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TRODUCTION (that provides a short background on the study location
and our methodologies used from 2009-2016)
here do birds prefer to forage in Dolores River riparia
oitats? (in relation to availability of plant species), and wh:
opod prey are available to birds? (what insect ord
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£ b

190 )

Kilometers




Overvie\ ribution

>600,000 ha

From TMap web site




’)

o s ;;2.'}71 i

Jamison, Bean, Johnson, van Riper -
2018. SW Ent 43:571-584.







Sample = 25 vertical swe
plant species

Identified insects
to morphologicz

Estim




otured birds with mist
and attached
nitters to observe
behavior

Nt species

Cowan, Phillip. Wilson’s Warbler. 2011. http://www.flickr.com. May 2013.
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Lazuli Bunting (LABU) Common Yellowthroat (COYE) Blue Grosbeak (BLGR)
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Gray Vireo

Warbling Vireo

Blue-gray Gnatcatcher

Orange-crowned Warbler

Virginia's Warbler

Common Yellowthroat

Yellow Warbler

Black-throated Gray Warbler
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1ropods by plant spe
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Plant species

Puckett & van Riper. 2014. USGS
OFR: No 2014-1100



Where do birds prefer to forage (in relation

to availability of plant species) and what
thropod prey are available to birds?

2) Are tame 0 birds and

what do birds [



Palatability of tamarisk beetles

alatability often
edictable on the basis of:

oration
vior

— presence
defensive cc
plants
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Araneae

Abundance

= Desert Olive (69)
=== Greasewood (56)
e Grass (101)

= Rabbitbrush (82)

Coleoptera

== Sagebrush (72)

e

Sumac (57)
e==Tamarisk (56)

Willow (73)

D. carinulata
Heteroptera
Auchenorrhyncha
Hymenoptera
Lepidoptera
Orthoptera

Arthropod category

Mean biomass (mg)

o©
[uny
o

per sample
o
5

Biomass (mg)

-
]

Araneae
Coleoptera

D. carinulata
Diptera
Heteroptera
Auchenorrhyncha
Hymenoptera
Lepidoptera
Orthoptera

Arthropod category

= Desert Olive (69)

== Greasewood (56)

e Grass (101)

= Rabbitbrush (82)

== Sagebrush (72)
Sumac (57)

e==Tamarisk (56)

Willow (73)
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Van Riper, Puckett, Darrah. 2018.
Biol.Invasions 20:3145-3159




Where do birds prefer to forage (in relation
to availability of plant species) and what

thropod prey are available to birds?

irisk beetles palatable to

3) Following tamarisk removal, how do birds
respond to this habitat alteration?
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Mean (£SE) stem densities (# per hectare) per year of ni

ecies at two sites (Middle Dolores [MIDO] and Low
O]) along the Dolores River in southwestern Co

Tamarisk Desert Olive Rabbitbrush Greasewood Big Sage
Forestiera Artemisia

Salix gooddingii Tamarix spp. neomexicana Ericameria spp. Rhus trilobata Sarcobatus spp. tridentata

n 105.9 (17.5) 19.9 (15.1) 27.8 (8.7) 18 (4.4) 20.3 (7.9) 3(1.5) 16.5 (7.8)
n 84.6 (7.9) 7.5 (5.4) 17.6 (6.9) 17.5 (5.2) 18.5 (7.5) 3.7 (3.0) 14.9 (5.1)
‘ 62.3 (29.7) 0 14.6 (6.8) 5.1(3.0) 16.8 (6.1) 4.7 (4.0) 7.7 (3.3)
‘ 67.3 (27.5) 0 10.2 (5.1) 5.9 (2.8) 9.0 (3.9) 0.2 (0.2) 1.8 (0.8)
n 56.8 (28.3) 0.7 (0.6) 15.5 (7.5) 8.1(3.1) 17.8 (4.5) 2.3(2.3) 7.6 (5.3)
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—a
]
1

—u
=
1

S
]
1

0.0

Song Sparrow

©
<
2]
E=
i
21}
—
[
e
Q
o

oy
(@]
1

Site
— LODO
= -MIDO

Darrah & van Riper 2018.
Biol Invasions 20:709-720




Conclusions

Birds did frequently forage in tamarisk. Forming 18% of all
~ available plant substrate, tamarisk was selected 25% of the
time by birds.

en Tamarisk leaf beetles were super-abundant in o
res study areas, they constituted over 60% of al
nod numbers and biomass, but beetles co
1all percentage (2%) of the diets of birds
han 5% of total insect biomass




Future Considerations

1. Tamarisk provides an important vegetation
component for birds in a riparian ecosystem.

If tamarisk is removed, revegetation with
imilar stature plant species will be neces:
naintain/improve avian population

yortant to monitor changes i
mposition and i
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