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Does the EN in commercially afforested 
areas extend species’ habitat beyond the 
borders of nature reserves?

Does
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Plant species 
compositions 
between all 

vegetation 
types in both 
ENs (clear) 
and nature 

reserves 
(solid).

Animal species compositions between all vegetation types
ANOSIM: R = -0.058, p  = 0.675

Stress: 0.12

Conclusions

Although species richness is higher in reserves for 

some habitats, most show similar richness

Compositionally communities were more similar 
between ENs and reserves compared to habitats, thus 

conservation of as many of these different habitats in 
the ENs should become a priority
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Multi-taxa approach to determine the optimal 

design for ecological networks 
Overall Aim:

Using a multi-taxa approach determine how to best 

design ecological networks to maximize the 
conservation of biodiversity 

These data only 

from butterflies 
and dragonflies

Determination of the edge zones Sampling design

Determination of the edge zones

VS VS

VS VS 0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

MEu MIF MPCor MPM MPRes MPY ZCor ZRes

a

a

a

b

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

s
p

e
c

ie
s

 p
e

r 
s

ta
ti

o
n



5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

F3 F2 F1 B O1 O2 O3 O4 O5

Eucalypt

Natural Forest

Average

Pine

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

s
p

e
c

ie
s

 p
e

r 
s

ta
ti

o
n

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

F3 F2 F1 B O1 O2 O3 O4 O5

Young Pine

Meduim Pine

Mature Pine

Average

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

s
p

e
c

ie
s

 p
e

r 
s

ta
ti

o
n

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

5.0

F3 F2 F1 B O1 O2 O3 O4 O5

Midlands-corridor

Midlands-reserve

Zululand-corridor

Zululand reserve

Average

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

s
p

e
c

ie
s

 p
e

r 
s

ta
ti

o
n

Stress: 0.12

nMDS for Zululand sites

Factorial GLM of species richness to variables

1.931345361035.196Error

0.2727921.2051262.3275012.3281*2*3*4

0.2488561.3326122.5737212.574Veg cov er*Env iro score*Station dist

0.4504480.5703601.1015611.102Road score*Env iro score*Station dist

0.2837301.1514452.2238312.224Road score*Veg cover*Station-rank

0.0909262.8682205.5395015.539Road score*Veg cover*Env iro score

0.0348554.4749738.6426818.643Env iro-score*Station-dist

0.3814930.7671491.4816211.482Veg cov er*Station dist

0.6057070.2667880.5152610.515Road score*Station-dist

0.0159545.84499711.28865111.289Veg cov er*Env iro score

0.6701400.1816380.3508010.351Road score*Env iro score

0.1651661.9315503.7304713.730Road score*Veg cover

0.0080927.06577613.64639113.646{4}Station distance

0.1338622.2539624.3531614.353{3}Environmental score

0.1074482.6000675.0216015.022{2}Vegetation cov er

0.7161150.1323850.2556810.256{1}Road score

0.1814051.7907283.4585013.458Intercept

pFMS
Degrees of 

freedom
SSTest

Conclusions

Natural forests and young plantation have higher species 
richness within forested areas

Butterfly and dragonfly species richness does not 

decrease as you approach the forest edge, thus 
suggesting if present in the corridor they will use the 

whole corridor
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