Burmese Pythons and Urbanization Shape the Meso-mammal
Community in the Everglades
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INTRODUCTION: MAMMAL DECLINE
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INTRODUCTION: PYTHON INVASION
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INTRODUCTION: WHAT WE KNOW
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DO OTHER MAMMALS RESPOND LIKE MARSH RABBITS?
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METHODS : STUDY DESIGN

Mammal presence/absence surveys
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POTENTIAL DRIVERS: PYTHONS
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POTENTIAL DRIVERS: URBANIZATION
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POTENTIAL DRIVERS: INTERACTIONS
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POTENTIAL DRIVERS: HYDROLOGY
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POTENTIAL DRIVERS: VEGETATION
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METHODS:HIERARCHAL OCCUPANCY MODEL

Species response to drivers
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COMMUNITY METRICS: RICHNESS
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COMMUNITY METRICS: SIMILARITY




RESULTS: VEGETATION
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RESULTS: URBANIZATION
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RICHNESS
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RESULTS: PYTHONS
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RESULTS: PYTHONS-URBAN INTERACTION
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Estimated Number of Species

© 00-1.0
o 10-19
O 18-29
(O 29-239

O 39-49
() s9-58

Estimated Pythons/km 2

- High: 74
“~Low: 0
\
0 15 20 60 Kilometers ,5\

Il I I J




FINDINGS
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Findings
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Findings:
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* All species distribution negatively related to python density J




FINDINGS

Findings:

* All species distribution negatively related to python density“
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Findings:
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* Reduced community-level python effects near urbanization J
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FINDINGS

Findings:

— Robust populations
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* Reduced community-level python effects near urbanization \/

— Python removal
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Specles richness varied by vegetation
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