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Introduction

VVegetation remnants in the eastern Darling Downs are highly
fragmented and greatly reduced in size. Since 1975 there has
been up to a 60% reduction in native vegetation in the
region. Little is known about habitat quality and condition of
remnant and re-growth vegetation, including endangered
ecosystems such as bluegrass grasslands & semi-evergreen
vine thickets.

The objective of this research was to compare plant species
richness, condition and habitat complexity in remnant
vegetation in the study area.

Figure 1: Map of north eastern Murray-Darling Basin
showing location of study area

Mu;ray Darling Basin
........................................ o £ Resu lts & DiSCUSSion
Queensland _ _ _
e richness =31-83 spp./500m2; habitat complexity = 6-17;
SO condition = 23-31.
Study Area bowoomba e significant patterns in species richness, complexity and
o]  Brisban condition across vegetation types (Fig. 2).
vt h»“ ] e grasslands - low complexity, fewer species, high condition.
= e Mt Coolibah & Ironbark/Mt Coolibah woodlands - low
N & condition, intermediate richness and complexity:.
<{}> New South Wales : .
: > e richness-complexity strongly correlated (Rs= 0.54 P<0.001);
= richness-condition poorly related (Rs= -0. 20 P>0.05).
Figure 2: Comparison of Species Richness, Habitat While species richness alone is not a
Methods Complexity and Condition across vegetation types  definitive attribute of vegetation, current
_ theory would suggest that richness would
e 43 sites were sampled across 11 F be related to condition.
vegetation types in the study area in (@72 Spectes Richness
southern Queensland (Fig. 1). uevestP<00s  PNayelopments in assessing soil condition?

C

~
o

and habitat quality®> may prove to work
well where there are suitable reference
sites; however, broader application of
condition indices, particularly in regions
that are highly modified, may require
considerable internal calibration.
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e Plant species richness was determined
in a single 500 m<4 quadrat at each site.
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e Habitat complexity! was derived from
vegetation structure (FPC of strata,
cover of litter, logs etc) and other
biophysical attributes (e.g. hollows,
stags etc).

Number of Species (/500m?)

[EEN
o
T

o

(b) Habitat Complexity Score ConCIUSionS

Tukey test, P < 0.05

e A measure of vegetation condition
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was derived from the summation of complx . : C There is a need for simple, robust and
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across vegetation types; Spearman S Methods for habitat complexity have been
Rank ~ correlations examined =1 developed for some time and have been
relationships between attributes. SR rigorously tested over a range of
ecosystems.
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