00 D e R ARG S T AR VNS

- MACAULAY

HONORS COLLEGE

Baruch
. COLLEGE

A AT NSATE | o ’
Introduction Species Richness (Percent)

Conclusion

Have you ever thought about why some areas of a
park have an abundance of various plant species,
while other regions are mostly dominated by the
same few species? Or why there are differences
between plants growing along busy streets as

Initial observations showed distinct trends:
the overall plant community was dominated
by non-native species (61.5%), and the far zone
exhibited the most balance with the highest
number of native plants, while the mid zone
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from observing seasonal or long-term
changes.
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1) Plant species richness across three zones (Near,
Mid, Far)
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We used data recorded during the BioBlitz event.
Plant species were identified and documented
using the iNaturalist application, and to maintain
consistency, only observation recorded at 1:00 p.m.
were included in our analysis.

For park managers, noticing that less-disturbed
areas support stronger native plant
communities can help guide decisions about
restoration, planting, and traffic flow within the
park.
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