Meta-analysis Results

In the following pages we provide the outputs from analyses conducted using the metaphor package within R (see manuscript for citations). For each of 10 sets of meta-analyses we show the results according to the methods. For the data file used in analysis and the R scripts see Additional Files appended to the final report.

1. All vascular plant richness
1.1. Model code
VascRichS<-subset(burn,(Taxon=="Vasc"|Taxon=="NativNNativ"|Taxon=="NativV"|Taxon=="VascHVascW")&(Outcome=="RichS"|Outcome=="RichG/S"))
rmaData<-rma.mv(yi=SMD_g,V=SMD_Vg,data=VascRichS,random=~1|Site_ID)

1.2. Unmoderated model
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.09.49.png]

1.3. Forest plot
[image: Figures/Meta-analysis%20forest%20plots/VascRichS.png]

1.4. Funnel plot
[image: ]

1.5. Failsafe number
N=331

1.6. Cook’s Distance plot
[image: ]

1.7. Sensitivity analysis for critical appraisal
[image: ]

1.8. Moderated models
1.8.1. Forest type
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.15.44.png]


1.8.1.1. Broadleaf
[image: ]

1.8.1.2. Coniferous
[image: ]

1.8.1.3. Mixed
[image: ]

1.8.2. Burn frequency
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.18.38.png]

1.8.3. Time since burn
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.18.59.png]

1.8.4. Burn season
[image: ]

1.8.5. Climate zone
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.19.40.png]

2. Non-native vascular plant richness
2.1. Model code
NNativRichS<-subset(burn,Taxon=="NNativ"&(Outcome=="RichS"|Outcome=="RichG/S"))
rmaData<-rma.mv(yi=SMD_g,V=SMD_Vg,data=NNativRichS,random=~1|Site_ID)

2.2. Unmoderated model
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.20.20.png]

2.3. Forest plot
[image: ]

2.4. Funnel plot
[image: ]

2.5. Failsafe number
N=23

2.6. Cook’s Distance plot
[image: ]

2.7. Sensitivity analysis for critical appraisal
[image: ]

2.8. Moderated models
2.8.1. Forest type
2.8.1.1. Broadleaf
n/a – all data are from coniferous forests

2.8.1.2. Coniferous
n/a – all data are from coniferous forests

2.8.1.3. Mixed
n/a – all data are from coniferous forests

2.8.2. Burn frequency
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.26.50.png]

2.8.3. Time since burn
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.27.10.png]

2.8.4. Burn season
[image: ]

2.8.5. Climate zone
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.27.57.png]


3. Herbaceous plant richness
3.1. Model code
VascHRichS<-subset(burn,Taxon=="VascH"&(Outcome=="RichS"|Outcome=="RichG/S"))
rmaData<-rma.mv(yi=SMD_g,V=SMD_Vg,data=VascHRichS,random=~1|Site_ID)

3.2. Unmoderated model
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.31.34.png]

3.3. Forest plot
[image: ]

3.4. Funnel plot
[image: ]

3.5. Failsafe number
N=62

3.6. Cook’s Distance plot
[image: ]

3.7. Sensitivity analysis for critical appraisal
Only two studies - cannot run

3.8. Moderated models
3.8.1. Forest type
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.35.06.png]
[image: ]

3.8.1.1. Broadleaf
[image: ]

3.8.1.2. Coniferous
[image: ]

3.8.1.3. Mixed
[image: ]

3.8.2. Burn frequency
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.36.35.png]

3.8.3. Time since burn
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.37.01.png]
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3.8.4. Burn season
[image: ]

3.8.5. Climate zone
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.37.38.png]
[image: ] 

4. Woody plant richness
4.1. Model code
VascWRichS<-subset(burn,Taxon=="VascW"&(Outcome=="RichS"|Outcome=="RichG/S"))
rmaData<-rma.mv(yi=SMD_g,V=SMD_Vg,data=VascWRichS,random=~1|Site_ID)

4.2. Unmoderated model
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.39.03.png]

4.3. Forest plot
[image: ]

4.4. Funnel plot
[image: ]

4.5. Failsafe number
N=112

4.6. Cook’s Distance plot
[image: ]

4.7. Sensitivity analysis for critical appraisal
[image: ]

4.8. Moderated models
4.8.1. Forest type
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.42.08.png]
[image: ]

4.8.1.1. Broadleaf
[image: ]

4.8.1.2. Coniferous
[image: ]

4.8.1.3. Mixed
[image: ]

4.8.2. Burn frequency
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.43.29.png]

4.8.3. Time since burn
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.43.45.png]

4.8.4. Burn season
[image: ]

4.8.5. Climate zone
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.44.17.png]



5. Tree richness
5.1. Model code
TreeRichS<-subset(burn,Taxon=="Tree"&Outcome=="RichS")
rmaData<-rma.mv(yi=SMD_g,V=SMD_Vg,data=TreeRichS,random=~1|Site_ID)

5.2. Unmoderated model
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.46.11.png]

5.3. Forest plot
[image: ]

5.4. Funnel plot
[image: ]

5.5. Failsafe number
N=184

5.6. Cook’s Distance plot
[image: ]

5.7. Sensitivity analysis for critical appraisal
n/a – only one study High validity

5.8. Moderated models
5.8.1. Forest type
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.50.19.png]
[image: ]

5.8.1.1. Broadleaf
[image: ]

5.8.1.2. Coniferous
[image: ]

5.8.1.3. Mixed
[image: ]

5.8.2. Burn frequency
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.51.47.png]

5.8.3. Time since burn
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.52.06.png]

5.8.4. Burn season
[image: ]

5.8.5. Climate zone
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.52.40.png]




6. All vascular plant diversity
6.1. Model code
VascDivS<-subset(burn,Taxon=="Vasc"&Outcome=="DivS")
rmaData<-rma.mv(yi=SMD_g,V=SMD_Vg,data=VascDivS,random=~1|Site_ID)

6.2. Unmoderated model
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.53.15.png]

6.3. Forest plot
[image: ]

6.4. Funnel plot
[image: ]

6.5. Failsafe number
N=0

6.6. Cook’s Distance plot
[image: ]

6.7. Sensitivity analysis for critical appraisal
[image: ]

6.8. Moderated models
6.8.1. Forest type
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.56.33.png]
[image: ]

6.8.1.1. Broadleaf
[image: ]

6.8.1.2. Coniferous
[image: ]

6.8.1.3. Mixed
[image: ]

6.8.2. Burn frequency
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.57.54.png]

6.8.3. Time since burn
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.58.12.png]

6.8.4. Burn season
[image: ]

6.8.5. Climate zone
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2012.58.44.png]



7. Fungal richness
7.1. Model code
FungRichS<-subset(burn,Taxon=="Fung"&(Outcome=="RichS"|Outcome=="RichG/S"))
rmaData<-rma.mv(yi=SMD_g,V=SMD_Vg,data=FungRichS,random=~1|Site_ID)

7.2. Unmoderated model
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2013.06.12.png]

7.3. Forest plot
[image: ]

7.4. Funnel plot
[image: ]

7.5. Failsafe number
N=16

7.6. Cook’s Distance plot
[image: ]

7.7. Sensitivity analysis for critical appraisal
[image: ]

7.8. Moderated models
7.8.1. Forest type
7.8.1.1. Broadleaf
n/a – all studies from coniferous forest

7.8.1.2. Coniferous
[image: ]

7.8.1.3. Mixed
n/a – all studies from coniferous forest

7.8.2. Burn frequency
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2013.10.08.png]

7.8.3. Time since burn
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2013.10.24.png]

7.8.4. Burn season
[image: ]

7.8.5. Climate zone
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2013.10.57.png]



8. Bird richness
8.1. Model code
BirdRichS<-subset(burn,Taxon=="Bird"&Outcome=="RichS")
rmaData<-rma.mv(yi=SMD_g,V=SMD_Vg,data=BirdRichS,random=~1|Site_ID)

8.2. Unmoderated model
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2013.11.18.png]

8.3. Forest plot
[image: ]

8.4. Funnel plot
[image: ]

8.5. Failsafe number
N=0

8.6. Cook’s Distance plot
[image: ]
8.7. Sensitivity analysis for critical appraisal
n/a – only one study High validity

8.8. Moderated models
8.8.1. Forest type
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2013.13.12.png]
[image: ]
8.8.1.1. Broadleaf
n/a – insufficient studies

8.8.1.2. Coniferous
[image: ]
8.8.1.3. Mixed
[image: ]
8.8.2. Burn frequency
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2013.14.32.png]
8.8.3. Time since burn
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2013.14.48.png]
8.8.4. Burn season
[image: ]
8.8.5. Climate zone
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2013.15.20.png]



9. Beetle richness
9.1. Model code
BeetRichS<-subset(burn,(Taxon=="BeetA"|Taxon=="BeetC"|Taxon=="BeetG"|Taxon=="BeetO")&Outcome=="RichS")
rmaData<-rma.mv(yi=SMD_g,V=SMD_Vg,data=BeetRichS,random=~1|Site_ID)

9.2. Unmoderated model
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2013.15.41.png]

9.3. Forest plot
[image: ]

9.4. Funnel plot
[image: ]

9.5. Failsafe number
N=10

9.6. Cook’s Distance plot
[image: ]
9.7. Sensitivity analysis for critical appraisal
n/a – only one High validity study

9.8. Moderated models
9.8.1. Forest type
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2013.20.00.png]
[image: ]

9.8.1.1. Broadleaf
[image: ]

9.8.1.2. Coniferous
[image: ]

9.8.1.3. Mixed
n/a – no studies in this category

9.8.2. Burn frequency
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2013.21.16.png]

9.8.3. Time since burn
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2013.21.34.png]

9.8.4. Burn season
[image: ]

9.8.5. Climate zone
[image: ../../../Desktop/Screen%20Shot%202017-12-16%20at%2013.22.05.png]
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 63; method:
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Taxon Richness of Birds in Mixed Forest

King (2000) Spring burn 1.25[-0.21, 2.71]
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RE Model ————— 0.18 [-0.81, 1.17]
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 6; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0000 5 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 4) = 4.8930, p-val = 0.2985

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.9638, p-val = 0.3262

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrcpt -0.7310 0.6318 -1.1569 0.2473 -1.9694 0.5074
Burn_freq_y 0.9564 0.9743 0.9817 0.3262 -0.9531 2.8660

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 6; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0000 5 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 4) = 4.0928, p-val = 0.3936

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 1.7640, p-val = 0.1841

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrcpt 0.3875 0.4975 0.7787 0.4361 -0.5877 1.3626
Time_since_burn_y -0.3058 ©.2303 -1.3281 0.1841 -0.7572 0.1455

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 6; method: REML)

Variance Components:

estim sqrt
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0001

nlvls fixed

5

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 2) = 3.3933, p-val = 0.1833

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3,4):
QM(df = 3) = 2.4634, p-val = 0.4819

Model Results:

intrept

factor(Burn_growdorm)Both
factor(Burn_growdorm)Dorm
factor(Burn_growdorm)Grow

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1

estimate
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 6; method: REML)

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0000 5 no

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 3) = 4.0680, p-val = 0.2542

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3):

QM(df = 2) = 1.7887, p-val = 0.4089
Model Results:

estimate se zval
intrecpt -0.9217 0.6566 -1.4037
factor(CZ)Df 1.0130 0.7578 1.3367
factor(CZ)Ds 0.7362 0.8050 ©0.9145

factor
Site_ID

pval
0.1604
0.1813
0.3605

ci.lb
-2.2087
-0.4723
-0.8416

ci.ub
0.3652
2.4983
2.3139

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 10; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0002 5 no Site_ID

Test for Heterogeneity:
Q(df = 9) = 18.8501, p-val = 0.0265

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb ci.ub
0.3980 ©0.2523 1.5774 0.1147 -0.095 0.8924

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Taxon Richness of Beetles
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 10; method: REML)

loglLik Deviance AIC BIC AICc
-16.0890 32.1779 38.1779 38.4162 44.1779

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 14.3754 3.7915 5 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 8) = 18.7668, p-val = 0.0162

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.3142, p-val = 0.5751

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrcpt 0.7069 2.7154 0.2603 0.7946 -4.6152 6.0290
Forest_typeConiferous 2.0297 3.6213 0.5605 0.5751 -5.0679 9.1274

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Taxon Richness of Plants in Broadleaf Forest
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Taxon Richness of Beetles in Broadleaf Forest
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Taxon Richness of Beetles in Coniferous Forest
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 10; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0000 5 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 8) = 15.3308, p-val = 0.0530

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 3.5193, p-val = 0.0607

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrcpt -0.6896 0.6323 -1.0907 0.2754 -1.9288 0.5496
Burn_freq_y 1.1610 ©0.6189 1.8760 0.0607 -0.0520 2.3740

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 10; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0000 5 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 8) = 16.7699, p-val = 0.0326

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 2.0802, p-val = 0.1492

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrcpt 1.0471 0.5160 2.0294 0.0424 ©0.0358 2.0583 *
Time_since_burn_y -0.9038 0.6266 -1.4423 0.1492 -2.1320 0.3244

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 <’ 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 10; method:

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0000 5 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 8) = 16.7276, p-val = 0.0331

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 2.1225, p-val = 0.1451

Model Results:

estimate se
intrecpt -0.1804 0.4704 -0.

REML)

zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
3835 0.7013 -1.1023 0.7415

factor(Burn_growdorm)Grow 0.8119 0.5573 1.4569 0.1451 -0.2804 1.9042

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 9.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05

cop1 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 1@; method:
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 25.9136 5.0905 5 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QE(df = 7) = 16.1487, p-val = 0.0238

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3):
QM(df = 2) = 0.6146, p-val = 0.7354

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval
intrcpt 0.0054 5.1070 ©0.0011 0.9992
factor(CZ)Cs  -0.0521 7.2445 -0.0072 0.9943
factor(CZ)Df 3.7229 5.9858 0.6220 0.5340

REML)

ci.lb
-10.0040
-14.2512
-8.0090

ci.ub
10.0149
14.1469
15.4548

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Taxon Richness of Plants in Coniferous Forest
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Taxon Richness of Plants in Mixed Forest
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 62; method:

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.8237 0.9076 34 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QE(df = 60) = 167.5970, p-val < .0001

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 1.2318, p-val = 0.2671

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval

REML)

ci.lb  ci.ub

intrcpt 0.1866 ©0.2611 0.7149 0.4747 -0.3250 0.6983
Burn_freq_y 0.3859 0.3477 1.1099 0.2671 -0.2956 1.0674

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 9.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05

cop1 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 63; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.8040 0.8966 35 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QE(df = 61) = 169.4345, p-val < .0001

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 1.1054, p-val = 0.2931

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrcpt 0.5322 0.2165 2.4578 0.0140 0.1078 ©0.9565 *
Time_since_burn_y -0.0438 0.0417 -1.0514 0.2931 -0.1255 0.0379

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.’ 0.1 ¢ * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 63; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.8298 0.9109 35 no Site_ID
Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 59) = 159.9480, p-val < .0001
Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3,4):
QM(df = 3) = 1.8267, p-val = 0.6091
Model Results:

estimate se zval pval

intrcpt 0.499 0.6101 0.8188 0.4129

factor(Burn_growdorm)Both 0.3411 0.7320 0.4660 0.6412
factor(Burn_growdorm)Dorm  -0.1140 0.6774 -0.1684 0.8663
factor(Burn_growdorm)Grow  -0.2020 0.6490 -0.3113 0.7556

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 63; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.8902 0.9435 35 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 56) = 158.3639, p-val < .0001

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3,4,5,6,7):
QM(df = 6) = 6.0030, p-val = 0.4229

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb
intrcpt -0.1579 0.5665 -0.2788 0.7804 -1.2682
factor(CZ)Cf 0.4874 0.8324 ©0.5856 0.5582 -1.1440
factor(CZ)Cs 0.3103 0.7186 ©.4318 0.6659 -1.0982
factor(CZ)Df 1.0657 0.6332 1.6832 0.0923 -0.1753
factor(CZ)Ds 0.0716 0.7343 0.0976 0.9223 -1.3675
factor(CZ)Mixed 0.0710 1.2065 ©.0589 0.9531 -2.2938
factor(CZDMultiple 0.2311 0.9401 ©0.2458 0.8058 -1.6115

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1

]
2
1
2
1
2
2

ci.ub
.9524
.1188
.7189
.3067
.5108
.4358
.0736




image14.png
Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 10; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0000 8 no Site_ID

Test for Heterogeneity:
QUdf = 9) = 12.9363, p-val = 0.1655

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb ci.ub
0.3862 ©0.1186 3.2573 0.0011 0.1538 0.6185

*k

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Taxon Richness of Non-Native Plants
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Taxon Richness of Non-native Plants

Collins et al (2007) — 0.44[0.08, 0.80]
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 9; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0640 0.2529 7 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 7) = 12.6993, p-val = 0.0798

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.0027, p-val = 0.9582

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrcpt 0.3397 0.3425 0.9920 0.3212 -0.3315 1.0109
Burn_freq_y 0.0275 0.5256 0.0524 0.9582 -1.0027 1.0578

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 10; method: REML)

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0001 8 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 8) = 12.9352, p-val = 0.1141

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.0010, p-val = 0.9745

Model Results:
estimate se zval pval

intrcpt 0.3817 0.1827 2.0889 0.0367
Time_since_burn_y 0.0024 0.0758 0.0320 0.9745

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 10; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.1104 0.3322 8 no Site_ID
Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 7) = 10.9495, p-val = 0.1408
Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3):
QM(df = 2) = 2.2316, p-val = 0.3277
Model Results:

estimate se zval pval

intrcpt 0.5251 0.4872 1.0779 0.2811
factor(Burn_growdorm)Dorm 0.0632 0.5508 0.1147 0.9087
factor(Burn_growdorm)Grow -0.4824 0.5670 -0.8507 ©.3950

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1

ci.lb
-0.4297
-1.0164
-1.5937

ci.ub
1.4799
1.1427
0.6290
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 10; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0784 0.2801 8 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 5) = 9.5442, p-val = 0.0892

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3,4,5):
QM(df = 4) = 2.2868, p-val = 0.6832

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb ci.ub
intrcpt 0.6297 0.3262 1.9304 0.0536 -0.009% 1.2691
factor(CZ)Cs -0.1875 0.4675 -0.4010 0.6885 -1.1038 0.7289
factor(CZ)Df -0.4448 0.5001 -0.8894 0.3738 -1.4249 0.5354
factor(CZ)Ds -0.2017 0.5067 -0.3982 0.6905 -1.1949 0.7914

factor(CZMultiple -0.9631 0.6881 -1.3996 0.1616 -2.3118 0.3856

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 22; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.8245 0.9080 15 no Site_ID

Test for Heterogeneity:
Q(df = 21) = 73.3768, p-val < .0001

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb ci.ub
0.3574 0.2723 1.3128 ©0.1892 -0.1762 0.8911

Signif. codes: © ‘***> @.001 ‘**’ 9.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.’ 0.1 ¢’ 1
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Taxon Richness of Herbaceous Plants
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image27.png
Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 22; method:

logLik Deviance AIC BIC
-30.2578 60.5156 68.5156  72.2934

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed
sigmaA2 0.4268 0.6533 15 no

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QE(df = 19) = 50.1607, p-val = 0.0001

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3):

QM(df = 2) = 10.1666, p-val = 0.0062

Model Results:

estimate se
intrept 0.9420 0.3480
Forest_typeConiferous -0.5700 0.4648
Forest_typeMixed -2.2980 0.7209

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 9.001 ‘**’ 0.01
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Taxon Richness of Herbaceous Plants in Broadleaf Forest
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Taxon Richness of Herbaceous Plants in Coniferous Forest
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Taxon Richness of Herbaceous Plants in Mixed Forest

Elliott et al (2009) A (Ridge) -2.75 [-4.26, -1.23]
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 22; method:

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.7626 0.8732 15 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 20) = 66.9186, p-val < .0001

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.3499, p-val = 0.5542

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval

REML)

ci.lb  ci.ub

intrcpt 0.1160 ©0.4913 0.2362 0.8133 -0.8470 1.0791
Burn_freq_y 0.3733 0.6311 0.5915 0.5542 -0.8636 1.6102

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 9.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05

cop1 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 22; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.5391 0.7343 15 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QE(df = 20) = 60.3866, p-val < .0001

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 4.6188, p-val = 0.0316

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb
intrcpt 0.7582 ©0.2933 2.5846 0.0097 0.1832
Time_since_burn_y -0.1296 0.0603 -2.1491 0.0316 -0.2478

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 <’ 1
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image35.png
Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 22; method:

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.8643 0.9297 15 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 18) = 62.5230, p-val < .0001

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3,4):
QM(df = 3) = 2.6142, p-val = 0.4550

Model Results:

estimate se

REML)

zval pval

intrcpt 1.3653 1.0025 1.3619 0.1732
factor(Burn_growdorm)Both  -0.7386 1.2328 -0.5992 0.5491
factor(Burn_growdorm)Dorm  -0.4871 1.2151 -0.4009 0.6885
factor(Burn_growdorm)Grow  -1.2639 1.0549 -1.1982 0.2308

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.’ 0.1 ¢’ 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 22; method:

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.3330 0.5771 15 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 18) = 46.8409, p-val = 0.0002

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3,4):
QM(df = 3) = 15.4341, p-val = 0.0015

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval
intrcpt -2.7466 0.9651 -2.8460 0.0044
factor(CZ)Cs 2.6000 1.0765 2.4153 0.0157
factor(CZ)Df 3.5657 0.9956 3.5816 0.0003
factor(CZ)Ds 2.6805 1.1516 2.3276 0.0199
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1.6145
0.4234

ci.ub
-0.8551
4.7098
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image38.png
Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 23; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.6902 0.8308 15 no Site_ID

Test for Heterogeneity:
Q(df = 22) = 63.8819, p-val < .0001

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb ci.ub
-0.2530 0.2501 -1.0115 ©0.3118 -0.7433 0.2372

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Taxon Richness of Woody Plants
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Taxon Richness of Woody Plants
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 23; method:

logLik Deviance AIC BIC
-26.5740 53.1480 61.1480 65.1309

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed
sigmaA2 0.8502 0.9221 15 no

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 20) = 61.8705, p-val < .0001

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3):

QM(df = 2) = 0.1067, p-val = 0.9481

Model Results:

estimate se
intrept -0.3264 0.4499
Forest_typeConiferous 0.1541 0.5758
Forest_typeMixed -0.1067 1.1287

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 9.001 ‘**’ 0.01

AICc
63.8146

factor
Site_ID

zval
-0.7255
0.2677
-0.0945

‘*? 0.05

REML)

pval ci.lb
0.4681 -1.2081
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0.9247 -2.3190

cop1 1

ci.ub
0.5553
1.2826
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Taxon Richness of Woody Plants in Broadleaf Forest

McGee et al (1995) 1 burn I—I—-—I -0.21[-1.34, 0.92]
McGee et al (1995) 2 burns I—I—I -0.30 [-1.44, 0.84]
Myers et al (2015) —a— -0.94 [-1.37, -0.52]
Nuttle et al (2013) I—-—-—I 1.04 [-0.27, 2.35]
Peterson and Reich (2008) <1 burn per 4y ' = i -1.11[-2.60, 0.39]
Peterson and Reich (2008) 1-<2 burns per 4y I—.—I -1.17 [-2.22, -0.11]
Peterson and Reich (2008) 2-<3 burns per4y i -2.37 [-4.18, -0.56]
Peterson and Reich (2008) 3-<4 burns per 4y C i -2.18 [-3.93, -0.42]
Scharenbroch et al (2012) I—I—I 0.39[-0.22, 1.01]
RE Model -. -0.33[-1.17, 0.51]
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 63; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.8482 0.9210 35 no Site_ID

Test for Heterogeneity:
Qdf = 62) = 176.3684, p-val < .0001

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb ci.ub
0.3967 0.1772 2.2387 0.0252 0.0494 0.7440 *

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Taxon Richness of Woody Plants in Coniferous Forest

Casals et al (2016) — -0.51 [-1.45, 0.44]

Dodson et al (2008) |—-—| -0.49 [-1.87, 0.90]
Henning and Dickmann (1996) 1 burn I—I—'-I -1.33[-2.77, 0.11]
Henning and Dickmann (1996) 2 burns —_——— -2.05[-3.71, -0.40]
Henning and Dickmann (1996) 4 burns b i -2.94 [-4.93, -0.95]
Huffman et al (2013) —_ 0.37 [-0.68, 1.43]
Hurteau and North (2008) A (Teakettle) |—-—.—| -0.74 [-2.08, 0.61]
Hurteau and North (2008) B (Yosemite) |—-—| -0.14 [-1.42, 1.14]
Welch et al (2000) A (GWWS Autumn) —_ 2.27[1.05, 3.49]
Welch et al (2000) B (GWWS Spring) n—.-—| 0.10 [-0.82, 1.03]
Zhang et al. (2008) A (Low structural diversity plots) n—I—| -0.74 [-1.83, 0.34]
Zhang et al. (2008) B (High structural diversity plots) I—-—I 0.08 [-0.96, 1.13]
RE Model ’ -0.17 [-0.89, 0.55]
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Henning and Dickmann (1996) 1 burn

Dodson et al (2008)

Casals et al (2016)
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Taxon Richness of Woody Plants in Mixed Forest

King (2000) Spring burn

-0.52 [-1.83, 0.79]

King (2000) Autumn burn ] -0.35[-1.64, 0.95]
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 23; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.7665 0.8755 15 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 21) = 60.8413, p-val < .0001

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.0232, p-val = 0.8789

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrcpt -0.1942 0.4461 -0.4354 0.6633 -1.0687 0.6802
Burn_freq_y -0.0996 0.6536 -0.1523 0.8789 -1.3807 1.1815

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 23; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.7631 0.8736 15 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 21) = 63.7769, p-val < .0001

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.1375, p-val = 0.7108

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrcpt -0.3409 0.3580 -0.9522 0.3410 -1.0425 0.3608
Time_since_burn_y 0.0288 0.0777 ©.3708 0.7108 -0.1236 0.1812

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 <’ 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 23; method:

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.6304 0.7940 15 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 19) = 44.1817, p-val = 0.0009

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3,4):
QM(df = 3) = 3.4653, p-val = 0.3253

Model Results:

estimate se

REML)

zval pval

intrcpt -0.9433 0.8231 -1.1460 0.2518
factor(Burn_growdorm)Both 0.9239 1.0355 0.8922 0.3723
factor(Burn_growdorm)Dorm 1.3138 ©0.9431 1.3931 0.1636
factor(Burn_growdorm)Grow 0.4611 0.8828 0.5223 0.6015

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.’ 0.1 ¢ * 1

ci.lb
-2.5565
-1.1057
-0.5346
-1.2691

ci.ub
0.6700
2.9534
3.1623
2.1913
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 23; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.8954 0.9463 15 no Site_ID
Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 19) = 61.4602, p-val < .0001
Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3,4):
QM(df = 3) = 0.4735, p-val = 0.9247
Model Results:

estimate se zval pval

intrept -0.4188 0.5477 -0.7645 0.4445
factor(CZ)Df 0.2029 0.6498 0.3122 0.7549
factor(CZ)Ds -0.0694 1.3020 -0.0533 0.9575
factor(CZDMultiple 0.7930 1.2187 0.6507 0.5152

ci.lb
-1.4923
-1.0707
-2.6213
-1.5956

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1

ci.ub
0.6548
1.4765
2.4825
3.1817
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 13; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 1.8122 1.3462 7 no Site_ID

Test for Heterogeneity:
Q(df = 12) = 54.3554, p-val < .0001

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb ci.ub
-1.0347 0.5411 -1.9122 ©0.0559 -2.0952 0.0259

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Taxon Richness of Trees

Blake and Schuette (2000) 3.5 burns —— -1.16 [-1.87, -0.44]
Blake and Schuette (2000) 2 burns l—I—i -0.57 [-1.24, 0.10]
Huffman et al (2013) |—-—-—| 0.23[-0.82, 1.28]
King (2000) Spring burn N 1.49[-0.05, 3.02]
King (2000) Autumn burn I—-—I -0.19[-1.47, 1.10]
McGee et al (1995) 1 burn I—I—I -0.05[-1.17, 1.07]
McGee et al (1995) 2 burns n—q—I -0.06 [-1.18, 1.07]
Peterson and Reich (2008) <1 burn per 4y —_— -2.42 [-4.24, -0.59]
Peterson and Reich (2008) 1-<2 burns per 4y — -3.95 [-5.66, -2.23]
Peterson and Reich (2008) 2-<3 burns per 4 y b i -4.17 [-6.65, -1.70]
Peterson and Reich (2008) 3-<4 burns per 4y b i -4.17 [-6.65, -1.70]
Welch et al (2000) A (GWWS Autumn) —_— -1.62[-2.70, -0.54]
Welch et al (2000) B (GWWS Spring) —_ -2.03 [-3.20, -0.87]
RE Model ’ -1.03 [-2.10, 0.03]

I I I I I I I

-8 -6 -4 -2 0 2 4
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Welch et al (2000) B (GWWS Spring)

Welch et al (2000) A (GWWS Autumn)

Peterson and Reich (2008) 3-<4 burns per 4y

Peterson and Reich (2008) 2-<3 burns per 4 y

Peterson and Reich (2008) 1-<2 burns per 4y

Peterson and Reich (2008) <1 burn per 4y

McGee et al (1995) 2 burns

McGee et al (1995) 1 burn

King (2000) Autumn burn

King (2000) Spring burn

Huffman et al (2013)

Blake and Schuette (2000) 2 burns

Blake and Schuette (2000) 3.5 burns

-2.03 [-3.20, -0.87]

-1.62 [-2.70, -0.54]

-4.17 [-6.65, -1.70]

-4.17 [-6.65, -1.70]

-3.95 [-5.66, -2.23]

-2.42 [-4.24, -0.59]

-0.06 [-1.18,  1.07]

-0.05 [-1.17,  1.07]

-0.19 [-1.47,  1.10]

 1.49 [-0.05,  3.02]

 0.23 [-0.82,  1.28]
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image54.emf
00 L0 ¢0 €0 v0 G0

(Uyubsyy

Effect size









-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1

0

.

5

0

.

4

0

.

3

0

.

2

0

.

1

0

.

0

Effect size

1

/

s

q

r

t

(

n

)


image55.emf
Glo

oL0

aoue)sIq S)00D

_
G00

000

12

10

Study number









2 4 6 8 10 12

0

.

0

0

0

.

0

5

0

.

1

0

0

.

1

5

Study number

C

o

o

k

'

s

 

D

i

s

t

a

n

c

e


image2.png
Taxon Richness of Plants

Abbott et al (1984) H  —— 1.05[0.15, 1.95
Beche et al (2005) o —— 1.66[0.42, 2.91
Bowles et al (2007) : ] 217[1.10, 3.25
Casals et al (2016) e -0.27 [-1.20, 0.66
Cook et al (2008) e 1.82[0.43, 3.21
Dodson et al (2008) P -0.37 [-1.74, 1.00
Ducherer et al (2009) — -2.78 [-4.43,-1.12
Elliott et al (2009) A (Ridge) —a— -0.16 [-0.90, 0.59
Elliott et al (2009) B (Midslope) —a— 0.14 [-0.91, 1.19
Elliott et al (2009) C (Stream) C—a— 1.55[0.33, 2.76
Elliott and Vose (2010) B (Robin Branch) ——q 0.14[-0.83, 1.11
Foster et al (2015) ———— 0.63 [-0.61, 1.87
Fule et al (2001) ——] 0.06 [-0.55, 0.67
Fule et al (2005) b -1.13[-1.79, -0.47
Henning and Dickmann (1996) 1 burn —e -0.39 [-1.67, 0.88
Henning and Dickmann (1996) 2 burns b -1.07 [-2.45, 0.31
Henning and Dickmann (1996) 4 burns ey -1.36 [-2.81, 0.09
Huffman et al (2013) p—— 0.15[-0.89, 1.20
Hurteau and North (2008) A (Teakettle) |—-—| -0.25[-1.54, 1.04
Hurteau and North (2008) B (Yosemite) b -0.49 [-1.80, 0.82
Hutchinson and Sutherland (2000) 1 burn —— 0.19[-1.02, 1.40
Hutchinson and Sutherland (2000) 3 burns ] -0.19 [-1.40, 1.02
Hutchinson et al (2005) 2 burns - -0.12[-1.49, 1.26
Hutchinson et al (2005) 4 burns P -0.06 [-1.43, 1.31
Kerns et al (2006) Spring burn —a—] 0.02 [-1.02, 1.07
Kerns et al (2006) Autumn burn —a— 0.08 [-0.96, 1.13
King (2000) Spring burn —e -0.81 [-2.17, 0.55
King (2000) Autumn burn P -0.41[-1.71, 0.89
McGee et al (1995) 1 burn e -0.05[-1.17, 1.07
McGee et al (1995) 2 burns | 0.16 [-0.96, 1.29
Metlen and Fiedler (2006) BACI, 25 months = 0.12[-0.38, 0.62
Gundale et al (2006) BACI, 15 months e 0.65[-0.68, 1.99
Neill et al (2007) P 0.30[-0.83, 1.42
Nuzzo et al (1996) Autumn, 1 burn b 0.21 [-1.08, 1.49
Nuzzo et al (1996) Autumn, 2 burns - 0.23 [-1.06, 1.51
Nuzzo et al (1996) Autumn, 3 burns b 0.12[-1.16, 1.41
Nuzzo et al (1996) Spring, 1 burn b 0.21 [-1.08, 1.49
Nuzzo et al (1996) Spring, 2 burns B 0.12[-1.16, 1.40
Nuzzo et al (1996) Spring, 3 burns ——— 0.11[-1.17, 1.39
Peterson and Reich (2008) <1 burn per 4y ] -0.16 [-1.55, 1.23
Peterson and Reich (2008) 1-<2 burns per 4y : —a— 2.07[0.85, 3.29
Peterson and Reich (2008) 2-<3 burns per 4 y e 1.84[0.18, 3.50
Peterson and Reich (2008) 3-<4 burns per 4y — 1.16 [-0.34, 2.67
Royo et al (2010) — 0.94 [-0.04, 1.92
Scharenbroch et al (2012) : —] 2.73[1.88, 3.59
Scudieri et al (2010) A (Chimney spring) burned every 1y e 0.80 [-0.56, 2.16
Scudieri et al (2010) A (Chimney spring) burned every 2y e 1.24[-0.22, 2.70
Scudieri et al (2010) A (Chimney spring) burned every 4y p—e 1.21[-0.24, 2.67
Scudieri et al (2010) A (Chimney spring) burned every 6y e m— | 0.88 [-0.49, 2.26
Scudieri et al (2010) A (Chimney spring) burned every 8y b 0.38 [-0.92, 1.68
Scudieri et al (2010) A (Chimney spring) burned every 10y | 0.63 [-0.70, 1.96
Scudieri et al (2010) B (Limestone flats) burned every 1y e -0.86 [-2.23, 0.51
Scudieri et al (2010) B (Limestone flats) burned every 2y - -1.22 [-2.68, 0.23
Scudieri et al (2010) B (Limestone flats) burned every 4y e -0.49 [-1.80, 0.82
Scudieri et al (2010) B (Limestone flats) burned every 6y ———] 0.13 [-1.16, 1.41
Scudieri et al (2010) B (Limestone flats) burned every 8y e -0.83 [-2.20, 0.53
Scudieri et al (2010) B (Limestone flats) burned every 10y e -0.77 [-2.13, 0.58
Stevens et al (2015) ——— 0.09 [-1.03, 1.22
Strahan et al (2015) P 0.46 [-0.77, 1.69
Welch et al (2000) A (GWWS Autumn) : — 2.74[1.41, 4.07
Welch et al (2000) B (GWWS Spring) F—— 0.29 [-0.65, 1.22
White (1983) : — 2.54[1.41, 3.66
Wienk et al (2004) p— 1.12[-0.21, 2.44

0.40[0.05, 0.74]

RE Model =

-6 -4 -2 0 2

Observed Outcome
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 13; method:

logLik Deviance AIC BIC AICc
-15.2660 30.5320 38.5320 39.7423 46.5320

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 2.2606 1.5035 7 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 10) = 49.8117, p-val < .0001

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3):
QM(df = 2) = 1.0226, p-val = 0.5997

Model Results:

estimate se zval
intrept -1.7651 1.1126 -1.5864
Forest_typeConiferous 0.6338 1.4479 0.4377
Forest_typeMixed 1.5676 1.5636 1.0026

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 9.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05

REML)

pval ci.lb
0.1126 -3.9458
0.6616 -2.2039
0.3161 -1.4970

crp1 1

ci.ub
0.4156
3.4715
4.6322
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Taxon Richness of Trees in Broadleaf Forest

McGee et al (1995) 1 burn

McGee et al (1995) 2 burns

Peterson and Reich (2008) <1 burn per 4y

Peterson and Reich (2008) 1-<2 burns per 4y

Peterson and Reich (2008) 2-<3 burns per 4 y

Peterson and Reich (2008) 3-<4 burns per 4y

-0.05[-1.17, 1.07]

-0.06 [-1.18, 1.07]

2.42 [-4.24, -0.59]

-3.95 [-5.66, -2.23]

-4.17 [-6.65, -1.70]

-4.17 [-6.65, -1.70]

RE Model

Observed Outcome

-1.79[-5.21, 1.64]









Taxon Richness of Trees in Broadleaf Forest

RE Model

-8 -6 -4 -2 0 2

Observed Outcome

Peterson and Reich (2008) 3-<4 burns per 4y

Peterson and Reich (2008) 2-<3 burns per 4 y

Peterson and Reich (2008) 1-<2 burns per 4y

Peterson and Reich (2008) <1 burn per 4y

McGee et al (1995) 2 burns

McGee et al (1995) 1 burn

-4.17 [-6.65, -1.70]

-4.17 [-6.65, -1.70]

-3.95 [-5.66, -2.23]

-2.42 [-4.24, -0.59]

-0.06 [-1.18,  1.07]

-0.05 [-1.17,  1.07]

-1.79 [-5.21,  1.64]
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Taxon Richness of Trees in Coniferous Forest

Huffman et al (2013) —_.— 0.23[-0.82, 1.28]
Welch et al (2000) A (GWWS Autumn) —— & -1.62 [-2.70, -0.54]
Welch et al (2000) B (GWWS Spring) -2.03[-3.20, -0.87]
RE Model — 112 [-2.50, 0.25]
| I I I | I |
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RE Model

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2

Observed Outcome

Welch et al (2000) B (GWWS Spring)

Welch et al (2000) A (GWWS Autumn)

Huffman et al (2013)

-2.03 [-3.20, -0.87]

-1.62 [-2.70, -0.54]

 0.23 [-0.82,  1.28]

-1.12 [-2.50,  0.25]
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Taxon Richness of Trees in Mixed Forest

Blake and Schuette (2000) 3.5 burns —— -1.16 [-1.87, -0.44]
Blake and Schuette (2000) 2 burns n—I—| -0.57 [-1.24, 0.10]
King (2000) Spring burn ' 1.49 [-0.05, 3.02]
King (2000) Autumn burn b ' -0.19[-1.47, 1.10]
RE Model ‘— -0.24 [-1.56, 1.08]

Observed Outcome









Taxon Richness of Trees in Mixed Forest

RE Model
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Observed Outcome

King (2000) Autumn burn

King (2000) Spring burn

Blake and Schuette (2000) 2 burns

Blake and Schuette (2000) 3.5 burns

-0.19 [-1.47,  1.10]

 1.49 [-0.05,  3.02]

-0.57 [-1.24,  0.10]

-1.16 [-1.87, -0.44]

-0.24 [-1.56,  1.08]
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 13; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 1.9716 1.4041 7 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 11) = 52.1816, p-val < .0001

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.4042, p-val = 0.5249

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrcpt -0.5388 0.9629 -0.5596 0.5758 -2.4260 1.3484
Burn_freq_y -0.8037 1.2641 -0.6358 0.5249 -3.2814 1.6740

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 13; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 1.7546 1.3246 7 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 11) = 47.4585, p-val < .0001

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.5383, p-val = 0.4631

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb ci.ub
intrcpt -1.3013 0.6459 -2.0148 0.0439 -2.5672 -0.0354 *
Time_since_burn_y 0.0967 ©0.1318 0.7337 0.4631 -0.1616 0.3551

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 <’ 1




image63.png
Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 13; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 3.1831 1.7841 7 no Site_ID
Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QE(df = 10) = 52.0385, p-val < .0001
Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3):
QM(df = 2) = 0.9582, p-val = 0.6194
Model Results:

estimate se zval pval

intrcpt -0.8466 1.8014 -0.4700 0.6384
factor(Burn_growdorm)Dorm  -0.7132 2.0170 -0.3536 0.7236
factor(Burn_growdorm)Grow 0.1337 1.9902 0.0672 0.9464

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.’ 0.1 ¢’ 1

ci.lb
-4.3773
-4.6664
-3.7669

ci.ub
2.6841
3.2400
4.0344
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 13; method: REML)

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 1.8707 1.3677 7 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 11) = 49.4739, p-val < .0001

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.8661, p-val = 0.3520

Model Results:
estimate se zval

intrecpt -1.2409 0.5917 -2.0974
factor(CZDMultiple 1.4735 1.5833 0.9306

pval ci.lb
0.0360 -2.4005
0.3520 -1.6298

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1

ci.ub
-0.0813
4.5768

*
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 13; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0001 10 no Site_ID

Test for Heterogeneity:
Q(df = 12) = 8.9375, p-val = 0.7083

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb ci.ub
-0.0646 0.1420 -0.4547 0.6493 -0.3430 0.2138

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Diversity of Plants
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 13; method:

logLik Deviance AIC BIC
-6.9687 13.9373  21.9373  23.1477

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed
sigmaA2 0.0009 0.029% 10 no

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 10) = 7.7976, p-val = 0.6486

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3):

QM(df = 2) = 1.1315, p-val = 0.5679

Model Results:

estimate se
intrept 0.1035 0.3058
Forest_typeConiferous -0.0111 0.4177
Forest_typeMixed -0.3097 0.3629

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 9.001 ‘**’ 0.01

AICc
29.9373

factor
Site_ID

zval
0.3384
-0.0266
-0.8534
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Diversity of Plants in Broadleaf Forest
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Diversity of Plants in Coniferous Forest
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Diversity of Plants in Mixed Forest
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 13; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0003 0.0179 10 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 11) = 8.2441, p-val = 0.6913

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.6919, p-val = 0.4055

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrcpt -0.1961 0.2128 -0.9214 0.3568 -0.6132 0.2210
Burn_freq_y 0.3891 0.4678 ©0.8318 0.4055 -0.5278 1.3061

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ @.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.’ 0.1 ¢’ 1
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image76.png
Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 13; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0343 0.1852 10 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 11) = 8.6456, p-val = 0.6546

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.3032, p-val = 0.5819

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrcpt 0.0669 0.2625 ©0.2550 0.7987 -0.4475 0.5814
Time_since_burn_y -0.0230 0.0418 -0.5506 0.5819 -0.1051 0.0590

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 13; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0000 10 no Site_ID
Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QE(df = 10) = 5.3165, p-val = 0.8691
Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3):
QM(df = 2) = 3.6210, p-val = 0.1636
Model Results:

estimate se zval pval

intrcpt 0.0301 0.5715 0.0527 0.9580
factor(Burn_growdorm)Dorm  -0.4421 ©.6169 -0.7167 0.4736
factor(Burn_growdorm)Grow 0.1255 0.6020 0.2084 0.8349

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.’ 0.1 ¢ * 1

ci.lb
-1.0901
-1.6512
-1.0545

ci.ub
1.1503
0.7670
1.3054
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 13; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0001 10 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QE(df = 6) = 5.0809, p-val = 0.5335

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3,4,5,6,7):
QM(df = 6) = 3.8566, p-val = 0.6961

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb ci.ub
intrcpt 0.4821 0.5813 ©0.8292 0.4070 -0.6573 1.6214
factor(CZ)Cf -0.4868 0.6220 -0.7827 0.4338 -1.7060 ©.7323
factor(CZ)Cs -0.1559 0.8244 -0.1891 0.8500 -1.7718 1.4599
factor(CZ)Df -0.1841 0.8260 -0.2229 0.8236 -1.8031 1.4349
factor(CZ)Ds -0.9086 0.6450 -1.4087 0.1589 -2.1728 ©.3556
factor(CZ)Mixed -0.3955 0.7633 -0.5181 0.6044 -1.8915 1.1006
factor(CZDMultiple -0.8414 0.7921 -1.0622 ©.2881 -2.3938 0.7110

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 5; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 1.2100 1.1000 4 no Site_ID

Test for Heterogeneity:
QUdf = 4) = 12.9564, p-val = 0.0115

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb ci.ub
-1.1628 0.6416 -1.8124 ©0.0699 -2.4202 0.0%46

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Taxon Richness of Fungi

Smith et al (2004) Spring burn l 0.10 [-1.11, 1.31]
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Taxon Richness of Fungi in Coniferous Forest

Lazaruk et al (2005)
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 5; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 1.5791 1.2566 4 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 3) = 12.3182, p-val = 0.0064

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.3051, p-val = 0.5807

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrcpt -2.3044 2.1518 -1.0709 0.2842 -6.5218 1.9131
Burn_freq_y 1.2109 2.1924 0.5523 0.5807 -3.0861 5.5078

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 5; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 1.7885 1.3373 4 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 3) = 9.7409, p-val = 0.0209

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.0645, p-val = 0.7995

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrcpt -1.0037 1.0518 -0.9543 0.3399 -3.0653 1.0578
Time_since_burn_y -0.2319 0.9131 -0.2540 0.7995 -2.0215 1.5577

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.’ 0.1 ¢ * 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 5; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 1.4395 1.1998 4 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 3) = 10.0236, p-val = 0.0184

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2):
QM(df = 1) = 0.0084, p-val = 0.9270

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
intrecpt -1.2197 0.8354 -1.4600 0.1443 -2.8570 0.4177
factor(Burn_growdorm)Grow 0.0719 0.7846 0.0917 0.9270 -1.4659 1.6098

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 <’ 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 5; method: REML)

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 3.1277 1.7685 4 no Site_ID

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 2) = 6.0200, p-val = 0.0493

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3):
QM(df = 2) = 0.4974, p-val = 0.7798

Model Results:

estimate
intrecpt -0.2844
factor(CZ)Df -0.9884
factor(CZ)Ds -1.8279

Signif. codes: @ ¢¥**’

se zval pval ci.lb  ci.ub
1.8233 -0.1560 0.8760 -3.8579 3.2891
2.2903 -0.4316 0.6661 -5.4773 3.5005
2.5975 -0.7037 0.4816 -6.9189 3.2631

0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*> 0.05 ‘. 0.1 <’ 1
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Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 6; method: REML)
Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed factor
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0000 5 no Site_ID

Test for Heterogeneity:
Q(df = 5) = 5.8567, p-val = 0.3204

Model Results:

estimate se zval pval ci.lb ci.ub
-0.1693 0.2680 -0.6315 ©0.5277 -0.6946 0.3561

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.” 0.1 < * 1




image90.emf
Taxon Richness of Birds

Berk (2007) - -0.92 [-2.21, 0.37]
Blake (2005) .—-—. -0.03 [-1.15, 1.09]
Hurteau et al (2008) ' i ' 0.03 [-1.25, 1.31]
King (2000) Spring burn ' ' 1.25[-0.21, 2.71]
King (2000) Autumn burn ' = ' -0.71 [-2.06, 0.63]
Russell et al (2009) ' - ' -0.41[-1.71, 0.89]
RE Model ‘— -0.17 [-0.69, 0.36]

Observed Outcome









Taxon Richness of Birds

RE Model

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Observed Outcome

Russell et al (2009)

King (2000) Autumn burn

King (2000) Spring burn

Hurteau et al (2008)

Blake (2005)

Berk (2007)

-0.41 [-1.71, 0.89]

-0.71 [-2.06, 0.63]

 1.25 [-0.21, 2.71]

 0.03 [-1.25, 1.31]

-0.03 [-1.15, 1.09]

-0.92 [-2.21, 0.37]

-0.17 [-0.69, 0.36]


image91.emf
00 L0 ¢0 €0 v0 G0

(Uyubsyy

1.0

0.5

0.0

-0.5

-1.0

Effect size









-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

0

.

5

0

.

4

0

.

3

0

.

2

0

.

1

0

.

0

Effect size

1

/

s

q

r

t

(

n

)


image92.emf
90

G0

_ _
v0 €0

aoue)sIq S)00D

¢0

10

00

Study number









1 2 3 4 5 6

0

.

0

0

.

1

0

.

2

0

.

3

0

.

4

0

.

5

0

.

6

Study number

C

o

o

k

'

s

 

D

i

s

t

a

n

c

e


image93.png
Multivariate Meta-Analysis Model (k = 6;

logLik Deviance AIC BIC
-3.9997 7.9994 15.9994 12.3939

Variance Components:

estim sqrt nlvls fixed
sigmaA2 0.0000 0.0000 5 no

Test for Residual Heterogeneity:
QECdf = 3) = 4.8276, p-val = 0.1849

Test of Moderators (coefficient(s) 2,3):

QM(df = 2) = 1.0291, p-val = 0.5978

Model Results:

estimate se
intrept -0.0274 0.5715
Forest_typeConiferous -0.4045 0.6862
Forest_typeMixed 0.2111 0.7624

Signif. codes: @ ‘***’ 9.001 ‘**’ 0.01

method: REML)

AICc
55.9994

factor
Site_ID

zval pval ci.lb
-0.0479 0.9618 -1.1475
-0.5895 ©.5555 -1.7495
0.2769 0.7818 -1.2832

%2 995 <. Q.1 ¢ 1

ci.ub
1.0927
0.9405
1.7055
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