = 0.48). Nesting success was
estimated from the equation (4) at p; = 0.310 (range: 0.266—0.362) (Table 3).
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Table 2.
Spatial variation in Ovenbird reproductive parameters and nest depredation rates.

Parameters Statistical comparisons among study sites
Ve F-value | df P
Clutch size o 0,43 6 0,86
Hatched brood size T 0,59 5 0.71
Fledged brood size _ 1,25 5 0,31
Nest depredation rates 0,74 _ 4 0,95

Annual Ovenbird female survival was computed using equation (6) from the sample
of 30 captured and marked breeding females: P, = 0.633 + 0.088, P;= 0.317 £+ 0.044.
Probabilities of renesting and double-brooding were estimated from my field data using
equations (9) and (10): p, =28 +~ [62 x (1-0.31)] = 0.655; pg = 20 ~ 40 = 0.5 (Table 3).

Table 3.
Annual survival of adult (P, ) and juvenile (P;) females, and annual fecundity (F) in
Ovenbird populations with single renesting and double-brooding (SRDB model).

Estimates 2 Pa P, B Sq Ps Fx P Fsroge©
Mean 0.633 0.317 3.79 0.953 0.310 1.16 0.99
Low ¢ 0.545 0.273 3.60 0.947 0.266 1.67 0.80
High ¢ 0.721 0.361 3.98 0.959 0.362 0.77 1.21

# Successful brood size (B), daily nest survival rate (sq) and nesting success (ps) were
estimated from this study.

® Equilibrium fecundity of Ovenbirds (i.e. annual fecundity corresponding to 4 = 1).

° SRDB model-scenario e includes rates of renesting (p, = 0.655) and double-brooding (py =
0.5) estimated from this study.

¢ ‘Low’ and 'high' values of P,, P;, B, s4 and p correspond to the lower and upper limits of
their estimated 95% confidence intervals, respectively. 'Low and 'high' values of F and F*
approximate their lower and upper confidence limits. They were computed from either ‘low’ or
‘high' values of all other parameters in the equation (3).

I then used empirical values of p, for computing annual fecundity and population
growth rates in the SRDB model scenarios ¢ and e while empirical values of py were used
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for computation of F and 4 in scenarios d and e. | applied mean, low, and high estimates
of B, Pa, Py, and ps for estimating annual fecundity (Table 4). Mean Fsrpg . = 0.99 (range:
0.80—1.21) female fledglings per breeding female. The corresponding value of equilibrium
fecundity was F* = 1.16 female offspring per reproducing female (range: 0.77—1.67).

Table 4.

Ovenbird population growth rates from the single-renesting-double-brooding model

(scenarios a-e).

Model scenarios 2 p.° Pg° X low 2 mean D igh”
a 0 0 0.675 0.819 0.981
b 1 0 0.771 0.947 1.146
c 0.655 0 0.739 0.903 1.089
d 1 0.5 0.801 0.996 1.223
e 0.655 0.5 0.764 0.945 1.156

:Model scenarios use estimates of annual adult female survival (P, = 0.633 +0.088), fledged
broodsize (B =3.79 +0.19), and nesting success (ps = 0.310¢an, 0.266)5y, and 0.362y,;4,) from this
study. Annual survival of juwvenile females is assumed half of P, (P; = 0.317 + 0.044) — see
equation (7).

® Renesting rate (ratio of renesting attempts to previously failed nests). Scenarios ¢ and e use
estimates of p, from this study (0.655).

° Double-brooding rate (ratio of second broods to the sum of successful first broods and
successful renesting attempts ). Scenarios d and e use estimates of py from this study (0.5).

9 Ranges of 4 -values represent approximate 95% confidence intervals.

Computer simulations of Ovenbird population growth rates on my study sites in the
Great Smoky Mountain National Park based on the SRDB model yielded the following
results. Scenario d with assumed 100% renesting rate after nest failure and empirical
estimate of double-brooding rate at 50% was the only scenario to yield lambda
approaching 1 (4 = 0.996; range: 0.801—1.223)., i.e. a population at equilibrium. However,
assumptions of the scenario d can be hardly expected to occur in the Ovenbird
populations.

All other scenarios of the SRDB model resulted in much lower population growth
rates (Table 4). For example, monocyclic reproduction without renesting (scenario a)
yielded the lowest 2 = 0.819 (range: 0.675-0.981) while scenario e based on empirical
estimates of both renesting and double-brooding rates resulted in 42 = 0.945 (range:
0.764—1.156).

3. DISCUSSION

3.1. Annual female survival and components of annual fecundity

Survival estimates based on the recapture of birds marked in previous years are
negatively biased because of dispersal [25] and incomplete site fidelity [26]. Of a very few
studies that measured annual survival rates of adult Ovenbirds directly, only one study
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specifically estimated female survival [27], because territorial males are much easier to
detect and capture than females. My indirect estimate of adult female survival from the
age ratios (P = 0.633 + 0.088) agreed with recent published estimates from unfragmented
landscapes based on band returns (0.61 £ 0.09 [15]; 0.60 = 0.06 [27]). It appeared to be on
the high end of published estimates that range from 0.02 to 0.85, as reported in Table 3 in
Bayne and Hobson [27].

Contrary to some findings that later in the season Ovenbirds breed more successfully
[28], | found no evidence of seasonal variability in successful brood size and daily nest
survival rates on my study sites. Therefore, | was able to use the same empirically derived
values of these model parameters for consecutive reproductive attempts. Both daily nest
survival rates (Sq = 0.953 + 0.006) and average fledged brood size (B = 3.79 £ 0.19) in my
study were derived from large samples, and they are within the range of published rates
for contiguous forested habitats (S; and B ranging 0.945-0.985 and 2.94—4.30,
respectively [15—17, 29]).

Direct measurements of renesting and double-brooding rates based on observations
of marked birds are very complicated. Within-season dispersal and incomplete site fidelity
that are poorly studied in this species may further confound estimates [30]. Published data
on renesting probabilities of Ovenbirds are virtually non-existent. In my study, there were
only three clear instances of double-brooding and one instance of renesting next to a failed
nest. My indirect estimates, p, = 0.655 and py = 0.5, were based solely on nesting
chronology. Typically, the Ovenbird is considered a monocyclic species with only a few
instances of true second broods ever encountered [11]. Therefore, it was highly unlikely
that my computed values of py and, consequently, of annual fecundity were
underestimated, even though it is quite possible that at the southern boundary of the
species' breeding range, Ovenbird populations may have a higher py than populations
farther north because of a longer breeding season.

3.2. Population growth models and population trends vs. depredation rates

Breeding Bird Survey data for the Ovenbird in the southern Appalachian region
suggest consistent population declines at an average annual rate of 1.5% while
surrounding areas sustain growing populations [12]. Although | observed no evidence of
large Ovenbird population changes during three years of research in the Great Smoky
Mountain National Park [24], my data on population growth rates implied negative
population trend in this species: all scenarios of the single-renesting-double-brooding
model but one vyielded A considerably less than 1. Scenario d produced population
approaching equilibrium, although the assumption of 100% renesting rate seemed highly
unrealistic (Table 4). Given strict monitoring protocol, the criteria used to assess nest
fates, and large sample sizes, | feel that my estimates of ps and B are quite accurate. My
indirect empirical estimate of annual female survival complied with published data [27],
and along with computed renesting and double-brooding rates, it does not seem to be
understated. Therefore, | believe that the model parameter causing 4 <1 is the nest survival
rate.

Nest depredation is the most common cause of ground-nesting songbird nest failure
[31]. Except for two instances of parental birds taken by predators, all other reproductive
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failures in my study were caused by nest depredation. In most published studies, higher
rates of predation are attributed to higher degrees of forested habitat fragmentation [32].
However, this is not always true due to the “paradox of predation” [33]: high quality
forests in Great Smoky Mountain National Park attracted a variety of abundant reptilian,
avian, and mammalian predators ranging from voles, wood rats, flying squirrels, and
opossums to various snakes, Blue Jays, and even black bears [34]. Therefore, the best
pristine habitats of the Great Smoky Mountain National Park were not ecologically
significant sources but rather “ecological traps” [35] for the Ovenbird that evaluates
habitat quality mainly from visual cues. On the other hand, in some of the affected by
human activities adjacent landscapes, breeding success and annual productivity could
have been higher, which would explain growing Ovenbird populations reported by
Breeding Bird Survey [12], because many of the above predators were absent or scarce in
lower quality fragmented forests.

CONCLUSIONS: IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE CONSERVATION STRATEGIES

Although accurate assessment of population status is vital for developing
demographic models for conservation and management [36], current population models of
migratory songbirds are usually based on assumptions about female survival rates and
empirical measures of fecundity. They generally ignore the potential influence of variation
in rates of renesting and double-brooding. Accurate empirical estimates of these
parameters will significantly improve existing songbird population models. Direct
methods for estimating these parameters should be used whenever feasible.

The “paradox of predation’ could potentially lead to unpredictable population
dynamics. Therefore, besides assigning to the high quality pristine landscapes protected
status a priori, an effective strategy for the protection of rare species at the regional level
should also include examination of the specifics of spatial and temporal dynamics of its
populations and possible inclusion of the lower quality habitats in the regional network of
protected areas. Logically, it could be even necessary to actively protect suitable patches
not inhabited by the species, but which could be subsequently colonized by it as a result of
its source-sink dynamics and metapopulation dynamics.
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Honoabcknii A.JI. Opranusanus oxXpaHseMbIX IPHPOJHBIX TePPUTOPHUIl HA OCHOBE MO/ e THPOBAHMS
NonyJIAMMOHHON auHamuku peakux BuaoB / AJL IMogosabckuii // Yuewbie 3amicku TaBpuaeckoro
HaIoHaJbHOro yHuBepcureta umenn B. WM. Bepuaackoro. — Cepust «I'eorpadms». — 2013. — T. 26 (65), Ne 3.
-C.1719—-.

D¢ddekTUBHOCT CcOXpaHeHuss OHOpa3HOOOpa3us 3aBHCHT OT TPABWIHHOTO TIOHIMAHWA —TOMYJISLIMOHHON
CTPYKTYPBI M IPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHOW JMHAMHUKHM OXpaHSEMbIX BHIOB. MeTaromy/sIMOHHAS UHAMUMKA
MOXKET TPUBECTH K BBIMHUPAHHUIO JIOKAJBHBIX MOMYJSIIMA B OTJEJNBHBIX Mapleuiax JaHamadTra He3aBUCHUMO OT
Ka4ecTBa MECTOOOWTAaHMII M MpPOBOJMMBIX TPUPOROOXpaHHBIX Mep. C Apyroil CTOPOHBI, TOMYJIAIMOHHAS
JUHAMUKA 10 TPUHIMIY «HUCTOYHMKOB M DAaKOBHH» MOXET BbI3BaTh IICPEHACHILECHUE OJaroNpUATHBIX
MECTOOOUTaHMH Pa3MHOXKAIOIMMHUCS OCOOSMU U CHENAaTh 3TH YJaCTKH «HUCTOYHHKAMID) IBIIMIIKA 0COOCH ML
3aceNieHmsT OJIBNEeKAalMX YJacTKOB XY/IIETO KadecTBa («PakoBUMH»). B 3TOM SKONOrMIecKoM CLeHapHn
OXpaHa MEHee KaueCTBEHHbIX YYacTKOB JaHAmadra NOMKHA OBITh BKIIOYEHA B OOLIYIO MPHOPHUTETHYIO
CTpPaTETHIO OXPAHbl PEJKIX BHIOB.

Kniouegvte cnoga: ronmoBasi TPONYKTMBHOCTb, TOOBas BBDKHBAEMOCTH, NOJIMIMKIHUECKOE Pa3sMHOKEHHUE,
MOJIEJH TIOMyJSIMOHHOIO  POCTa, MOBTOPHOE THe3jioBaHue, Seiurus aurocapilla.

Hoponbckiii A.JI. Opranizanis 3axuine HUX NPUPOJHUX TePUTOPiil Ha OCHOBI MO/IeIIOBAaHHA AUHAMIKH
HaceJeHHsl piakicnux BuaiB / AJl. Tomoabckiii // Bueni 3amicku TaBpilicbKOro HalfiOHAILHOTO
yuiBepcurety iMeHi B.l.Bepragcekoro. — Cepist «I'eorpadis». — 2013. — T. 26 (65), Ne 3. — C. 179 — 191..
EdexruBHiCT 30€epeskeHHs OIOpI3BHOMAHITTS 3aJIeKUTh Bil MPAaBIIBHOTO PO3YMIHHSA CTPYKTYpPH TOIYJIIHH, a
TaKo)X THMYAcCOBOI i MPOCTOPOBOI IMHAMIKM PITKiCHUX BHIIB. MeTanomyisimiiHa IUHAMIKA MOXKE NMPUBECTH
10 3HWKHEHHs MICLEBUX TOMYJLIH y NESKHX palioHaX KpaeBHAY, HE3aJIC)KHO Bill SKOCTI MICLS MPOXUBAHHA
Ta TPUPOAOOXOPOHAEMUX 3yCHWIb. 3 iHIIOr0 OOKy, MOMyJsiiHA OUHAMIKA THIy "MKeped 1 pakoBHH' MOXe
NPUBECTH /IO IPHCYTHOCTI HAaATO 0araToro po3BeACHHS TBAapUH Y CHPYSTIMBOMY CEPEIIOBHILI MPOKUBAHHI.
Sk pe3ymbTaT, I TEPUTOPI MOXKYTH CTATH "IKepelamMu' HaJJHIIKA (BUYHUX Ocid MO0y AUITHOK HMBBKOL
skocTi ("pakoBuHM"). Y IpOMY BHIAQJKy 3aXHCT HABKOJMIIHBOIO CEPEJOBHIIA MEHIIOl SIKOCTI paiioHIB
KpaeBWly MOBMHHI OYTH BKJIFOYEHI B MPIOPUTETHY CTPATETIO 3aXUCTY PIIKICHUX BHIIB.

Knrouosi cnosa: mopiaHa NPOIYKTUBHICTH, IIOPIMHE BIDKMBAHHS, MOJNIIMKIIYHE BIITBOPCHHSI, MOIEINI
3pOCTaHHs TIOMyJIsILil, HEOAHOpPa30Bi BKJIaaeHHs, Seiurus aurocapilla.
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