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Abstract
1. The restoration of habitats degraded by industrial disturbance is essential for 

achieving conservation objectives in disturbed landscapes. In boreal ecosys-
tems, disturbances from seismic exploration lines and other linear features have 
adversely affected biodiversity, most notably leading to declines in threatened 
woodland caribou. Large- scale restoration of disturbed habitats is needed, yet 
empirical assessments of restoration effectiveness on wildlife communities re-
main rare.

2. We used 73 camera trap deployments from 2015 to 2019 and joint species distri-
bution models to investigate how habitat use by the larger vertebrate community 
(>0.2 kg) responded to variation in key seismic line characteristics (line- of- sight, 
width, density and mounding) following restoration treatments in a landscape dis-
turbed by oil and gas development in northeastern Alberta.

3. The proportion of variation explained by line characteristics was low in compari-
son to habitat type and season, suggesting short- term responses to restoration 
treatments were relatively weak. However, we found that lines with character-
istics consistent with restored conditions were predicted to support an altered 
community composition, with reduced use by wolf and coyote, thereby indicat-
ing that line restoration will result in reduced contact rates between caribou and 
these key predators.

4. Synthesis and applications. Our analysis provides a framework to assess and predict 
wildlife community responses to emerging restoration efforts. With the growing 
importance of habitat restoration for caribou and other vertebrate species, we 
recommend longer- term monitoring combined with landscape- scale comparisons 
of different restoration approaches to more fully understand and direct these crit-
ical conservation investments. Only by combining rigorous multispecies monitor-
ing with large- scale restoration, will we effectively conserve biodiversity within 
rapidly changing environments.
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1  | INTRODUC TION

Rapid landscape change to meet humanity's growing resource con-
sumption represents a major threat to global biodiversity (Díaz 
et al., 2019; Maxwell et al., 2016). Reconciling economic develop-
ment with biodiversity conservation is an urgent imperative re-
quiring bold and effective actions (Doak et al., 2014). While the 
expansion of protected areas is a critical part of global conservation 
efforts (e.g. half- earth: Büscher et al., 2017; Wilson, 2016), the need 
for ambitious conservation and restoration in disturbed landscapes 
is increasingly highlighted (Kremen & Merenlender, 2018). For ex-
ample, the global Bonn Challenge seeks to restore 350 million ha 
of degraded forest landscapes by 2030 (Stanturf et al., 2019). To be 
effective, such ambitious efforts need to be guided by rigorously as-
sessing socio- ecological responses to restoration.

Traditionally, restoration monitoring has been largely focused 
on plant recovery (McAlpine et al., 2016); however, it is increasingly 
apparent that ecosystem- based multi- trophic approaches incorpo-
rating interacting community members are vital for effective res-
toration (Fraser et al., 2015; Ritchie et al., 2012). Frameworks that 
consider community structure and species interactions in evaluating 
restoration initiatives are emerging as a critical global endeavour, par-
ticularly where restoring wildlife habitats is needed to re- establish 
species interactions altered by anthropogenic disturbances.

Industrial development to extract natural resources creates 
substantial disturbances in many of the world's ecosystems (Butt 
et al., 2013; Venter et al., 2016). For example, petroleum develop-
ment in the Canadian oil sands region has been linked to altered 
habitat composition, structure and pollutant levels which led to 
changes in the composition of terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity 
(e.g. Fisher & Burton, 2018; Kelly et al., 2009; Mahon et al., 2019). 
Seismic lines— linear clear- cuts used for petroleum exploration— are 
ubiquitous in western boreal landscapes (Lee & Boutin, 2006) and 
contribute to disturbance patterns without historical or natural an-
alogues (Pickell et al., 2015). Seismic lines influence the boreal for-
est structure in many ways, including altered micro- site topography 
(e.g. Caners & Lieffers, 2014) and vegetation species composition 
(e.g.Abib et al., 2019; Van Rensen et al., 2015). Such changes lead 
to altered habitat use, species interactions and community composi-
tion of wildlife (Finnegan, Pigeon, et al., 2018; Pattison et al., 2020). 
Compounding these impacts, natural regeneration of seismic lines is 
neither rapid nor ubiquitous (Lee & Boutin, 2006); seismic lines often 
do not follow typical successional trajectories observed after natu-
ral disturbances but rather remain suspended in early successional 
states (Finnegan, et al., 2018; Finnegan et al., 2019; Van Rensen 
et al., 2015). The implications of negligible natural regeneration 
for the boreal ecosystem are profound: alterations in plant species 
composition and habitat structure, in turn, alter food webs, facilitate 
the arrival of invasive generalist species (e.g. white- tailed deer— 
Odocoileus virginianus) and put habitat specialists (such as the wood-
land caribou— Rangifer tarandus) at risk (Van Rensen et al., 2015).

Given that natural regeneration is not sufficient to restore seismic 
lines to their previous state, active restoration efforts have emerged 

as an important focus for the conservation of caribou and other com-
ponents of boreal biodiversity (e.g. Bentham & Coupal, 2015; Filicetti 
et al., 2019). Seismic line restoration initiatives focus on modifying sev-
eral line characteristics that are assumed to influence both predators 
and prey, thereby restoring species interactions to pre- disturbance 
conditions. Reduction in the density of linear features on the land-
scape through habitat restoration should ultimately support threat-
ened caribou populations through the reduction of predator– prey 
contact rates (Newton et al., 2017). To date, the majority of studies 
assessing the potential impacts of seismic line restoration on caribou 
have been simulation- based (e.g. Serrouya et al., 2020; Spangenberg 
et al., 2019; Yemshanov et al., 2019), and empirical assessments of 
restoration effectiveness remain rare (but see Tattersall et al., 2020a).

Empirical assessments of restoration effectiveness are com-
plicated by the fact that altered line characteristics (i.e. vegetation 
profiles and physical attributes; Finnegan, MacNearney, et al., 2018) 
have the potential to influence multiple, interacting species in the 
vertebrate community (e.g. Fisher & Burton, 2018; Heim et al., 2019). 
Community- level assessments are therefore needed, and an emerging 
approach for evaluating responses across multiple interacting species 
is through the use of joint species distribution models (Ovaskainen 
& Abrego, 2020; Warton et al., 2015). This approach jointly models 
detections across multiple taxonomic groups while accounting for 
environmental predictors, allowing the quantification of residual 
correlations (co- occurrences) between species. Understanding how 
the vertebrate community responds to habitat restoration, and the 
potential interactions between species within the community (Aslan 
et al., 2016), is of key importance if we want to make informed and 
effective conservation decisions which maximize the benefits of hab-
itat restoration (Burgar et al., 2019; Fraser et al., 2015).

Here, we used camera traps to empirically determine the re-
sponse of the terrestrial vertebrate community to seismic line char-
acteristics in northeastern Alberta. As the slow rate of vegetation 
growth in boreal forests precluded longitudinal assessments of 
restoration effectiveness through time, we used a space- for- time 
approach which capitalized on recent linear restoration activities 
that resulted in diverse seismic line characteristics hypothesized 
to differentially affect species within the community. We exam-
ined community- level responses to seismic line restoration using 
standardized camera trap deployments, controlling for variation in 
habitat, seasonality, temporal trend and sampling effort. We tested 
the overarching hypothesis that species within the community show 
divergent responses to seismic line characteristics, and used model 
predictions to assess the potential effectiveness of restoration ac-
tivities at restoring community composition.

2  | MATERIAL S AND METHODS

2.1 | Study site

The study was conducted within a 570 km2 area of western sedimen-
tary basin boreal forest along the Athabasca River, approximately 
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70 km southwest of Fort McMurray, Alberta (Figure 1). The site is 
situated within the Athabasca Oil Sands Region, and is composed 
of a matrix of lowland terrain (consisting of wet, poorly drained, 
bogs and fens) and mesic upland sites (primarily along river valleys). 
The anthropogenic habitat disturbance in the site is principally re-
lated to legacy seismic lines, with a moderate seismic line density of 
1.1 km/km2 (below the eastern Alberta average of 1.5 km/km2; Lee 
& Boutin, 2006) and an average line width of 5 m.

The initiative to restore legacy seismic lines in the study area 
(Algar Caribou Habitat Restoration Program) began treating lines in 
2012 and was completed in 2015 (Nexen & Silvacom, 2015). The 
programme's origins, objectives and definitions are described in 
more detail in Tattersall et al. (2020b). For the purposes of assess-
ing wildlife responses to the restoration programme, we identified 
line segments according to five experimental categories as sampling 
strata: (a) ‘active restoration’ sections prepared by mechanically 
mounding soil, adding coarse woody material (i.e. dead trees), and 
planting black spruce seedlings in densities (400– 1,200 stems/ha); 
(b) ‘passive restoration’ sections where naturally regenerating vege-
tation (>1.5 m in height and crown cover >50%) was protected from 
any human disturbance; (c) ‘human use’ segments were maintained 
in an open state for human access; (d) ‘control’ line sections were 
candidate areas for active restoration set aside as un- manipulated 
controls; and (d) ‘offline’ areas were in contiguous forest at least 
100 m from a seismic line.

2.2 | Camera trap sampling

We deployed 73 camera stations using a stratified random design, 
with stations within each of the five strata resulting in sample sizes 
of 22 active restoration, 12 passive restoration, 14 human use, 12 
control and 13 offline. Two stations, including one control and one 
passive restoration, were converted to human use in April 2018. The 
average spacing between camera traps was 1.44 km (min = 0.34 km; 
max = 3.00 km). The number of camera stations increased over 
time: an initial deployment in November 2015 (24 stations) focused 
on actively restored and control lines, an expansion of 36 stations 
in November 2016 to increase actively restored line coverage and 
extend into human use and passively regenerating lines, and a final 
expansion in November 2017 (13 stations) to provide an offline con-
trol (see Appendix S1 in Supporting Information). Cameras were run 
continuously at the same location from the date of deployment until 
November 2019 (aside from times when cameras failed or the views-
hed was obscured by snow; Appendix S1). All stations had a single 
Reconyx PC900 camera trap set at approximately 1 m height at the 
edge of a line (or wildlife trail for offline stations), perpendicular to 
the line feature and approximately 3– 5 m from the line centre to 
minimize variation in detection probability across camera stations. 
Cameras were set to take one photograph with each detection, with 
no lag time between detections. The species and observed group 
size of all resultant images were identified by one of four observers 
(CB, CS, ET and JB), and images of uncertain identity were referred to 

a fifth observer (ACB) for verification. Raw detection data were ag-
gregated into ‘independent detections’ by grouping detection events 
of a given species at a given station that occurred within 30 min of a 
previous detection (Rovero & Zimmermann, 2016). All species which 
could be reliably identified to species level were initially included 
(Appendix S2), with 709 observations of non- identifiable species re-
moved out of 7,821 total observations.

2.3 | Modelling framework

We used a joint species distribution modelling approach im-
plemented in the Bayesian ‘Hierarchical Modelling of Species 
Communities’ (HMSC) package v3.0 (Tikhonov et al., 2020) within 
the R statistical environment. Joint species distribution models re-
late multivariate response terms (here species counts in a given time 
interval) to hypothesized predictors through a regression frame-
work while quantifying species co- occurrences through random 
effects (Tikhonov et al., 2020). We do not interpret the estimated 
species- level co- occurrences as species interactions (see Blanchet 
et al., 2020), rather we consider them to represent systematic covar-
iance in station- level counts between species that is not explained 
by the predictors in the model. The response term in our models 
was a two- dimensional ‘station_time’ by species matrix, where each 
row specified the number of independent detection events within a 
given 6- month (seasonal) time period for a given station. Any station- 
time period with less than 30 camera- days of sampling effort (due to 
camera malfunction) was excluded from the modelling. We assumed 
that our response variable— the number of independent detection 
events per 6- month seasonal period— was an index of ‘habitat use’ by 
species (following Tattersall et al., 2020). While the index of habitat 
use does not directly account for imperfect detection (i.e. an animal 
using the location, but not detected), we took steps to standardize 
detection probability between cameras (specifically using the same 
camera trap make and model set at consistent heights (70– 100 cm), 
angles [parallel] and target viewsheds). We also focus interpretation 
on within- species shifts in habitat use rather than direct compari-
son of detection rates between species, which would be more in-
fluenced by species traits (e.g. home range size, mobility and body 
size; Devarajan et al., 2020). Crucially, the occupancy modelling 
framework often proposed to address imperfect detection is also 
susceptible to bias related to animal movement behaviour in camera 
trap surveys (Neilson et al., 2018).

Five seismic line characteristics were selected as fixed effects 
which reflect the structure, regeneration status and spatial configu-
ration of the seismic lines within the study area (Appendix S3). These 
were (a) line- of- sight (m), which represented the mean observable 
distance in meters along the line (for seismic strata) or game trail (for 
off- line stations) in both directions, and quantified using a laser range 
finder (right- truncated at 500 m— the maximum distance quantifiable 
with the rangefinder used); (b) vegetation height (m), the average of 
three representative shrubs/trees measured randomly within 10 m 
of the camera, (c) line width (m); (d) mounding height (cm), measured 



4  |    Journal of Applied Ecology BEIRNE Et al.

F I G U R E  1   Map of the study site 
context and survey locations. Where: 
‘Lowland’ = forested areas principally 
comprised of black spruce and tamarack; 
‘Upland’ = mesic forest typically 
composed of white spruce, aspen and jack 
pine; ‘Non- forest’ = non- forested habitats 
(e.g. rivers, lakes)
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at three locations within 10 m of the camera station; and (e) line den-
sity (km/km2) within a 500 m buffer of each camera location was 
calculated using the Alberta linear feature layer (Alberta Biodiversity 
Monitoring Institute, unpubl. data). All in situ measurements at cam-
era trap stations were taken in 2017 are thus time invariant. A prin-
cipal components analysis showed that these continuous predictors 
adequately discriminated the original strata in multivariate space 
(Appendix S4). Line characteristics showed low pairwise correlations 
(correlation coefficients <0.5), except vegetation height was nega-
tively correlated with line- of- sight (−0.68) and line width (−0.53) and 
was thus excluded from the model (Appendix S5).

In addition to line characteristics, we controlled for a suite 
of spatial (habitat type and quality) and temporal effects (season, 
temporal trend and survey effort; Appendix S3). To account for 
between- station variation in habitat type, we included average dis-
tance to water table in the 500 m surrounding each camera location 
using the 1 m Wet Area Mapping (WAM) layer (White et al., 2012). 
To control for seasonality in activity patterns, movement behaviour 
or habitat use, we included a categorical two- level factor distin-
guishing the two primary seasons: summer (April– September, mostly 
snow- free) and winter (October– March, mostly snow- covered). We 
used summer as the reference level. To account for species- specific 
temporal trends in the count data, including trends potentially due 
to wolf population management known to occur in the area (Burton 
et al., 2020), we included a linear effect of survey year (2015– 2019). 
To account for variation in survey effort due to periods of camera 
trap malfunction, we included the number of days a given camera 
trap was active in a given time period as a fixed effect (as offsets are 
not yet supported in the HMSC package: Tikhonov et al., 2020). All 
predictions shown correspond to the mean days cameras were ac-
tive in a given 6- month period (156 days). Finally, we included station 
as a random intercept to account for non- independence of repeated 
observations from the same station.

We used a Bayesian framework with Markov chain Monte Carlo 
(MCMC) to estimate the model parameters. Species counts were 
assumed to follow a Poisson distribution, and species responses 
to the predictors were assumed to follow a multivariate Gaussian 
distribution. We used the default, non- informative priors (Tikhonov 
et al., 2020). Species with 10 or fewer independent detections 
(Appendix S2) were excluded from the HMSC analysis as their pa-
rameter estimates failed to adequately converge. The final model 
was fit with four MCMC chains, each composed of 2,000,000 it-
erations with a thinning interval of 2,000 and a burn- in length of 
1,500,000, resulting in 1,000 samples per chain. Parameters were 
confirmed to have converged and mixed well through visual inspec-
tion of trace plots, examination of effective sample size and potential 
scale reduction factor. We used pseudo- R2 as a measure of model fit, 
calculated as the squared Spearman correlation between observed 
and predicted values, times the sign of the correlation (Ovaskainen & 
Abrego, 2020). We also calculated the proportion of explained vari-
ance that was attributable to each of the fixed effects in the model 
and used this as a measure of relative importance. Species were 
assigned to co- occurring groups using hierarchical clustering with 

Ward's criterion (Ward, 2010) on the residual pairwise correlations 
between species (after controlling for the fixed effects).

2.4 | Predicting the potential for community 
compositional change

To examine the potential compositional shift of the community in 
response to variation in seismic line characteristics expected under 
a full restoration scenario versus a business as usual scenario (no 
restoration), we used model- estimated parameters to predict 
species- specific habitat use under ‘unrestored’ characteristics 
(i.e. no restoration treatments and no natural regeneration: high 
line- of- sight = 440 m, high line density = 5.2 km/km2, large line 
width = 12 m and no mounding = 0 cm) as compared to under ‘re-
stored’ characteristics (i.e. expected under full recovery of line char-
acteristics: low line- of- sight = 11 m, low line density = 0 km/km2, 
low line width = 0 m and good mounding = 80 cm). We standard-
ized the predictions using estimates for summer and with all other 
continuous predictors held at their average value. We quantified pa-
rameter uncertainty through estimating the 95% credible intervals 
around the mean of the posterior distribution of predicted habitat 
use for each species (Ovaskainen & Abrego, 2020).

3  | RESULTS

Total sampling effort was 74,364 camera trap days and resulted in 
7,112 independent observations of identifiable vertebrate species 
(Appendix S2). We removed 6 of the 18 species from the HMSC 
analysis due to poor convergence (fisher, beaver, otter, wolverine, 
elk and cougar; data not shown), leaving a species pool of 12. Of 
these 12, all species showed mean effective sample sizes per chain 
>600, aside from Martes americana (560) and Vulpes vulpes (418; 
Appendix S6). The degree to which the multispecies, joint distri-
bution model explained variation in wildlife habitat use was highly 
species- specific: comparison of pseudo- R2 values showed that 
the model explained over 55% of the variation in habitat use for 
three species (crane, deer and bear), between 30%– 45% of varia-
tion for four species (caribou, hare, wolf and moose); and <20% of 
the variation for five species (coyote, lynx, squirrel, fox and marten; 
Figure 2).

3.1 | Seismic line characteristics less important than 
variation in season, habitat and other site effects

Across the vertebrate community, species responses to seismic 
line characteristics and other modelled factors were highly vari-
able. Taken together, variation in line characteristics (line- of- sight, 
line width, mounding height and line density) explained less varia-
tion in habitat use relative to other predictors (season, habitat type 
and quality, temporal trend or the station- level random effect), 
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suggesting that line characteristics are relatively weak predictors of 
line use at the camera station scale (Figure 2).

At the species level, season accounted for the highest proportion 
of variation explained by the model for hibernating and migratory 
species (bear = 78% of variance explained by the model, 47% of the 
total variation; crane = 75% of variance explained by the model, 49% 
of the total variation), with low relative importance in other species 
(Figure 2). Habitat variables accounted for the majority of variation 

explained by the model for caribou (65% model, 27% total), and a 
relatively large proportion of variance explained by the model for 
deer (17% model, 10% total) and coyote (13% model, 2% total). The 
station- level random effect accounted for the majority of variation 
explained by the model for seven species (deer, hare, wolf, moose, 
coyote, lynx and squirrel; Figure 2).

At the community level, the cumulative effect of line character-
istics explained no more than 10% of the total variation in habitat 
use (Figure 3). Decomposing the variation into individual charac-
teristics and averaging the variance explained across all species 
revealed that line- of- sight explained the highest proportion of vari-
ation at the community level (2.0%), followed by line density (0.6%), 
mound height (0.6%) and line width (0.6%). Line- of- sight explained 
the greatest proportion of variation in the habitat use of deer (6.8%), 
followed by moose (3.8%), cranes (3.6%) and wolves (1.8%; Figure 3). 
Relative to other line characteristics, line density explained the most 
variation for lynx (2.0%), coyotes (1.1%) and marten (0.9%). Line 
characteristics had negligible effects on habitat use for black bear, 
marten, squirrel and fox.

3.2 | Direction and magnitude of responses to 
seismic line characteristics and other variables

Statistically significant effects of line- of- sight were detected for 
six species; habitat use was higher with increasing line- of- sight 
for crane, caribou and wolf, and lower for deer, hare and moose. 
There was statistical support for a positive correlation between 

F I G U R E  2   Variance explained 
(pseudo- R2, top graph) and partitioning 
of that variance among classes of 
predictor variables (proportion of 
explained variance, bottom graph) for 
each of the species included in the HMSC 
model. Where: ‘Random’ represents the 
variance accounted for by the station- 
level random effect; ‘Effort’ represents 
the variance accounted for by camera 
deployment length; ‘Line characteristics’ 
includes line density, line of sight, line 
width and mounding height; ‘Habitat’ 
represents distance to water table; 
‘Season’ represents summer/winter and 
‘Trend’ represents year. See Appendix S3 
for further details

F I G U R E  3   The proportion of total variation in species 
detections explained by the seismic line characteristics
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line density and habitat use for marten, coyote and lynx. Mounding 
height was positively correlated with habitat use by caribou, sandhill 
crane, squirrel and snowshoe hare, whereas use by white- tailed deer 
and marten was negatively correlated. Finally, there was support 
for greater habitat use on wider lines for coyote, lynx and moose 
(Figure 4; Appendix S7).

Significant linear temporal trends were detected in 11 species, 
suggesting changes in habitat use over the study period (Figure 4; 
Appendix S7). Moose, deer, crane, marten and hare showed signif-
icant increases in habitat use through time, while wolf, coyote, fox, 
bear and squirrel were found to decrease through time. The largest 
decrease was detected for coyotes.

Consistent with the variance partitioning presented above, fac-
tors other than line characteristics and temporal trend had, on av-
erage, larger effect sizes across the community. As expected, the 
habitat use of bear and crane decreased dramatically in winter, as 
they hibernated or migrated, respectively (Figure 4). Habitat use also 
declined significantly in winter for caribou, moose, deer, wolf, red 
fox and coyote, likely reflecting the increased cost of moving in snow 
or seasonal habitat selection patterns. Only in marten and squirrel 
did habitat use increase in winter months. Caribou habitat use was 
greatest at camera stations in closer proximity to the water table, 
as expected given the affinity of caribou for wetter, lowland habitat 

(Figure 4; Appendix S7). Habitat use by coyote, lynx and marten was 
also higher in wet areas. Deer, fox, wolf and bear were detected less 
frequently in wet areas.

There were no clear, general patterns in whether habitat use was 
positively or negatively related to seismic line characteristics across 
the sampled vertebrate community as a whole, or within the three 
groups of co- occurring species identified by hierarchical clustering 
(Figure 4). Group 1 was defined by high co- occurrences among cari-
bou and marten, and to a lesser extent crane. Group 2 showed high 
co- occurrence between deer, coyote, lynx, hare and squirrel, and 
negative co- occurrence with Group 1 species. Group 3 contained 
fox, moose, bear and wolf, which showed no strong patterns with 
other groups, although bear and wolf tended to co- occur with lynx, 
coyote and deer (Figure 4).

3.3 | Predicted changes in community structure in 
response to restoration

The cumulative amount of variation explained by seismic line char-
acteristics appeared to be sufficient to influence predicted habi-
tat use by multiple mammal species (Figure 5). Model- predicted 
changes in species habitat use suggested the potential for altered 

F I G U R E  4   Residual co- occurrences between species (left) and estimated effect sizes for the predictors hypothesized to influence 
habitat use (right) for vertebrates in the sampled community. Values estimated from the HMSC model, and species are ordered and grouped 
corresponding to the output from hierarchical clustering on residual co- occurrences. Colours denote the estimated covariance between 
species (left) or standardized effect size (right) and direction; ‘+’ symbols denote positive credible intervals which do not span zero; ‘−‘ 
symbols denote negative credible intervals which do not span zero. For full estimates and confidence intervals, see Appendix S7
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community composition as lines recover from unrestored to re-
stored conditions. The habitat use of wolves, coyotes, marten, and 
lynx had the most profound predicted decrease under restored 
conditions, representing decreases in predicted habitat use of 
94.1%, 99.7%, 97.5% and 97.7% relative to unrestored, respec-
tively (Figure 5). Restoration of degraded lines was predicted to 
increase squirrel habitat use by 2,900% (potentially driven by a 
positive association with mound height), although the wide credible 
intervals suggested this increase was not significant. The remain-
ing species showed neutral responses to variation in restoration 
characteristics.

4  | DISCUSSION

The future ecological integrity of western Canadian boreal forests, 
and of other working landscapes in different ecosystems around the 
world, depends on our ability to rapidly discover and apply sound 
ecological rationale to multiple management and restoration deci-
sions. Our research provides a framework utilizing camera traps 
and joint species distribution models to robustly evaluate terres-
trial community- level responses to habitat restoration projects (at 
least for identifiable species >0.2 kg). We confirm the hypothesis 
that the direction and magnitude of individual species' responses 
to seismic line restoration were highly variable across the com-
munity as a whole as well as within co- occurring species groups. 
Encouragingly, our models suggested shifts in community structure 
in relation to seismic line characteristics, and predicted that restor-
ing seismic lines (i.e. decreasing line- of- sight and line density) may 
change species' use of linear features, particularly wolves and coy-
otes. If consistent responses are seen through time and space, habi-
tat restoration can potentially reduce predation risk for caribou over 

time, even in the absence of a direct effect of line characteristics on 
caribou themselves.

The explanatory power of line characteristics was relatively low 
across all species, which highlights that physical line characteristics 
are just one of a broad suite of factors (including environmental, 
climatic, demographic and social elements) influencing habitat use 
decisions at small (camera viewshed) scales. That said, of the can-
didate line characteristics, line- of- sight (i.e. impaired visibility due 
to regrowth) was a significant predictor of habitat use for 50% of 
species, with the largest average effect size. Restoration initiatives 
which rapidly and effectively block line- of- sight have the greatest 
potential to influence predator use. This follows from ecological 
theory, whereby predation strategies that minimize search times 
increase predator success (conversely, impeded search and move-
ment decrease success); so decreased wolf use should reduce 
caribou- predator contact rates (Mckenzie et al., 2012). However, 
effects of line- of- sight differed among species. Wolves, caribou and 
cranes all showed reduced occurrence in areas with short line- of- 
sight. However, caribou habitat use was also positively correlated 
with line- of- sight (and therefore also vegetation height), potentially 
reflecting the affinity of caribou for more open lowland habitats. 
Complete reduction of line- of- sight may not be optimum in all sce-
narios, especially given that the habitat use of invasive deer (the 
main apparent competitor for caribou in this system) was higher with 
decreasing line- of- sight. Consequently, restoration should restore to 
natural surrounding conditions, rather than ‘over restoring’ lowland 
habitat to higher vegetation densities.

Observed community- level co- occurrence patterns are consis-
tent with spatial segregation between caribou, their apparent com-
petitors (deer and moose) and their predators (e.g. Keim et al., 2019; 
Wasser et al., 2011). Caribou co- occurred less frequently with both 
deer and their predators (albeit non- significantly), suggesting some 

F I G U R E  5   Predicted habitat use related to variation in seismic line characteristics in unrestored versus restored conditions. Values 
on the x-  and y- axes represent the predicted habitat use (posterior means) within an average 6- month sample (163 days). Species which 
fall: above the dashed line = potential to respond positively to restoration; below the line = potential to respond negatively; and on the 
line = neutral response; green = species with a mean habitat use change increase of >200%; pink = mean habitat use decrease of >85%; 
grey = mean habitat use change between; horizontal lines = 95% credible intervals for unrestored habitat use; vertical lines = 95% credible 
intervals for restored habitat use; black lines = credible intervals which do not overlap the mean estimate of the restoration contrast; A, 
squirrel; B, hare; C, caribou; D, fox; E, bear; F, deer; G, moose; H, crane; I, wolf; J, marten; K, lynx; and L, coyote
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degree of spatial segregation. The key predators of caribou— wolves 
and bears— co- occurred frequently with each other and with lynx 
and coyotes. Co- occurrence patterns may be driven by direct spe-
cies interactions (Tattersall et al., 2020a); however, co- occurrence 
patterns can also result from other mechanisms (e.g. Blanchet 
et al., 2020). Therefore, we do not infer direct interactions between 
co- occurring species in our models, particularly given that the de-
tection frequencies were calculated at the 6- month scale (too coarse 
for discerning direct interactions), but patterns reflect community 
composition after controlling for effects of habitat, seasonality and 
seismic line characteristics.

Seasonality was the strongest predictor of habitat use, unsurpris-
ing given large intra- annual fluctuations in boreal temperature and 
precipitation (e.g. Fisher et al., 2020). Most species had significantly 
lower habitat use in winter than in summer, particularly the winter 
hibernating (bear) and migrating (crane) species. Ungulates occurred 
less frequently in winter, likely mediated by seasonal shifts in home 
range and/or reductions in movement (and thus habitat use) due to 
snow and cold (Broadley et al., 2019; Richard et al., 2014). Increased 
winter habitat use by marten and squirrel potentially reflect an in-
crease in detection probability due to snow cover (increasing their 
proximity to the camera detection zone or reducing vegetation ob-
struction). Natural features also predicted habitat use, particularly 
for caribou and deer which showed opposite relationships to water 
table depth; species- specific responses to hygric or mesic vegeta-
tion likely drives spatial segregation. Caribou exploit wetter, lowland 
habitat (>60% of variance explained in caribou habitat use); resto-
ration should thus focus on wet sites where natural regeneration 
occurs slowly or not at all (Van Rensen et al., 2015), although they 
are the most difficult to restore with slow vegetation recovery rates 
(Filicetti et al., 2019).

Our 4- year sample facilitated robust assessment of tempo-
ral trends in wildlife habitat use, and mitigated spurious inference 
on environmental drivers of changes in habitat use (e.g. Urbanek 
et al., 2019). In all, 11 of the 12 species showed evidence of lin-
ear trends in habitat use, with six species increasing through time 
and five decreasing. Four declining species were predators (coyote, 
wolf, fox and bear— from large to small effect size). Wolf habitat use 
declines are consistent with active wolf population control in the 
Algar caribou range (Burton et al., 2020); other predators are har-
vested under a quota system but not subject to government popu-
lation control. Corresponding increases over time in habitat use of 
prey species (caribou, moose, deer, hare and crane), and of a me-
socarnivore (marten), are consistent with population or behavioural 
changes that could be related to a reduction in top- down control 
due to decreased predator abundance or activity (e.g. Crooks & 
Soule, 1999).

Although we assessed several of the key structural (e.g. line- of- 
sight) and spatial (e.g. line density) characteristics of seismic lines 
expected to affect their use by wildlife, one of the most important 
predictors of habitat use may be the vegetation characteristics of 
the site (Finnegan, MacNearney, et al., 2018). The total variation in 
habitat use explained by our community- level model was low, and 

the proportion of the total variation explained by station- level ran-
dom effects was high, particularly for small- bodied consumers (e.g. 
hare and squirrel) relative to large bodied, focal species (e.g. deer). 
The low explanatory power in the smaller members of the boreal 
community (e.g. marten and squirrel) may arise due to small differ-
ences in camera microsites (e.g. camera viewshed topography) which 
cascade into marked station- to- station variation in the detectability 
of smaller species (Hofmeester et al., 2019). Greater consideration 
of microsite characteristics through fine- scale camera viewshed 
metrics or in situ assessments of vegetation composition may make 
community- level comparisons more robust (Hofmeester et al., 2020; 
Sun et al., 2021). It is also important to note that although we have 
used a community- level approach, 6 of 18 species were removed 
from the analysis due to insufficient detections, and a further two 
had relatively low estimated sample sizes in the models (fox and 
marten, for which estimates of uncertainty must be treated with 
caution). Landscape- scale analyses which synthesize data from mul-
tiple projects may be required to generate strong inferences on rarer 
species.

Multi- species, community- level analysis is an important first 
step in assessing efficacy of seismic line restoration treatments. We 
contend seismic line restoration can potentially mitigate inflated 
predator– caribou contact rates; line- of- sight was the most import-
ant factor among the characteristics assessed here. The ‘benefits’ of 
seismic restoration to caribou are manifested as reduced predator 
habitat use, rather than direct effects on caribou themselves. The 
potential for unintended effects of habitat restoration was uncov-
ered (e.g. predicted declines in use by marten and lynx); thus, the 
relative costs and benefits of restoration in a given landscape must 
be evaluated. Future comparisons between different restoration 
projects are essential to determine if the patterns observed here are 
generalizable at the regional scale, and future examinations of lon-
gitudinal changes at restoration sites will give insight into the rate at 
which the benefits of habitat restoration will be realized. If ambitious 
global restoration initiatives, such as the Bonn Challenge, are to help 
stem global biodiversity declines, we need empirical evidence of 
the effectiveness of restoration actions on the wildlife communi-
ties they support. Failure to achieve restoration goals will compro-
mise our ability to balance economic and ecological objectives on a 
crowded planet.

ACKNOWLEDG EMENTS
This work was funded by oil sands operators involved in the Algar 
Caribou Habitat Restoration Program, the Alberta Upstream 
Petroleum Research Fund (administered by the Petroleum 
Technology Alliance of Canada), InnoTech Alberta, the University of 
British Columbia, Mitacs and the Natural Sciences and Engineering 
Research Council of Canada (NSERC). We thank R. Harding (CNOOC 
Petroleum North America), R. Albricht and S. Grindal (ConocoPhillips), 
M. Boulton (Suncor), J. Gareau (Canadian Natural Resources Ltd), J. 
Peters (Silvacom) and B. Eaton (InnoTech) for support. L. Nolan, A. 
Underwood and B. Sarchuk assisted with field data collection. A.C.B. 
was supported by the Canada Research Chairs Program.



10  |    Journal of Applied Ecology BEIRNE Et al.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T
The authors declare no conflict of interest and note that the project 
funders had no input on the study conceptualization, design, analysis 
and interpretation of the data, and no input on the decision to pub-
lish these research findings.

AUTHORS'  CONTRIBUTIONS
A.C.B. wrote the original funding proposals and developed the cam-
era trap sampling design; J.M.B., A.C.B., C.B. and C.S. managed the 
field operations, with input from J.T.F.; E.R.T., J.M.B., J.T.F., C.B., 
C.S. and A.C.B. acquired the data; C.B. analysed data and wrote the 
manuscript and E.R.T., C.S., J.M.B., A.C.B. and J.T.F. assisted in data 
interpretation and provided conceptual feedback. All authors pro-
vided feedback on drafts of the manuscript and gave final approval 
for publication.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
Data available via the Dryad Digital Repository https://doi.
org/10.5061/dryad.8pk0p 2nnz (Beirne et al., 2021).

ORCID
Christopher Beirne  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3988-2031 
Catherine Sun  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8650-4012 
Erin R. Tattersall  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4644-5294 
Joanna M. Burgar  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4724-5286 
Jason T. Fisher  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9020-6509 
A. Cole Burton  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8799-3847 

R E FE R E N C E S
Abib, T. H., Chasmer, L., Hopkinson, C., Mahoney, C., & Rodriguez, L. C. 

E. (2019). Seismic line impacts on proximal boreal forest and wet-
land environments in Alberta. Science of the Total Environment, 658, 
1601– 1613. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scito tenv.2018.12.244

Aslan, C. E., Bronstein, J. L., Rogers, H. S., Gedan, K. B., Brodie, J., Palmer, 
T. M., & Young, T. P. (2016). Leveraging nature’s backup plans to 
incorporate interspecific interactions and resilience into resto-
ration. Restoration Ecology, 24, 434– 440. https://doi.org/10.1111/
rec.12346

Beirne, C., Sun, C., Tattersall, E. R., Burgar, J. M., Fisher, J. T., & Burton, 
A. C. (2021). Data from: Multispecies modelling reveals potential 
for habitat restoration to re- establish boreal vertebrate community 
dynamics. Dryad Digital Repository, https://doi.org/10.5061/dry-
ad.8pk0p 2nnz

Bentham, P., & Coupal, B. (2015). Habitat restoration as a key conser-
vation lever for woodland caribou: A review of restoration pro-
grams and key learnings from Alberta. Rangifer, 35, 123. https://doi.
org/10.7557/2.35.2.3646

Blanchet, F. G., Cazelles, K., & Gravel, D. (2020). Co- occurrence is not 
evidence of ecological interactions. Ecology Letters. ele.13525. 
https://onlin elibr ary.wiley.com/doi/abs/ https://doi.org/10.1111/
ele.13525

Broadley, K., Burton, A. C., Avgar, T., & Boutin, S. (2019). Density- 
dependent space use affects interpretation of camera trap de-
tection rates. Ecology and Evolution, 9, 14031– 14041. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ece3.5840

Burgar, J. M., Burton, A. C., & Fisher, J. T. (2019). The importance of con-
sidering multiple interacting species for conservation of species at 

risk. Conservation Biology, 33, 709– 715. https://doi.org/10.1111/
cobi.13233

Burton, C., Beirne, C., Sun, C., Tattersall, E. R., Burgar, J. M., & Fisher, J. 
T. (2020). Efficient monitoring of wildlife responses to seismic line 
restoration in the Algar Habitat Restoration Program. Final Report.

Büscher, B., Fletcher, R., Brockington, D., Sandbrook, C., Adams, W. M., 
Campbell, L., Corson, C., Dressler, W., Duffy, R., Gray, N., Holmes, 
G., Kelly, A., Lunstrum, E., Ramutsindela, M., & Shanker, K. (2017). 
Half- Earth or Whole Earth? Radical ideas for conservation, and 
their implications. Oryx, 51, 407– 410. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0030 60531 6001228

Butt, N., Beyer, H. L., Bennett, J. R., Biggs, D., Maggini, R., Mills, M., 
Renwick, A. R., Seabrook, L. M., & Possingham, H. P. (2013). 
Biodiversity risks from fossil fuel extraction. Science, 342, 425– 426. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/scien ce.1237261

Caners, R. T., & Lieffers, V. J. (2014). Divergent pathways of successional 
recovery for in situ oil sands exploration drilling pads on wooded 
moderate- rich fens in alberta, Canada. Restoration Ecology, 22, 657– 
667. https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12123

Crooks, K., & Soule, M. (1999). Mesopredator release and avifaunal ex-
tinctions in a fragmented system. Nature, 400(6744), 563– 566. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/23028

Devarajan, K., Morelli, T. L., & Tenan, S. (2020). Multi- species occupancy 
models: Review, roadmap, and recommendations. Ecography, 43, 
1612– 1624. https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.04957

Díaz, S., Settele, J., Brondízio, E. S., Ngo, H. T., Agard, J., Arneth, A., 
Balvanera, P., Brauman, K. A., Butchart, S. H. M., Chan, K. M. A., 
Garibaldi, L. A., Ichii, K., Liu, J., Subramanian, S. M., Midgley, G. F., 
Miloslavich, P., Molnár, Z., Obura, D., Pfaff, A., … Zayas, C. N. (2019). 
Pervasive human- driven decline of life on Earth points to the need 
for transformative change. Science, 366, eaax3100. https://doi.
org/10.1126/scien ce.aax3100

Doak, D. F., Bakker, V. J., Goldstein, B. E., & Hale, B. (2014). What is the 
future of conservation? Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 29(2), 77– 81. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2013.10.013

Filicetti, A. T., Cody, M., & Nielsen, S. E. (2019). Caribou conservation: 
Restoring trees on seismic lines in Alberta, Canada. Forests, 10, 1– 
18. https://doi.org/10.3390/f1002 0185

Finnegan, L., MacNearney, D., & Pigeon, K. E. (2018). Divergent pat-
terns of understory forage growth after seismic line explora-
tion: Implications for caribou habitat restoration. Forest Ecology 
and Management, 409, 634– 652. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
foreco.2017.12.010

Finnegan, L., Pigeon, K. E., Cranston, J., Hebblewhite, M., Musiani, M., 
Neufeld, L., Schmiegelow, F., Duval, J., & Stenhouse, G. B. (2018). 
Natural regeneration on seismic lines influences movement be-
haviour of wolves and grizzly bears. PLoS One, 13, e0195480. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journ al.pone.0195480

Finnegan, L., Pigeon, K. E., & MacNearney, D. (2019). Predicting pat-
terns of vegetation recovery on seismic lines: Informing resto-
ration based on understory species composition and growth. Forest 
Ecology and Management, 446, 175– 192. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
foreco.2019.05.026

Fisher, J. T., & Burton, A. C. (2018). Wildlife winners and losers in an oil 
sands landscape. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 16, 323– 
328. https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1807

Fisher, J. T., Burton, A. C., Nolan, L., & Roy, L. (2020). Influences of land-
scape change and winter severity on invasive ungulate persistence 
in the Nearctic boreal forest. Scientific Reports, 10, 1– 11. https://
doi.org/10.1038/s4159 8- 020- 65385 - 3

Fraser, L. H., Harrower, W. L., Garris, H. W., Davidson, S., Hebert, P. D. 
N., Howie, R., Moody, A., Polster, D., Schmitz, O. J., Sinclair, A. R. E., 
Starzomski, B. M., Sullivan, T. P., Turkington, R., & Wilson, D. (2015). 
A call for applying trophic structure in ecological restoration. 

https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.8pk0p2nnz
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.8pk0p2nnz
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3988-2031
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3988-2031
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8650-4012
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8650-4012
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4644-5294
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4644-5294
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4724-5286
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4724-5286
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9020-6509
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9020-6509
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8799-3847
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8799-3847
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.12.244
https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12346
https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12346
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.8pk0p2nnz
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.8pk0p2nnz
https://doi.org/10.7557/2.35.2.3646
https://doi.org/10.7557/2.35.2.3646
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.13525
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.13525
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.5840
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.5840
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13233
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13233
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605316001228
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605316001228
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1237261
https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12123
https://doi.org/10.1038/23028
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.04957
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aax3100
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aax3100
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2013.10.013
https://doi.org/10.3390/f10020185
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2017.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2017.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0195480
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.05.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.05.026
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1807
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-65385-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-65385-3


     |  11Journal of Applied EcologyBEIRNE Et al.

Restoration Ecology, 23, 503– 507. https://doi.org/10.1111/
rec.12225

Heim, N., Fisher, J. T., Volpe, J., Clevenger, A. P., & Paczkowski, J. (2019). 
Carnivore community response to anthropogenic landscape 
change: Species- specificity foils generalizations. Landscape Ecology, 
34(11), 2493– 2507. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1098 0- 019- 00882 - z

Hofmeester, T. R., Cromsigt, J. P. G. M., Odden, J., Andrén, H., Kindberg, 
J., & Linnell, J. D. C. (2019). Framing pictures: A conceptual frame-
work to identify and correct for biases in detection probability 
of camera traps enabling multi- species comparison. Ecology and 
Evolution, 9, 2320– 2336. https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.4878

Hofmeester, T. R., Young, S., Juthberg, S., Singh, N. J., Widemo, F., 
Andrén, H., Linnell, J. D. C., & Cromsigt, J. P. G. M. (2020). Using 
by- catch data from wildlife surveys to quantify climatic parameters 
and timing of phenology for plants and animals using camera traps. 
Remote Sensing in Ecology and Conservation, 6, 129– 140. https://doi.
org/10.1002/rse2.136

Keim, J. L., Lele, S. R., DeWitt, P. D., Fitzpatrick, J. J., & Jenni, N. S. (2019). 
Estimating the intensity of use by interacting predators and prey 
using camera traps. Journal of Animal Ecology, 88, 690– 701. https://
doi.org/10.1111/1365- 2656.12960

Kelly, E. N., Short, J. W., Schindler, D. W., Hodson, P. V., Ma, M., Kwan, A. 
K., & Fortin, B. L. (2009). Oil sands development contributes poly-
cyclic aromatic compounds to the Athabasca River and its tribu-
taries. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 
States of America, 106, 22346– 22351. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.09120 50106

Kremen, C., & Merenlender, A. M. (2018). Landscapes that work for 
biodiversity and people. Science, 362, eaau6020. https://doi.
org/10.1126/scien ce.aau6020

Lee, P., & Boutin, S. (2006). Persistence and developmental transi-
tion of wide seismic lines in the western Boreal Plains of Canada. 
Journal of Environmental Management, 78, 240– 250. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jenvm an.2005.03.016

Mahon, C. L., Holloway, G. L., Bayne, E. M., & Toms, J. D. (2019). Additive 
and interactive cumulative effects on boreal landbirds: Winners 
and losers in a multi- stressor landscape. Ecological Applications, 29, 
1– 18. https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.1895

Maxwell, S. L., Fuller, R. A., Brooks, T. M., & Watson, J. E. M. (2016). 
Biodiversity: The ravages of guns, nets and bulldozers. Nature, 536, 
143– 145. https://doi.org/10.1038/536143a

McAlpine, C., Catterall, C. P., Nally, R. M., Lindenmayer, D., Reid, J. L., 
Holl, K. D., Bennett, A. F., Runting, R. K., Wilson, K., Hobbs, R. 
J., Seabrook, L., Cunningham, S., Moilanen, A., Maron, M., Shoo, 
L., Lunt, I., Vesk, P., Rumpff, L., Martin, T. G., … Possingham, H. 
(2016). Integrating plant-  and animal-  based perspectives for more 
effective restoration of biodiversity. Frontiers in Ecology and the 
Environment, 14, 37– 45. https://doi.org/10.1002/16- 0108.1

Mckenzie, H. W., Merrill, E. H., Spiteri, R. J., & Lewis, M. A. (2012). 
How linear features alter predator movement and the functional 
response. Interface Focus, 2, 205– 216. https://doi.org/10.1098/
rsfs.2011.0086

Neilson, E. W., Avgar, T., Cole Burton, A., Broadley, K., & Boutin, S. (2018). 
Animal movement affects interpretation of occupancy models from 
camera- trap surveys of unmarked animals. Ecosphere, 9. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ecs2.2092

Newton, E. J., Patterson, B. R., Anderson, M. L., Rodgers, A. R., Vander 
Vennen, L. M., & Fryxell, J. M. (2017). Compensatory selection for 
roads over natural linear features by wolves in northern Ontario: 
Implications for caribou conservation. PLoS One, 12, 1– 21. https://
doi.org/10.1371/journ al.pone.0186525

Nexen, & Silvacom. (2015). Algar caribou habitat restoration program. 
Unpublished Report.

Ovaskainen, O., & Abrego, N. (2020). Joint species distribution modelling: 
With applications in R. Cambridge University Press.

Pattison, C. A., Castley, J. G., & Catterall, C. P. (2020). Seismic linear 
clearings alter mammal abundance and community composition 
in boreal forest landscapes. Forest Ecology and Management, 462, 
117936– https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2020.117936

Pickell, P. D., Andison, D. W., Coops, N. C., Gergel, S. E., & Marshall, P. 
L. (2015). The spatial patterns of anthropogenic disturbance in 
the western Canadian boreal forest following oil and gas develop-
ment. Canadian Journal of Forest Research, 45, 732– 743. https://doi.
org/10.1139/cjfr- 2014- 0546

Richard, J. H., Wilmshurst, J., & Côté, S. D. (2014). The effect of snow 
on space use of an alpine ungulate: Recently fallen snow tells more 
than cumulative snow depth. Canadian Journal of Zoology, 92, 1067– 
1074. https://doi.org/10.1139/cjz- 2014- 0118

Ritchie, E. G., Elmhagen, B., Glen, A. S., Letnic, M., Ludwig, G., & 
McDonald, R. A. (2012). Ecosystem restoration with teeth: what 
role for predators? Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 27(5), 265– 271. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2012.01.001

Rovero, F., & Zimmermann, F. (2016). Camera trapping for wildlife research. 
Pelagic Publishing.

Serrouya, R., Dickie, M., DeMars, C., Wittmann, M. J., & Boutin, S. (2020). 
Predicting the effects of restoring linear features on woodland car-
ibou populations. Ecological Modelling, 416, 108891. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ecolm odel.2019.108891

Spangenberg, M. C., Serrouya, R., Dickie, M., DeMars, C. A., Michelot, 
T., Boutin, S., & Wittmann, M. J. (2019). Slowing down wolves to 
protect boreal caribou populations: A spatial simulation model of 
linear feature restoration. Ecosphere, 10. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ecs2.2904

Stanturf, J. A., Kleine, M., Mansourian, S., Parrotta, J., Madsen, P., Kant, P., 
Burns, J., & Bolte, A. (2019). Implementing forest landscape resto-
ration under the Bonn Challenge: A systematic approach. Annals of 
Forest Science, 76(2). https://doi.org/10.1007/s1359 5- 019- 0833- z

Sun, C., Beirne, C., Burgar, J. M., Howey, T., Fisher, J. T., & Burton, A. 
C. (2021). Simultaneous monitoring of vegetation dynamics and 
wildlife activity with camera traps to assess habitat change. Remote 
Sensing in Ecology and Conservation, 1– 19. https://doi.org/10.1002/
rse2.222

Tattersall, E. R., Burgar, J. M., Fisher, J. T., & Burton, A. C. (2020a). Boreal 
predator co- occurrences reveal shared use of seismic lines in a 
working landscape. Ecology and Evolution, 10, 1678– 1691. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ece3.6028

Tattersall, E. R., Burgar, J. M., Fisher, J. T., & Burton, A. C. (2020b). Mammal 
seismic line use varies with restoration: Applying habitat restoration 
to species at risk conservation in a working landscape. Biological 
Conservation, 241, 108295. Retrieved from http://www.scien cedir 
ect.com/scien ce/artic le/pii/S0006 32071 93070 13%0Ahtt ps://linki 
nghub.elsev ier.com/retri eve/pii/S0006 32071 9307013

Tikhonov, G., Opedal, Ø. H., Abrego, N., Lehikoinen, A., de Jonge, M. 
M. J., Oksanen, J., & Ovaskainen, O. (2020). Joint species distri-
bution modelling with the r- package Hmsc. Methods in Ecology and 
Evolution, 11, 442– 447.

Urbanek, R. E., Ferreira, H. J., Olfenbuttel, C., Dukes, C. G., & Albers, G. 
(2019). See what you’ve been missing: An assessment of Reconyx® 
PC900 Hyperfire cameras. Wildlife Society Bulletin, 43, 630– 638. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/wsb.1015

Van Rensen, C. K., Nielsen, S. E., White, B., Vinge, T., & Lieffers, V. J. (2015). 
Natural regeneration of forest vegetation on legacy seismic lines in 
boreal habitats in Alberta's oil sands region. Biological Conservation, 
184, 127– 135. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2015.01.020

Venter, O., Sanderson, E. W., Magrach, A., Allan, J. R., Beher, J., Jones, 
K. R., Possingham, H. P., Laurance, W. F., Wood, P., Fekete, B. M., 
Levy, M. A., & Watson, J. E. M. (2016). Sixteen years of change in 
the global terrestrial human footprint and implications for biodi-
versity conservation. Nature Communications, 7, 1– 11. https://doi.
org/10.1038/ncomm s12558

https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12225
https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.12225
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-019-00882-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.4878
https://doi.org/10.1002/rse2.136
https://doi.org/10.1002/rse2.136
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12960
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12960
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0912050106
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0912050106
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aau6020
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aau6020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2005.03.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2005.03.016
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.1895
https://doi.org/10.1038/536143a
https://doi.org/10.1002/16-0108.1
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsfs.2011.0086
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsfs.2011.0086
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.2092
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.2092
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0186525
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0186525
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2020.117936
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfr-2014-0546
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfr-2014-0546
https://doi.org/10.1139/cjz-2014-0118
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2012.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2019.108891
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2019.108891
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.2904
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.2904
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13595-019-0833-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/rse2.222
https://doi.org/10.1002/rse2.222
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.6028
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.6028
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320719307013%0Ahttps://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0006320719307013
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320719307013%0Ahttps://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0006320719307013
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0006320719307013%0Ahttps://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0006320719307013
https://doi.org/10.1002/wsb.1015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2015.01.020
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms12558
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms12558


12  |    Journal of Applied Ecology BEIRNE Et al.

Ward, J. (2010). Hierarchical grouping to optimize an objective function. 
Journal of the American Statistical Association, 58, 263– 244.

Warton, D. I., Blanchet, F. G., O’Hara, R. B., Ovaskainen, O., Taskinen, S., 
Walker, S. C., & Hui, F. K. C. (2015). So many variables: Joint mod-
eling in community ecology. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 30(12), 
766– 779. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2015.09.007

Wasser, S. K., Keim, J. L., Taper, M. L., & Lele, S. R. (2011). The influ-
ences of wolf predation, habitat loss, and human activity on cari-
bou and moose in the Alberta oil sands. Frontiers in Ecology and the 
Environment, 9, 546– 551. https://doi.org/10.1890/100071

White, B., Ogilvie, J., Campbell, D. M. H., Hiltz, D., Gauthier, B., Chisholm, 
H. K., Wen, H. K., Murphy, P. N. C., & Arp, P. A. (2012). Using the 
cartographic depth- to- water index to locate small streams and as-
sociated wet areas across landscapes. Canadian Water Resources 
Journal, 37, 333– 347. https://doi.org/10.4296/cwrj2 011- 909

Wilson, E. O. (2016). Half- earth: Our planet's fight for life. WW Norton & 
Company.

Yemshanov, D., Haight, R. G., Koch, F. H., Parisien, M. A., Swystun, T., 
Barber, Q., Burton, A. C., Choudhury, S., & Liu, N. (2019). Prioritizing 

restoration of fragmented landscapes for wildlife conservation: A 
graph- theoretic approach. Biological Conservation, 232, 173– 186. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.02.003

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found in the online ver-
sion of the article at the publisher’s website.

How to cite this article: Beirne, C., Sun, C., Tattersall, E. R., 
Burgar, J. M., Fisher, J. T., & Burton, A. C. (2021). Multispecies 
modelling reveals potential for habitat restoration to 
re- establish boreal vertebrate community dynamics. Journal 
of Applied Ecology, 00, 1– 12. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1365- 2664.14020

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2015.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1890/100071
https://doi.org/10.4296/cwrj2011-909
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.14020
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.14020

