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ABSTRACT 
The main goal of this study was to update the current understanding of the spatial behaviour and abundance 

of small mammals in the vicinity of roads through a complete literature review to identify knowledge gaps. We 
also examined spatial patterns of small mammals taking into account the biological and road-related factors 
to provide recommendations for future research. We found 38 papers documenting effects of roads on small 
mammals during 1974-2013, located mainly in North America and Europe. Results were obtained for 56 
species in three mammalian orders considered. We found a high diversity of individual behaviours towards 
roads within the same species in different studies. Nevertheless, we can summarize some general patterns 
found in the review: 1) roads may not represent a barrier to movements because individuals are able to cross 
the roads; 2) although road verges with herbaceous cover favour the small mammal’s abundance, there is no 
clear relationship between road verges and their abundance; 3) as expected, home range size and body mass 
are positively related with road crossing rates; 4) pavement is the road related feature that seems to limit road 
crossing rates. Based on our review, we found four key knowledge gaps: 1) absence of detailed information 
related with habitat and climate conditions in the studies; 2) lack of representativeness of small mammals with 
different ecological traits; 3) missing data on the effects of roads on species dispersal; and 4) scarce data on the 
role of crossing structures to maintain population connectivity and which features favour their use.
Keywords: rodents; marsupials; insectivores; road impacts.

RESUMO 
EFEITOS DAS ESTRADAS SOBRE O COMPORTAMENTO ESPACIAL E ABUNDÂNCIA 

DE PEQUENOS MAMÍFEROS: AS LACUNAS NO CONHECIMENTO. O objetivo principal deste 
estudo foi realizar uma atualização do conhecimento sobre o comportamento espacial e abundância de 
pequenos mamíferos ao redor das estradas, através de uma revisão completa dos estudos realizados até o 
atual momento, para identificar lacunas no conhecimento. Foi examinada a associação entre comportamento 
espacial e abundância de pequenos mamíferos com os fatores biológicos relacionados às rodovias a fim de 
fornecer recomendações para futuras pesquisas. Foram encontrados 38 artigos que documentam efeitos das 
estradas sobre pequenos mamíferos durante 1974-2013, localizados principalmente na América do Norte e 
Europa. Os resultados foram obtidos para 56 espécies em três ordens de mamíferos. Ao longo dos estudos, 
encontramos uma grande diversidade de resposta de indivíduos da mesma espécie. No entanto, é possível 
resumir os principais padrões de resposta encontrados nos estudos: 1) as estradas não funcionam como barreira 
ao movimento dos pequenos mamíferos, uma vez que estes conseguem cruzar a estrada; 2) apesar da vegetação 
com herbáceas à beira da estrada favorecer a ocorrência de roedores, não foi encontrado uma relação direta 
entre à beira da estrada e abundância de pequenos mamíferos; 3) como já documentado, a dimensão da área 
de vida e tamanho corporal das espécies estão positivamente associados à taxa de cruzamentos na estrada; e 
4) o tipo de pavimento é a característica da estrada que mais influencia a taxa de travessias na estrada. Com 
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base na nossa revisão, encontramos quatro lacunas no conhecimento: 1) falta de representatividade de espécies 
com diferentes características ecológicas; 1) ausência de informação detalhada sobre as condições climáticas 
e do habitat; 2) falta de informação sobre os efeitos das estradas na capacidade de dispersão das espécies; 3) 
desconhecimento dos efeitos das estradas na capacidade de dispersão das espécies; e 4) poucos estudos sobre 
o papel das passagens na manutenção da conectividade das populações assim como os fatores que promovem 
a sua utilização.
Palavras-chave: roedores; marsupiais; insetívoros; impacto das estradas.

RESUMEN 
EFECTO DE LAS CARRETERAS SOBRE EL COMPORTAMIENTO ESPACIAL Y ABUNDANCIA 

DE PEQUEÑOS MAMÍFEROS: LOS VACÍOS EN EL CONOCIMIENTO. El objetivo principal de 
este estudio fue actualizar el conocimiento sobre el comportamiento espacial y la abundancia de pequeños 
mamíferos en la vecindad de carreteras, a través de una revisión completa de literatura, para identificar vacíos en 
el conocimiento. También examinamos los patrones espaciales de pequeños mamíferos considerando factores 
biológicos y relacionados a las carreteras, con el fin de proporcionar recomendaciones para investigaciones 
futuras. Encontramos 38 artículos documentando los efectos de las carreteras sobre pequeños mamíferos durante 
1974-2013, localizados principalmente en Norteamérica y Europa. Se obtuvieron resultados para 56 especies 
en tres órdenes de mamíferos. A lo largo de los estudios encontramos gran diversidad de comportamientos 
individuales hacia las carreteras dentro de la misma especie. Sin embargo, es posible resumir algunos patrones 
generales encontrados en esta revisión: 1) las carreteras pueden no representar barreras para el movimiento 
de los pequeños mamíferos, ya que estos consiguen atravesarlas; 2) aunque la vegetación herbácea al borde 
del camino favorece la ocurrencia de roedores, no se encontró una relación directa entre el borde del camino 
y su abundancia; 3) como se esperaba, la dimensión del área de vida y el tamaño corporal de las especies 
están asociados positivamente a la tasa de cruces en la carretera; y 4) el tipo de asfalto es la característica 
de la carretera que más influye en la tasa de cruces de carretera. Con base en nuestra revisión encontramos 
cuatro vacíos en el conocimiento: 1) ausencia de información detallada sobre las condiciones climáticas y del 
hábitat; 2) falta de representatividad de pequeños mamíferos con diferentes características ecológicas; 3) falta 
de información sobre los efectos de las carreteras sobre la dispersión de las especies; y 4) pocos estudios sobre 
el papel de las estruturas para el paso de especies en el mantenimiento de la conectividad de las poblaciones, 
así como los factores que promueven su utilización.
Palabras clave: roedores; marsupiales; insectívoros; impacto de las carreteras.

INTRODUCTION

There is a great amount of literature that examined 
the effects of roads and traffic on abundance and 
movements of vertebrates (e.g. Riley et al. 2006, 
Olsson et al. 2007, Klar et al. 2009). Although direct 
kills by collision with vehicles is the most explicit 
effect of roads, the barrier effect through road 
avoidance may create disruption of demographic 
connectivity across landscapes which has been shown 
to be critical for long-term persistence of populations 
(Forman 2000).

Rytwinski and Fahrig (2011) showed that mammal 
species with a large body size, high mobility and low 

reproductive rate are particularly vulnerable to the 
negative effects of roads. Although, small mammals 
in general are small sized, have less mobility and high 
reproductive rates and several studies show that they 
are also susceptible to the barrier effect of roads (e.g. 
Huijser and Bergers 2000, McGregor et al. 2008). 
In fact, small mammals encompass a wide diversity 
of species with distinct life-history strategies and 
demographic traits and therefore, exhibit different 
responses towards roads and traffic. As primary 
prey for a wide range of raptors and carnivores, as 
well seed and spore dispersers (Vander Wall 1992, 
Arosa et al. 2009), they play a key role in various 
ecosystems. This group usually represents a good 
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model of study because small mammals usually occur 
in high densities and respond quickly to changes 
and disturbances due to their short generation times 
(Steele et al. 1984), which have caused a great interest 
among road ecologist researchers (e.g. McDonald and 
St. Clair 2004, Rico et al. 2009). Several studies have 
documented that rodents often find suitable habitat 
close to roads, when there is both high vegetation 
density and diversity at verges (Rytwinski and Fahrig 
2007, Bissonette and Rosa 2009). However, they seem 
to avoid the pavement itself irrespective of traffic 
(Rico et al. 2007a, McGregor et al. 2008) which may 
promote reproductive isolation, compromising the 
viability of populations. In addition, gliding species 
(e.g. Petaurus norfolcensis) are not affected directly 
by the road per se, but rather by the gaps in the 
canopy as a result of road construction (van der Ree 
et al. 2010).

The main goal of this study was to update the 
current understanding of the spatial behaviour and 
abundance of small mammals in the vicinity of roads 
through a complete literature review to identify 
knowledge gaps. We also examined spatial patterns 
of small mammals taking into account the biological 
and road-related factors to provide recommendations 
for future research.

METHODS

We performed a review of scientific literature 
that quantified the effects of roads on small mammal 
(marsupials, marsupialia, insectivores, insectivora, 
and rodents, rodentia with average weight less than 
1kg) spatial behaviour and abundance using Web 
knowledge, Scopus, Google Scholar and Science 
direct databases. The terms used for the search were: 
small mammal, marsupial, marsupialia, insectivores, 
insectivora,rodents, rodentia with road, highway, 
motorway and freeway. Only studies based on 
quantitative data were considered. Spatial behaviour 
studies corresponded to road crossings either at road 
or existing crossing structures (culverts and under/
overpasses). We found studies with two distinct 
approaches to estimate crossing rates: 1) Individual 
Road Crossing (IRC - proportion of individuals 
surveyed that crossed the road/day*1000) and 2) Road 
Crossing Movements (RCM - the number of crossings/
total individuals surveyed/day*1000). Abundance 

was classified into three categories considering the 
relative abundance/density found in the road verges 
comparing with landscape matrix: less abundant (-); 
same abundance (0) and more abundant (+).

For each species identified in at least one 
publication, we included the average body size and 
individual home range (IHRS) resulting from the 
PanTHERIA database (Jones et al. 2009) and in each 
study area the road-related features (annual daily 
traffic, road width/surface, verges vegetation type 
and land use in the vicinity) (Table 1). We review 
qualitatively the results and try to find patterns among 
species with similar biological descriptors or under 
similar road features.

RESULTS

From 1974 until February 2013, we found 38 
papers quantifying the spatial behaviour (n=21) 
or abundance (n=21) of small mammals towards 
roads (Table 1). Those studies were mainly located 
in North America (Canada, USA and Mexico 42%), 
and Europe (Portugal, Spain, France, Netherlands, 
Czech Republic, United Kingdom, Germany, Ireland, 
Poland 42%) followed by Oceania (16%). 

Results were obtained for 56 species among the 
three mammalian orders considered. Rodentia were 
the most representative group and marsupialia were 
the least studied. Both the abundant rodent species 
of eastern woodlands and agricultural field verges 
of United States (white-footed mouse Peromyscus 
leucopus) and with an extensive range of North 
America (deer mouse Peromyscus maniculatus) 
were the species most commonly found in these 
studies (Linzey 2008, Linzey et al. 2008). Only 
three threatened species (Stephen’s kangaroo rats 
Dipodomys stephensi, Cabrera vole Microtus cabrerae 
and cozumel harvest mouse Reithrodontomys 
spectabilis) were examined.

Spatial Behaviour

On average the IRC rate was 8 ind./day*1000 (range 
0-66) and RCM was 12 crossings/ind./day*1000 
(range 0-118). Species with the highest IRC rate were 
wood mice Apodemus sylvaticus (IRC=66), bank vole 
Myodes glareolus (IRC=61) and field vole Microtus 
agrestis (IRC=56). Hedgehog Erinaceus europaeus, 
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wood mice and white-footed mouse were reported 
with RCM above 90 crossings/ind./day*1000. We 
also found different responses to roads for the same 
species among studies. For example, eight studies 
documented that 14 species never crossed the road, 
but some of them crossed the road in other studies 
(e.g. yellow-necked mouse Apodemus flavicollis), 
which indicate road avoidance behaviour. Some 
species never crossed the roads were studied only once 
(e.g. Merriam’s Kangaroo rat Dipodomys merriami, 
meadow vole Microtus pennsylvanicus, round-tailed 
ground squirrel Spermophilus tereticaudus, red-tailed 
chipmunk Tamias ruficaudus and southern pocket 
gopher Thomomys umbrinus). In this case, further 
research is needed to reach a conclusion on the real 
effect of roads on these species. Methods to record 
road crossing seems to not affect the results but we 
found some exceptions for three species (deer mouse, 
white-footed mouse and, eastern chipmunk Tamias 
striatus). In those cases, we observed higher rates of 
road crossings using the translocation method than 
the capture-recapture method. Regarding the use of 
crossing structures, we detected an average higher use 
of structures than crossing through the road surface 
for deer mouse and southern red-backed vole Myodes 
gapperi (McDonald and St. Clair 2004).

Abundance

No records were obtained for marsupials and 
we found contrast behaviours for the same species 
among sites and studies. The same species could fall 
into the three abundance categories with apparently 
similar type of vegetation in the verges (e.g. water 
vole Microtus richardsoni, deer mouse and western 
harvest mouse Reithrodontomys megalotis (Table 1). 
In fact, we found 23 species in which their abundance 
in the road verge was low in relation to the landscape 
matrix, 25 in which the abundance was higher and 20 
species showed no abundance differences. 

Spatial Patterns of response to roads regarding 
biological and road features 

Biological features

As expected, we found a slight positive relationship 
between IHRS and road crossing rates (IRC and 

RCM). In fact, the average IHRS was 0.1ha for no 
crossings (IRC and RCM). For IRC and RCM above 
50 we found IHRS around 2ha and 1ha, respectively. 
Hedgehog, the species with highest road crossing rate 
recorded (RCM=118.42) had the largest IHRS. No 
relationship was found between IHRS and abundance. 
We found neutral and high abundance in the road 
verges either for species with low home range sizes 
(e.g. California vole Microtus californicus) and larger 
home range sizes (e.g. thirteen-lined ground squirrel 
Spermophilus tridecemlineatus) (Adams and Geis 
1983). Similarly to IHRS, body mass is positively 
associated to both road crossing rates (IRC and RCM). 
We found lower average body mass for no crossings 
(41g) and higher body mass (131g) for road crossings 
above 10 (IRC). For example, hedgehogs (species 
with the greatest weight) had an IRC of 52 whereas 
plains harvest mouse Reithrodontomys montanus 
with 11g had the lowest road crossing rate (IRC=7.3). 
No relationship was found between body mass and 
abundance. The average body mass was similar 
among the three categories of abundance (40g). 

Road features

Road crossing rates were not affected by traffic. 
In roads with very low traffic volume the IRC and 
RCM average was 8.08 and 15.85, respectively. No 
crossings were detected for an average daily traffic 
of 2.600 whereas high crossing rates (IRC and 
RCM>50) occurred in roads with 2.873 and 2.194 
vehicles/day, respectively. Equally, we found no 
relationship between road width and road crossing 
rates. Rico et al. (2007a) recorded similar road 
crossing rates for bank vole at one-lane and two-
lanes roads. We found for the same species (white-
footed mouse Peromyscus leucopus) higher road 
crossing rates for 4-lanes (Richardson et al. 1997) 
than 2-lanes roads (McGregor et al. 2008) whereas 
eastern chipmunk Tamias striatus had an opposite 
response (higher crossings in 1-lane and no crossings 
in 4-lanes). As expected, type of pavement affected 
the species behaviour. We found an average IRC of 
12 in unpaved roads and a lower IRC in paved roads 
(IRC=6). We observed a positive association between 
abundance and road verges with herbaceous and shrub 
cover. When agriculture dominates the surrounding 
landscape, the road verges tend to have higher small 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yellow-necked_mouse
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mammal abundance than when the surrounding 
landscape is mainly forest.

DISCUSSION

The main finding of this review is that species 
show high variability in their populations regarding 
the behaviour towards roads. Thus, it is not clear to 
what extent those findings are applicable to species. 
We believe that microclimate conditions, microhabitat 
availability, predation pressure, and population 
density may explain variation among behaviour 
responses and therefore may limit the prediction 
of the road impact on species. Nevertheless, we 
can summarize some general patterns found in 
the review: 1) roads may not represent a barrier to 
movements because individuals are able to cross 
the roads; 2) although road verges with herbaceous 
cover favour the small mammal’s abundance, there 
is no clear relationship between road verges and their 
abundance; 3) as expected, home range size and body 
mass are positively related with road crossing rates; 
4) pavement is the road related feature that seems to 
limit road crossing rates.

The primary goal of this review was to search 
for spatial behaviour responses of small mammals 
towards roads taking into account some biological 
and road-related features. The majority of studies 
were more focus on the estimation of road crossing 
rates and abundance (e.g. Adams and Geis 1983, 
Ford and Fahrig 2008, Bissonette and Rosa 2009) 
rather than analysing the features that explain those 
responses. However, we found some exceptions that 
should be highlighted in this review. For instance, 
Fuentes-Montemayor et al. (2009) analysed the 
effect of life history and social variables on the 
rodents abundance whereas Bellamy et al. (2000) 
assessed the importance of width, density and size of 
verge, vegetation and ditch, respectively on rodents 
abundance. Additionally, Santos et al. (2007) and 
Sabino-Marques and Mira (2011) analysed the effect 
of floristic composition and vegetation structure of 
road verges on insectivores and rodents abundance.

Although, we found a high number of publications, 
the target species were mainly in North America and 
Europe. Further, these studies focus mainly in species 
with similar ecological requirements, which limit the 

analysis of the impact of roads on functional groups 
and therefore, the prediction of impacts in other less 
known species with similar traits. 

A relevant finding confirming the road avoidance of 
small mammals suggested by several authors was the 
general negative effect of pavement on road crossings 
rates. Unpaved roads have been documented to be more 
permeable to small mammal movements than paved 
roads (Mader 1984, Bakowski and Kosakiewicz 1988, 
Rico et al. 2007a). In our review, we also observed a 
higher tendency of avoiding paved roads, suggested by 
Jaeger et al. (2005) as road surface behaviour, which 
have implications on the population connectivity. 
However, we found interesting exceptions. For 
instance, wood mice showed high road crossing rates 
for paved and unpaved roads. Similarly, field vole show 
high rate of crossings on paved roads. Fortunately, 
species use existing crossing structures regularly and 
apparently the smaller structures seem to promote the 
crossing of several species (e.g. deer mice Peromyscus 
maniculatus, meadow voles Microtus pennsylvanicus 
and red-backed voles Clethrionomys gapperi) 
(McDonald and St. Clair 2004), perhaps because these 
ones may provide more protection from predators.

Although, there is a close association between 
pavement and road width, no relationship was found 
between road width and road crossing rates. One 
good example of this finding occurred with the white-
footed mouse that has similar road crossings rate 
either in 1-lane and 4-lanes road (Oxley et al. 1974, 
Richardson et al. 1997). This is an unexpected result 
because there are several studies that document more 
restricted movements on wide roads than on narrow 
roads (e.g. Conrey and Mills 2001, Rico et al. 2007). 
In line with our results, research has been documented 
that an increase traffic volume did not affect small 
mammal movements; rather, the road itself had a larger 
impact (Goosem 2002, Rico 2007a, Ford and Fahrig 
2008). However, Macpherson et al. (2011) found that 
the RCM of wood mouse decreased when the traffic 
increased. This finding is supported by Richardson et 
al. (1997) which detected that traffic intensity alone 
is a barrier to movement. Nevertheless, they pointed 
out that traffic and road width are usually positively 
correlated and in general studies hardly analyse one 
factor and controlling for the other (e.g. van der Ree 
2006). 
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Surprisingly, we found contrast results between 
species abundance and road verges which may be 
explained by the lack of detailed information on 
verge features. Based on several studies, we expected 
that verges favour the small mammals abundance 
because they can be grazing exclosure areas when 
fenced, are likely to concentrate water which promote 
the vegetation growth, and consequently decrease 
the exposure to predators (Ascensão et al. 2012). In 
fact, we found a close association between rodent 
abundance and the herbs and shrubs presence when 
there is agriculture in the vicinity. This is consistent 
with Sabino-Marques and Mira (2011) that show 
roadside verges in intensively grazed Mediterranean 
landscapes act as important refuges, being crucial for 
their survival where suitable habitat in the vicinity 
is scarce. Moreover, Adams and Geis (1983) have 
documented that grassland species generally preferred 
road verges and many less habitat-specific species 
occurred both in road verges and adjacent landscape. 
In fact, Bellamy et al. (2000) compared several types 
of road verges for rodents and insectivores and show 
the importance of width and type of vegetation depend 
on the species-specific traits and the availability of 
their habitat in the verges.

In line with Rytwinski and Fahrig (2011), small 
mammal species with greater mobility (higher home 
range sizes) are more vulnerable to the negative 
effects of roads. We found that species with greater 
home-ranges tend to cross the roads more often 
which may increase the risk of being hit by vehicles. 
However, the movements between both sides of the 
road prevent the fragmentation between populations 
and therefore, limit genetic differences as observed 
by Rico et al. (2009). In this case, the road mortality 
may be compensated by the high reproductive rate 
of small mammals (Adams and Geis 1983), and 
consequently the high population densities and 
research should focus on the barrier effect due to road 
surface avoidance.

Based on our review, we found four key knowledge 
gaps: 1) absence of detailed information related with 
habitat and climate conditions in the studies; 2) lack of 
representativeness of small mammals with different 
ecological traits; 3) missing data on the effects of 
roads on species dispersal; and 4) scarce data on the 
role of crossing structures to maintain population 
connectivity and which features favour their use.

Suggestions for Further Work

Our results imply that priority should be directed 
towards improving three key issues in knowledge: a) 
extend the range of ecosystems analysed to include 
species with different ecological requirements; b) 
examine the ability of dispersing juveniles to cross 
the roads and c) analyse the relationship between 
road-related features and how this can be translated 
in the degree of isolation. In those research studies 
several questions should be addressed: 1) what is the 
role of micro- habitat and climate on small mammals 
response towards roads and of existing crossing 
structures to maintain road permeability to small 
mammal movements should also be addressed? 2) do 
road crossings even in high traffic roads occur when 
decreases the traffic intensity? and 3) are road crossing 
rates between subpopulations are large enough to 
avoid genetic differentiation? Radio-tracking data 
can provide further information on where and when 
the road crossings occur, whereas genetic analysis 
will help to understand the genetic differentiation and 
isolation degree between populations of both sides of 
the road. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS: This study was conducted in the framework 
of a research project “Interacções entre os mamíferos e as estradas: 
implicações no comportamento e na estrutura genética” PTDC/BIA-
BIC/110097/2009 funded by Fundação para a Ciência e Tecnologia. 
Additional fund was provided by Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia 
through Post-doctoral (CG SFRH/BPD/64205/2009) grant. We thank 
Marcello D’Amico for constructive and insightful comments on an earlier 
version of the manuscript.

REFERENCES

ADAMS, L.W. & GEIS, A.D. 1983. Effects of roads on Small 

Mammals. Journal of Applied Ecology, 20: 403-415, http://

dx.doi.org/10.2307/2403516.

ARCHER, M.W. (2003). Does an interstate highway act as 

barrier to the movement of Peromyscus maniculatus? Research 

thesis, Dept. Biology, University of Nebraska at Kearney, USA.

AROSA, M.L., RAMOS, J.A., QUINTANILLA, L.G. & 

BROWN, D. 2009. First report of fern (Culcita macrocarpa) 

spore consumption by a small mammal (Apodemus sylvaticus). 

Mammalian Biology, 75: 115-121, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.

mambio.2009.05.009.

ASCENSÃO, F., GRILO, C., FILIPE, J., SANTOS-REIS, M. & 

CLEVENGER, A. 2012. Highway verges as habitat providers for 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2403516
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2403516
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mambio.2009.05.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mambio.2009.05.009


EEFFECTS OF ROADS ON SMALL MAMMALS

Oecol. Aust., 17(1): 63-76, 2013

69

small mammals in agrosilvopastoral environments. Biodiversity 

and Conservation, 21: 3681-3697. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/

s10531-012-0390-3.

BAKOWSKI, C. & KOZAKIEWICZ, M. 1988. The effects od 

road on bank vole and yellow-necked mouse populations. Acta 

Theriologica, 33: 345-353.

BELLAMY, B.E., SHORE, R.F., ARDESHIR, D.,TREWEEK, 

J.R. & SPARKS T.H. 2000. Road verges as habitat for small 

mammals in Britain. Mammal Review, 30: 131-139, http://dx.doi.

org/10.1046/j.1365-2907.2000.00061.x.

BISSONETTE, J.A. & ROSA, S. 2009. Road zone effects in 

small mammal communities. Ecology and Society, 14(1): 27 

URL: http//www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol12/iss1/art27/

BROCK, R.E. & KELT, D.A. 2003. Influence of roads on the 

endangered Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi): are 

dirt and gravel roads different? Biological Conservation, 118: 

633-640, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2003.10.012.

BURNETT, S. 1992. Effects of a rainforest road on movements 

of small mammals: mechanisms and implications. Wildlife 

Research, 19: 95-104, http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WR9920095.

CLARK, B., CLARK, B., JOHNSON, L.A. & HAYNIE, M.T. 

2001. Influence of roads on movements of small mammals. 

The Southwestern Naturalist, 46: 338-344, http://dx.doi.

org/10.2307/3672430.

CONREY, R.C.Y. & MILLS, L.S. 2001. Do highways fragment 

small mammal populations? Pp. 448-457. In: Proceedings of the 

International Conference on Ecology and Transportation, Irwin 

C.L., Garrett P., McDermott KP (eds). Center for Transportation 

and the Environment, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, 

NC.

DOUGLASS, R.J. 1977. Effects of winter road on small 

mammals. Journal of Applied Ecology, 14: 827-834, http://

dx.doi.org/10.2307/2402814.

FUENTES-MONTEMAYOR, E., CUARÓN, A.D., VÁZQUEZ-

DOMÍNGUEZ, E., BENÍTEZ-MALVIDO, J., VALENZUELA-

GALVÁN, D. & ANDRESEN, E. 2009. Living on the edge: 

roads and edge effects on small mammal populations. Journal of 

Animal Ecology, 78: 857-865, http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-

2656.2009.01551.x.

FORD, A.T. & FAHRIG, L. 2008. Movement patterns of eastern 

chipmunks (Tamias striatus) near roads. Journal of Mammology, 

89: 895-903, http://dx.doi.org/10.1644/07-MAMM-A-320.1.

FORMAN, R.T.T. 2000. Estimate of the area affected ecologically 

by the road system in the United States. Conservation 

Biology, 14(1): 31-35, http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1523-

1739.2000.99299.x.

GARLAND, T.J.R. & BRADLEY, W.G. 1984. Effects of a 

highway on Mojave desert rodent populations. American Midland 

Naturalist, 111: 47-56, http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2425541.

GOOSEM, M. 2000. Effects of tropical rainforest roads on small 

mammals: edge changes in community composition. Wildlife 

Research, 27: 151-163, http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WR98091.

GOOSEM, M. 2001. Effects of tropical rainforest roads on small 

mammals: inhibition of crossing movements. Wildlife Research, 

28: 351-364, http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WR99093.

GOOSEM, M. 2002. Effects of tropical rainforest roads on small 

mammals: fragmentation, edge forest and traffic disturbance. 

Wildlife Research, 29: 277-289, http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/

WR01058.

HARRIS, I.A., MILLS, H.R. & BENCINI, R. 2010. Multiple 

individual southern brown bandicoots (Isoodon obesulus 

fusvicenter and foxes (Vulpes vulpes) use underpasses installed at 

a new highway in perth, western Australia. Wildlife Research, 37, 

127-133, http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WR09040.

HUIJSER, M.P. & BERGERS, P.J.M. 2000. The effect of roads 

and traffic on hedgehog (Erinaceus europaeus) populations. 

Biological Conservation, 95(1): 111-116, http://dx.doi.

org/10.1016/S0006-3207(00)00006-9.

JAEGER, J.A.G., BOWMAN, J., BRENNAN, J., FAHRIG, L., 

BERT, D., BOUCHARD, J., CHARBONNEAU, N., FRANK, K., 

GRUBER, B. & VON TOSCHANOWITZ, K.T. 2005. Predicting 

when animal populations are at risk from roads: an interactive 

model of road avoidance behavior. Ecological Modeling, 185, 

329-348, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2004.12.015.

JONES, K.E., BIELBY, J., CARDILLO M. FRITZ, S.A., 

O’DELL, J., ORME, C.D.L., SAFI, K., SECHREST, W., 

BOAKES, E.H., CARBONE, C., CONNOLLY, C., CUTTS, 

M.J., FOSTER, J.K., GRENYER, R., HABIB, M., PLASTER, 

C.A., PRICE, S.A., RIGBY, E.A., RIST, J., TEACHER, A., 

BININDA-EMONDS, O.R.P., GITTLEMAN, J.L., MACE, 

G.M., PURVIS, A. & MICHENER, W.K. 2009. PanTHERIA: a 

species-level database of life history, ecology, and geography of 

extant and recently extinct mammals. Ecology, 90: 2648, http://

dx.doi.org/10.1890/08-1494.1.

KLAR, N., HERRMAN, M. & KRAMER-SCHADT, S. 2009. 

Effects and mitigation of road impacts on individual movement 

behavior of wildcats. Journal of Wildlife Management, 73: 631-

638, http://dx.doi.org/10.2193/2007-574.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10531-012-0390-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10531-012-0390-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2907.2000.00061.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2907.2000.00061.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2003.10.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WR9920095
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3672430
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3672430
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2402814
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2402814
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2009.01551.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2009.01551.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1644/07-MAMM-A-320.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1523-1739.2000.99299.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1523-1739.2000.99299.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2425541
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WR98091
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WR99093
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WR01058
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WR01058
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WR09040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3207(00)00006-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3207(00)00006-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2004.12.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/08-1494.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/08-1494.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.2193/2007-574


PETER, F. P.  et al.

Oecol. Aust., 17(1): 63-76, 2013

70

KOZEL, R.M. & FLEHARTY, E.D. 1979. Movements of rodents 

across roads. The Southwestern Naturalist, 24: 239-248, http://

dx.doi.org/10.2307/3670921.

KUYKENDALL, M.T. & KELLER, G.S. 2011. Impacts of roads 

and corridors on abundance and movement of small mammals on 

the Llano Estacado of Texas. The Southwestern Naturalist, 56(1): 

9-16, http://dx.doi.org/10.1894/CLG-33.1.

LINZEY, A.V. 2008. Peromyscus maniculatus. In: IUCN 2010. 

IUCN Red list of threatened species. Version 2010.1. <www.

iucnredlist.org>. (Accessed on 01/05/2010).

LINZEY, A.V., MATSON, J. & TIMM, R. 2008. Peromyscus 

leucopus. In: IUCN 2010. IUCN Red List of threatened 

species. Version 2010.1. <www.iucnredlist.org>. (Accessed on 

01/05/2010).

MACPHERSON, D., MACPHERSON, J.L. & MORRIS, P. 

2011. Rural roads as barriers to the movement small mammals. 

Applied Ecology and Environmental Research, 9(2): 167-180.

MADER, M.J. 1984. Animal habitat isolation by roads and 

agricultural fields. Biological Conservation, 29: 81-96, http://

dx.doi.org/10.1016/0006-3207(84)90015-6.

McDONALD, W. & ST. CLAIR, C.C. 2004. Elements that 

promote highway crossing structure use by small mammals in 

Banff National Park. Journal of Applied Ecology, 41: 82-93, 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2004.00877.x.

McGREGOR, R.L., BENDER, D.J. & FAHRIG, L. 2008. Do 

small mammals avoid roads because of the traffic? Journal of 

Applied Ecology, 45: 117-123, http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-

2664.2007.01403.x.

McGREGOR, R.L., DERRANE, S., BENDER, D. & FAHRIG, 

L. 2003. The effect of traffic volume on translocated small 

mammal movement. Pages 394-396 In: C. Leroy Irwin, P. 

Garrett, & K.P. McDermott (eds.) Proceedings of the International 

Conference on Ecology and Transportation, Raleigh, NC: Center 

for Transportation and the Environment, North Carolina State 

University.

McLAREN, A.A.D., FAHRIG, L. & WALTHO, N. (2011) 

Movement of small mammals across divided highways with 

vegetated medians. Canadian Journal of Zoology, 89: 1214-

1222, http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/z11-100.

MEUNIER, F.D., CORBIN, J., VERHEYDEN, C., JOUVETIN, 

P. 1999. Effects of landscape type and extensive management on 

use of motorway roadsides by small mammals. Canadian Journal 

of Zoology, 77(1): 108-117, http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/z98-203.

OLSSON, M.P.O., WIDÉN, P. & LARKIN, J.L. 2007. 

Effectiveness of a highway overpass to promote landscape 

connectivity and movement of moose and roe deer in Sweden. 

Landscape and Urban Planning, 85: 133-139, http://dx.doi.

org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2007.10.006.

OXLEY D.J., FENTON M.B. & CARMODY G.R. 1974. 

The effects of roads on populations of small mammals. 

Journal of Applied Ecology, 11(1): 51-59, http://dx.doi.

org/10.2307/2402004.

RICHARDSON, J.H., SHORE, R.F. & TREWEEK, J.R. 1997. 

Are major roads a barrier to small mammals? Journal of Zoology, 

243: 840-846, http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.1997.

tb01982.x.

RICO, A., KINDLMANN, P. & SEDLACEK, F. 2007a. Barriers 

effects of roads on movement of small mammals. Folia Zoologica, 

56(1): 1-12. 

RICO, A., KINDLMANN, P. & SEDLACEK, F. 2007b. Road 

crossing in bank voles and yellow-necked mice. Acta Theriologica, 

52(1): 85-94, http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF03194203

RICO A., KINDLMANN, P. & SEDLACEK, F. 2009 Can the 

barrier effect of highways cause genetic subdivision in small 

mammals? Acta Theriologica, 54(4): 297-310, http://dx.doi.

org/10.4098/j.at.0001-7051.068.2008.

RILEY, S.P.D., POLLINGER, J.P., SAUVAJOT, R.M., YORK, 

E.C., BROMLEY, C., FULLER, T.K. & WAYNE, R.K. 2006. 

A southern California freeway is a physical and social barrier 

to gene flow in carnivores. Molecular Ecology, 15: 1733-1741, 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2006.02907.x.

RONDININI, C. & DONCASTER, C.P. 2002. Roads barriers to 

movement for hedgehogs. Functional Ecology, 16(4): 504-509, 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2435.2002.00651.x.

RUIZ-CAPILLAS, P., MATA, C. & MALO, J.E. 2013. Road 

verges are refuges for small mammal populations in extensively 

managed Mediterranean landscapes. Biological Conservation, 

158: 223-229, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2012.09.025.

RYTWINSKI, T. & FAHRIG, L. 2007. Effects of road density on 

abundance of white-footed mice. Landscape Ecology, 22: 1501-

1512, http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10980-007-9134-2.

RYTWINSKI T. & L FAHRIG (2011) Reproductive rate and body 

size predict road impacts on mammal abundance. Ecological 

Applications 21:2, 589-600

SABINO-MARQUES, H. & MIRA, A. 2011. Living on the verge: 

are roads a more suitable refuge for small mammals than streams 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3670921
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3670921
http://dx.doi.org/10.1894/CLG-33.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0006-3207(84)90015-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0006-3207(84)90015-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2004.00877.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2007.01403.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2007.01403.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/z11-100
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/z98-203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2007.10.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2007.10.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2402004
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2402004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.1997.tb01982.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.1997.tb01982.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF03194203
http://dx.doi.org/10.4098/j.at.0001-7051.068.2008
http://dx.doi.org/10.4098/j.at.0001-7051.068.2008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2006.02907.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2435.2002.00651.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2012.09.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10980-007-9134-2


EEFFECTS OF ROADS ON SMALL MAMMALS

Oecol. Aust., 17(1): 63-76, 2013

71

in Mediterranean pastureland? Ecology Research, 26: 277-287, 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11284-010-0781-4.

SANTOS, S.M., MATHIAS, M.L., MIRA, A. & SIMÕES, M.P. 

(2007). Vegetation structure and compositin of road verges and 

meadow sites colonized by Cabrera vole (Microtus cabrerae 

Thomas). Polish Journal of Ecology, 55(3): 481-493.

STEELE, B., BAYN-JR, R. & GRANT, V.C. 1984. Environmental 

monitoring using populations of birds and small mammals: 

analyses of sampling effort. Biological Conservation, 30: 157-

172, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0006-3207(84)90064-8.

VAN DER REE, R. 2006. Road upgrade in Victoria a filter to 

the movement of the endangered Squirrel glider (Petaurus 

norfolcensis): result of a pilot study. Ecological Management 

& Restoration, 7(3): 226-228, http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1442-

8903.2006.312_3.x.

VAN DER REE, R., CESARINI, S., SUNNUCK, P., MOOVE, 

J.L. & TAYLOR, A. 2010. Large gaps in canopy reduce road 

crossing by a gliding mammal. Ecology and Society, 15(4): 35.

VANDER WALL, S.B. 1992. The role of animals in dispersing 

a ‘‘wind-dispersed’’ pine. Ecology, 73: 614-621, http://dx.doi.

org/10.2307/1940767.

Submetido em 16/07/2012
Aceito em 30/04/2013

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11284-010-0781-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0006-3207(84)90064-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1442-8903.2006.312_3.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1442-8903.2006.312_3.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1940767
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1940767


PETER, F. P.  et al.

Oecol. Aust., 17(1): 63-76, 2013

72
Ta

bl
e 

1.
 R

ev
ie

w
 o

f b
io

lo
gi

ca
l f

ea
tu

re
s, 

re
gi

on
, m

et
ho

d 
(C

M
R

 –
 c

ap
tu

re
-m

ar
k-

re
ca

pt
ur

e;
 IC

 –
 id

en
tifi

ca
tio

n 
of

 c
ol

on
ie

s;
 M

F 
– 

m
ea

ns
 o

f f
oo

tp
rin

ts
; P

 –
 p

ig
m

en
ts

; R
T 

– 
ra

di
o-

tra
ck

in
g;

 S
P 

– 
sa

nd
 p

ad
s;

 T
 –

 tr
an

sl
oc

at
io

n)
, 

ab
un

da
nc

e 
in

 ro
ad

 v
er

ge
s i

n 
re

la
tio

n 
to

 la
nd

sc
ap

e 
m

at
rix

 (l
es

s a
bu

nd
an

t (
-)

; s
am

e 
ab

un
da

nc
e 

(0
) a

nd
 m

or
e 

ab
un

da
nt

 (+
), 

sp
at

ia
l b

eh
av

io
ur

 (I
R

C
/R

C
M

), 
ro

ad
 fe

at
ur

es
: t

ra
ffi

c 
(A

nn
ua

l d
ai

ly
 tr

af
fic

 v
ol

um
e 

w
as

 c
la

ss
ifi

ed
 in

 fo
ur

 
ca

te
go

rie
s:

 (1
) v

er
y 

lo
w

 (<
10

00
 v

eh
ic

le
s/

da
y)

; (
2)

 lo
w

 (1
00

0-
10

00
0 

ve
hi

cl
es

/d
ay

); 
(3

) i
nt

er
m

ed
ia

te
 (1

00
00

-3
00

00
 v

eh
ic

le
s/

da
y)

 a
nd

 (4
) h

ig
h 

(>
30

00
0 

ve
hi

cl
es

/d
ay

))
, r

oa
d 

w
id

th
/s

ur
fa

ce
 ( 

4-
la

ne
 p

av
ed

 ro
ad

, 2
-la

ne
 p

av
ed

 
ro

ad
, 1

-la
ne

 p
av

ed
 ro

ad
 a

nd
 1

-la
ne

 u
np

av
ed

 ro
ad

), 
ve

rg
e 

ve
ge

ta
tio

n 
st

ru
ct

ur
e 

(h
er

bs
, s

hr
ub

s a
nd

 tr
ee

s)
, l

an
d 

us
e 

(f
or

es
t, 

ag
ric

ul
tu

re
) a

nd
 re

fe
re

nc
es

 fo
r e

ac
h 

st
ud

y.
 N

um
be

rs
 se

pa
ra

te
d 

by
 “

; “
 re

fe
r t

o 
di

ffe
re

nt
 st

ud
y 

ar
ea

s i
n 

th
e 

sa
m

e 
re

se
ar

ch
 st

ud
y;

 *
 c

ro
ss

in
g 

st
ru

ct
ur

es
 u

se
; *

* 
(in

d.
/p

as
sa

ge
/d

ay
*1

00
0)

. 

SP
E

C
IE

S
B

IO
L

O
G

IC
A

L 
FE

AT
U

R
E

S
R

E
G

IO
N

M
E

T
H

O
D

A
B

U
N

D
A

N
C

E
SP

AT
IA

L 
B

E
H

AV
IO

R
R

O
A

D
 F

E
AT

U
R

E
S

L
A

N
D

 U
SE

R
E

FE
R

E
N

C
E

S

B
M (g
)

H
R

(h
a)

IR
C

R
C

M
Tr
af
fic

R
oa

d 
w

id
th

/
su

rf
ac

e
R

oa
d 

ve
rg

e

M
ar

su
pi

al
a

Is
oo

do
n 

ob
es

ul
us

82
5

0.
01

A
us

tra
lia

SP
-

-
25

0*
*

-

4-
la

ne
s

-
H

ar
ris

 e
t a

l. 
20

10

Pe
ta

ur
us

 n
or

fo
lc

en
si

s
23

0
2

RT
-

51
-

2
he

rb
/tr

ee
-

va
n 

de
r R

ee
 (2

00
6)

17
-

2
-

-
33

3
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

va
n 

de
r R

ee
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

0)

In
se

ct
iv

or
a

C
ro

ci
du

ra
 ru

ss
ul

a
10

0.
02

Po
rtu

ga
l

C
M

R

(+
)

-
-

1
4-

la
ne

s
he

rb
/s

hr
ub

/
tre

e
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

A
sc

en
sã

o 
et

 a
l. 

20
12

(0
)

-
-

-
2-

la
ne

s
he

rb
/s

hr
ub

/
tre

e
Sa

bi
no

-M
ar

qu
es

 &
 M

ira
 (2

01
1)

Fr
an

ce
(+

)
-

-
?

-
-

M
eu

ni
er

 e
t a

l. 
19

99

Sp
ai

n
(+

)
-

-
2

4-
la

ne
s

-
fo

re
st

R
ui

z-
C

ap
ill

as
 e

t a
l. 

20
13

C
ry

pt
ot

is
 p

ar
va

5
0.

17
U

SA
C

M
R

(+
);(

-)
-

-
-

pa
ve

d
he

rb
/s

hr
ub

-
A

da
m

s &
 G

ei
s (

19
83

)

N
et

he
rla

nd
s

M
F

(-
)

-
-

2
2-

la
ne

s

he
rb

/s
hr

ub
/

tre
e

-
H

ui
js

er
 &

B
er

ge
rs

 2
00

0

 E
ri

na
ce

us
 e

ur
op

ae
us

77
8

7
U

K
RT

-
53

11
8

1
-

-
R

on
di

ni
ni

 &
 D

on
ca

st
er

 (2
00

2)

So
re

x 
ar

an
eu

s
9

5.
24

C
ze

c.
 R

ep
.

C
M

R

-
0

0
1

un
pa

ve
d

he
rb

/s
hr

ub
/

tre
e

fo
re

st
R

ic
o 

et
 a

l. 
(2

00
7b

)
-

0
0

1
2-

la
ne

s
-

6
6

2
S.

tro
w

br
id

gi
i

5
-

U
SA

(-
)

-
-

-
pa

ve
d

he
rb

/s
hr

ub
-

A
da

m
s &

 G
ei

s (
19

83
)

S.
 v

ag
ra

ns
6

0.
20

(+
)

-
-

-
pa

ve
d

he
rb

/s
hr

ub

R
od

en
tia



EEFFECTS OF ROADS ON SMALL MAMMALS

Oecol. Aust., 17(1): 63-76, 2013

73

SP
E

C
IE

S
B

IO
L

O
G

IC
A

L 
FE

AT
U

R
E

S
R

E
G

IO
N

M
E

T
H

O
D

A
B

U
N

D
A

N
C

E
SP

AT
IA

L 
B

E
H

AV
IO

R
R

O
A

D
 F

E
AT

U
R

E
S

L
A

N
D

 U
SE

R
E

FE
R

E
N

C
E

S

B
M (g
)

H
R

(h
a)

IR
C

R
C

M
Tr
af
fic

R
oa

d 
w

id
th

/
su

rf
ac

e
R

oa
d 

ve
rg

e

Am
m

os
pe

rm
op

hi
lu

s 
le

uc
ur

us
10

4
5

U
SA

C
M

R

(0
)

0.
7

-
2

4-
la

ne
s

he
rb

/s
hr

ub
-

G
ar

la
nd

 &
 B

ra
dl

ey
 (1

98
4)

Ap
od

em
us

 fl
av

ic
ol

lis
32

0.
16

G
er

m
an

y
-

0;
0

0
1;

2
2-

la
ne

s
-

-
M

ad
er

 (1
98

4)

C
ze

c 
R

ep
.

-
-

22
.2

2
1

un
pa

ve
d

he
rb

/s
hr

ub
/

tre
e

fo
re

st
R

ic
o 

et
 a

l. 
(2

00
7a

)

-
7

-
3

2-
la

ne
s

-
R

ic
o 

et
 a

l. 
(2

00
7b

)

A.
 sy

lv
at

ic
us

Po
rtu

ga
l

(+
)

-
-

1
4-

la
ne

s
he

rb
/s

hr
ub

/
tre

e
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

A
sc

en
sã

o 
et

 a
l. 

20
12

22
0.

71
U

K
-

67
-

-
he

rb
-

R
ic

ha
rd

so
n 

et
 a

l. 
(1

99
7)

-
-

67
;1

00
1

un
pa

ve
d

sh
ru

b
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

M
ac

ph
er

so
n 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
1)

Fr
an

ce
(+

)
-

-
¿

2-
la

ne
s

-
-

M
eu

ni
er

 e
t a

l. 
19

99

Sp
ai

n
(+

)
-

-
2

4-
la

ne
s

-
fo

re
st

R
ui

z-
C

ap
ill

as
 e

t a
l. 

20
13

C
ha

et
od

ip
us

 fo
rm

os
us

20
-

U
SA

(0
)

0
0

2
he

rb
/s

hr
ub

-
G

ar
la

nd
 &

 B
ra

dl
ey

 (1
98

4)

   
C

ha
to

di
pu

s h
is

pi
du

s
37

-

U
SA

C
M

R

(+
);(

-)
;(-

)
18

;1
8;

0
18

;1
8;

0
1

un
pa

ve
d;

2-
la

ne
s;

2-
la

ne
s

he
rb

/tr
ee

ag
ric

ul
tu

re
K

uy
ke

nd
al

l &
 K

el
le

r (
20

11
)

   
 D

ip
od

om
ys

 
he

er
m

an
ni

63
-

(0
)

-
-

-
pa

ve
d

he
rb

/s
hr

ub
-

A
da

m
s &

 G
ei

s (
19

83
)

   
D

. m
er

ri
am

i
38

0.
21

(0
)

0
0

2
4-

la
ne

s
-

G
ar

la
nd

 &
 B

ra
dl

ey
 (1

98
4)

   
D

. s
te

ph
en

si
69

0.
10

(+
);(

-)
-

-
-

un
pa

ve
d

he
rb

ag
ric

ul
tu

re
B

ro
ck

 &
 K

el
t (

20
03

)

   
M

el
om

ys
 c

er
vi

ni
pe

s
71

-
A

us
tra

lia

C
M

R
/T

(0
)

-
-

-

2-
la

ne
s

-
-

B
ur

ne
tt 

(1
99

2)

C
M

R
(+

)
-

-
1

sh
ru

b
fo

re
st

G
oo

se
m

 (2
00

0)

C
M

R

(+
)

0.
2

0.
2;

3
1

G
oo

se
m

 (2
00

1)

(0
)

-
-

1
tre

e
G

oo
se

m
 (2

00
2)

M
ic

ro
tu

s a
gr

es
tis

36
0.

08
U

K
-

56
-

-
4-

la
ne

s
he

rb
-

R
ic

ha
rd

so
n 

et
 a

l. 
(1

99
7)

M
. a

rv
al

is
27

0.
05

Fr
an

ce
(+

)
-

-
¿

2-
la

ne
s

-
-

M
eu

ni
er

 e
t a

l. 
(1

99
9)

M
. c

ab
re

ra
e

53
-

Po
rtu

ga
l

IC
(-

)
-

-
1

pa
ve

d
he

rb
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

Sa
nt

os
 e

t a
l. 

(2
00

7)
 

M
. c

al
ifo

rn
ic

us
57

0.
01

U
SA

C
M

R

(0
);(

+)
-

-
-

pa
ve

d
he

rb
/s

hr
ub

-

A
da

m
s &

 G
ei

s (
19

83
)

M
. m

on
ta

nu
s

43
0.

01
(0

);(
+)

-
-

-
-

M
. o

ch
ro

ga
st

er
42

0.
03

(+
)

-
-

-
-

M
. o

re
go

ni
20

0.
07

(0
);(

+)
-

-
-

-

C
on

tin
ua

tio
n 

Ta
bl

e 
I



PETER, F. P.  et al.

Oecol. Aust., 17(1): 63-76, 2013

74
C

on
tin

ua
tio

n 
Ta

bl
e 

I

SP
E

C
IE

S
B

IO
L

O
G

IC
A

L 
FE

AT
U

R
E

S
R

E
G

IO
N

M
E

T
H

O
D

A
B

U
N

D
A

N
C

E
SP

AT
IA

L 
B

E
H

AV
IO

R
R

O
A

D
 F

E
AT

U
R

E
S

L
A

N
D

 U
SE

R
E

FE
R

E
N

C
E

S

B
M (g
)

H
R

(h
a)

IR
C

R
C

M
Tr
af
fic

R
oa

d 
w

id
th

/
su

rf
ac

e
R

oa
d 

ve
rg

e

M
. p

en
ns

yl
va

ni
cu

s
42

0.
03

C
an

ad
a

C
M

R
(+

)
-

-
-

-
he

rb
fo

re
st

D
ou

gl
as

 (1
97

7)

C
M

R
/T

-
0*

0*
3

4-
la

ne
s

he
rb

/tr
ee

-
M

cD
on

al
d 

&
 S

t. 
C

la
ir 

(2
00

4)

M
. r

ic
ha

rd
so

ni
86

0.
03

U
SA

C
M

R

(-
);(

0)
;(+

)
-

-
-

pa
ve

d
he

rb
/s

hr
ub

-

A
da

m
s &

 G
ei

s (
19

83
)

M
. t

ow
ns

en
di

i
52

0.
06

(0
);(

+)
-

-
-

-

M
us

 m
us

cu
lu

s
19

0.
06

(-
);(

0)
;(+

)
-

-
-

-
C

M
R

/
RT

/P
-

10
0

-
-

Pa
ve

d/
un

pa
ve

d
he

rb
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

C
la

rk
 e

t a
l. 

20
01

M
. s

pr
et

us
17

0.
02

Po
rtu

ga
l

C
M

R

(+
)

-
-

1
4-

la
ne

s

he
rb

/s
hr

ub
/

tre
e

A
sc

en
sã

o 
et

 a
l. 

20
12

Sp
ai

n
(+

)
-

-
2

¿
fo

re
st

R
ui

z-
C

ap
ill

as
 e

t a
l. 

20
13

M
yo

de
s c

al
ifo

rn
ic

us
18

0.
12

U
SA

(-
);(

0)
-

-
-

pa
ve

d
he

rb
/s

hr
ub

-
A

da
m

s &
 G

ei
s (

19
83

)

 M
. g

ap
pe

ri
20

0.
06

U
SA

(-
)

-
-

2
2-

la
ne

s
tre

e
fo

re
st

C
on

re
y 

&
 M

ill
s (

20
01

)
(-

)
-

-
2

4-
la

ne
s

C
an

ad
a

T
-

42
*

-
3

he
rb

/tr
ee

-
M

cD
on

al
d 

&
 S

t. 
C

la
ir 

(2
00

4)

-
1

-
3

tre
e

fo
re

st
M

cL
ar

en
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

1)

M
. g

la
re

ol
us

21
0.

12

C
an

ad
a

C
M

R
(-

)
-

-
-

-
he

rb
D

ou
gl

as
 (1

97
7)

G
er

m
an

y
-

0
0

1;
2

2-
la

ne
s

-
-

M
ad

er
 (1

98
4)

Po
la

nd
C

M
R

/T
-

61
-

1
un

pa
ve

d
he

rb
/s

hr
ub

/
tre

e
fo

re
st

B
ak

ow
sk

i &
 K

oz
ak

ie
w

ic
z 

(1
98

8)

C
ze

c 
R

ep
.

C
M

R

-
-

17
;0

;6
;1

3
1;

2;
2;

1
un

pa
ve

d;
2-

la
ne

s;
2-

la
ne

s;
2-

la
ne

s

he
rb

/s
hr

ub
/

tre
e

R
ic

o 
et

 a
l. 

(2
00

7a
)

U
K

-
-

53
;6

7
1

un
pa

ve
d

sh
ru

b
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

M
ac

ph
er

so
n 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
1)

M
. r

ut
ilu

s
20

-
C

an
ad

a
(-

)
-

-
-

-
he

rb
fo

re
st

D
ou

gl
as

 (1
97

7)

N
eo

to
m

a 
fu

sc
ip

es
21

3
0.

19

U
SA

(-
)

-
-

-
pa

ve
d

he
rb

/s
hr

ub

-
A

da
m

s &
 G

ei
s (

19
83

)

N
. l

ep
id

a
14

4
0.

14
(+

)
0

0
2

4-
la

ne
s

-
G

ar
la

nd
 &

 B
ra

dl
ey

 (1
98

4)

O
ch

ro
to

m
ys

 n
ut

ta
lli

23
0.

41
(-

)
-

-
-

pa
ve

d
-

A
da

m
s &

 G
ei

s (
19

83
)

O
ny

ch
om

ys
 to

rr
id

us
22

1
(0

)
0

0
2

4-
la

ne
s

-
G

ar
la

nd
 &

 B
ra

dl
ey

 (1
98

4)



EEFFECTS OF ROADS ON SMALL MAMMALS

Oecol. Aust., 17(1): 63-76, 2013

75

SP
E

C
IE

S
B

IO
L

O
G

IC
A

L 
FE

AT
U

R
E

S
R

E
G

IO
N

M
E

T
H

O
D

A
B

U
N

D
A

N
C

E
SP

AT
IA

L 
B

E
H

AV
IO

R
R

O
A

D
 F

E
AT

U
R

E
S

L
A

N
D

 U
SE

R
E

FE
R

E
N

C
E

S

B
M (g
)

H
R

(h
a)

IR
C

R
C

M
Tr
af
fic

R
oa

d 
w

id
th

/
su

rf
ac

e
R

oa
d 

ve
rg

e

O
ry

zo
m

ys
 c

ou
es

i 
69

-
M

ex
ic

o

C
M

R

(+
)

-
-

-
-

-
fo

re
st

Fu
en

te
s-

M
on

te
m

ay
or

 e
t a

l 2
00

9

Pe
ro

m
ys

cu
s e

re
m

ic
us

23
0.

27
U

SA
(-

)
0

0
2

4-
la

ne
s

he
rb

/s
hr

ub
-

G
ar

la
nd

 &
 B

ra
dl

ey
 (1

98
4)

P.
 g

ra
tu

s
27

-
(-

);(
0)

-
-

-
pa

ve
d

-
-

A
da

m
s &

 G
ei

s (
19

83
)

P.
 le

uc
op

us
18

0.
10

C
an

ad
a

-
0;

17
0;

10
1

un
pa

ve
d

tre
e

fo
re

st
O

xl
ey

 e
t a

l. 
(1

97
4)

-
4

4
1

2-
la

ne
s

-
0;

3
0;

3
2

-
3

3
1

-
0

0
1

4-
la

ne
s

-
0

0
3

U
SA

(-
);(

0)
;(+

)
-

-
-

pa
ve

d
he

rb
/s

hr
ub

-
A

da
m

s &
 G

ei
s (

19
83

)

U
K

-
18

-
-

4-
la

ne
s

he
rb

-
R

ic
ha

rd
so

n 
et

 a
l. 

(1
99

7)

T

-
38

-
2

-

tre
e

fo
re

st
M

cG
re

go
r e

t a
l. 

(2
00

3)

C
an

ad
a

-
0.

18
/ -

2;
98

2
2-

la
ne

s
-

M
cG

re
go

r e
t a

l. 
(2

00
8)

-
4

-
3

4-
la

ne
s

fo
re

st
M

cL
ar

en
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

1)

P.
 m

an
ic

ul
at

us
20

0.
26

U
SA

C
M

R
-

0
0

4-
la

ne
s

he
rb

ag
ric

ul
tu

re
A

rc
he

r (
20

03
)

C
M

R
/

RT
/P

-
18

-
-

Pa
ve

d/
un

pa
ve

d
C

la
rk

 e
t a

l. 
20

01

C
M

R

-
4

-
-

un
pa

ve
d

he
rb

/s
hr

ub
-

K
oz

el
 &

 F
le

ha
rty

 (1
97

9)

(-
);(

0)
-

-
-

pa
ve

d
-

A
da

m
s &

 G
ei

s (
19

83
)

(-
)

-
-

2
2-

la
ne

s
tre

e
fo

re
st

C
on

re
y 

&
 M

ill
s (

20
01

)
(-

)
-

-
4-

la
ne

s
C

an
ad

a
T

-
22

2*
-

3
he

rb
/tr

ee
-

M
cD

on
al

d 
&

 S
t. 

C
la

ir 
(2

00
4)

U
SA

C
M

R

(-
);(

-)
;(+

)
-

28
;1

0;
31

1
un

pa
ve

d;
2-

la
ne

s;
 2

-la
ne

s
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

K
uy

ke
nd

al
l &

 K
el

le
r (

20
11

)

Ra
ttu

s s
p.

-
-

A
us

tra
lia

(-
)

-
-

1

2-
la

ne
s

sh
ru

b
fo

re
st

G
oo

se
m

 (2
00

0)

(+
)

-
4;

6
1

G
oo

se
m

 (2
00

1)

(-
);(

+)
-

-
1

G
oo

se
m

 (2
00

2)

C
on

tin
ua

tio
n 

Ta
bl

e 
I



PETER, F. P.  et al.

Oecol. Aust., 17(1): 63-76, 2013

76

SP
E

C
IE

S
B

IO
L

O
G

IC
A

L 
FE

AT
U

R
E

S
R

E
G

IO
N

M
E

T
H

O
D

A
B

U
N

D
A

N
C

E
SP

AT
IA

L 
B

E
H

AV
IO

R
R

O
A

D
 F

E
AT

U
R

E
S

L
A

N
D

 U
SE

R
E

FE
R

E
N

C
E

S

B
M (g
)

H
R

(h
a)

IR
C

R
C

M
Tr
af
fic

R
oa

d 
w

id
th

/
su

rf
ac

e
R

oa
d 

ve
rg

e

Re
ith

ro
do

nt
om

ys
 

fu
lv

es
ce

ns
12

0.
1

U
SA

C
M

R
/

RT
/P

-
0.

02
-

2-
la

ne
s/

un
pa

ve
d

he
rb

ag
ric

ul
tu

re
C

la
rk

 e
t a

l. 
20

01

R.
 h

um
ul

is
8

0.
38

C
M

R
(0

)/ 
(+

)
-

-
-

2-
la

ne
s

he
rb

/s
hr

ub
-

A
da

m
s &

 G
ei

s (
19

83
)

R.
m

eg
al

ot
is

11
0.

11

C
M

R

(-
)/(

0)
/(+

)
-

-
-

-

(-
)/ 

(+
)

-
13

/ 5
1

un
pa

ve
d

he
rb

/tr
ee

ag
ric

ul
tu

re
K

uy
ke

nd
al

l &
 K

el
le

r (
20

11
)

(-
)

-
0

1

2-
la

ne
s

R.
 m

on
ta

nu
s

11
0.

25
(-

)
8

8.
1

(-
)/ 

(+
)

7;
 -

7/
19

1

R.
 sp

ec
ta

bi
lis

M
ex

ic
o

(0
)

-
-

-
-

-
fo

re
st

Fu
en

te
s-

M
on

te
m

ay
or

 e
t a

l 2
00

9

Si
gm

od
on

 h
is

pi
du

s
11

1
0.

2

U
SA

C
M

R
/

RT
/P

-
80

-
2-

la
ne

s /
un

pa
ve

d
he

rb
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

C
la

rk
 e

t a
l. 

20
01

S.
 h

is
pi

du
s

11
1

0.
28

C
M

R

(+
)

-
-

-
pa

ve
d

he
rb

/s
hr

ub
-

A
da

m
s &

 G
ei

s (
19

83
)

(-
)

0
0

1
un

pa
ve

d
he

rb
/tr

ee
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

K
uy

ke
nd

al
l &

 K
el

le
r (

20
11

)
(-

)/ 
(+

)
7;

-
7;

14
1

2-
la

ne
s

he
rb

/tr
ee

(+
)/ 

(+
)

-
-

-
he

rb
/s

hr
ub

-

Sp
er

m
op

hi
lu

s 
te

re
tic

ad
us

14
8

1
(-

)
0

0
2

4-
la

ne
s

-
G

ar
la

nd
 &

 B
ra

dl
ey

 (1
98

4)

S.
 tr

id
ec

em
lin

ea
tu

s
14

8
2

-
9

-
-

un
pa

ve
d

he
rb

ag
ric

ul
tu

re
K

oz
el

 &
 F

le
ha

rty
 (1

97
9)

U
SA

C
M

R

(0
)/ 

(+
)

-
-

-
2-

la
ne

s
he

rb
/s

hr
ub

-
A

da
m

s &
 G

ei
s (

19
83

)

Ta
m

ia
s r

ufi
ca

ud
us

60
-

(-
)

0
0

2
4-

la
ne

s
tre

e
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

C
on

re
y 

&
 M

ill
s (

20
01

)

T.
 st

ri
at

us
-

C
an

ad
a

-
23

;8
11

;8
1

un
pa

ve
d

tre
e

fo
re

st
O

xl
ey

 e
t a

l. 
(1

97
4)

-
0

0
1

2-
la

ne
s

-
0

0
2

-
0

0
3

4-
la

ne
s

T
-

32
-

2
-

M
cG

re
go

r e
t a

l. 
(2

00
3)

-
-

12
2

2-
la

ne
s

-
M

cG
re

go
r e

t a
l. 

(2
00

8)

Th
om

om
ys

 u
m

br
in

us
12

5
-

U
SA

C
M

R

(+
)

0
0

2
4-

la
ne

s
he

rb
/s

hr
ub

-
G

ar
la

nd
 &

 B
ra

dl
ey

 (1
98

4)

U
ro

m
ys

 c
au

di
m

ac
ul

at
us

64
4

-
A

us
tra

lia
-

-
5/

7
1

2-
la

ne
s

sh
ru

b
fo

re
st

G
oo

se
m

 (2
00

1)
(-

)
-

-
1

tre
e

-
G

oo
se

m
 (2

00
2)

(+
)

-
-

1
sh

ru
b

fo
re

st

C
on

tin
ua

tio
n 

Ta
bl

e 
I


