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Abstract
Ecological restoration attempts to recover the structure and function of ecosystems that

have been degraded by human activities. A crucial test of ecosystem recovery would be to

determine whether individuals in restored environments are as healthy as those in con-

served environments. However, the impact of restoration on physiology of terrestrial ani-

mals has never been tested. Here, we evaluated the effect of two restoration methods on

body condition measured as body size, body mass, lipid and muscle content of the spider

Nephila clavipes in a tropical dry forest that has suffered chronic disturbance due to cattle

grazing. We used experimental plots that had been excluded from disturbance by cattle

grazing during eight years. Plots were either planted with native trees (i. e. maximal inter-

vention), or only excluded from disturbance (i. e. minimal intervention), and were compared

with control conserved (remnants of original forest) and disturbed plots (where cattle is

allowed to graze). We predicted (1) better body condition in spiders of conserved and

restored sites, compared to disturbed sites, and (2) better body condition in plots with maxi-

mal intervention than in plots with minimal intervention. The first prediction was not sup-

ported in males or females, and the second prediction was only supported in females: body

dry mass was higher in planted than in conserved plots for spiders of both sexes and

also higher that in disturbed plots for males, suggesting that plantings are providing more

resources. We discuss how different life histories and environmental pressures, such as

food availability, parasitism, and competition for resources can explain our contrasting find-

ings in male and female spiders. By studying animal physiology in restoration experiments it

is possible to understand the mechanistic basis of ecological and evolutionary processes

that determine success of ecological restoration.

Introduction
When a forest is degraded by human activities, ecological restoration is the most promising
strategy to recover its structural and functional integrity [Society of Ecological Restoration,
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2004; http://www.ser.org; [1]]. Restoration can include minimal intervention, when the dis-
turbing agent is detected and eliminated to allow natural succession to take place, or maximal
intervention, when practitioners introduce native tree species in plantings [2]. Depending on
the situation, different levels of intervention to restore ecosystems can be successful and cost
effective [3]. Many ecological restoration programs employ trial and error reforestation tech-
niques to attempt to re-create lost habitats [4]. However, the only way to deduce the causes of
success or failure of a restoration program, and to determine the best restoration methods is by
carrying out experiments in which different restoration treatments are tested simultaneously in
replicated plots [4–7].

Success of a restoration program can be evaluated in different ways depending on the
program goals [5]. From an ecological perspective, restoration aims to recover composition,
ecosystem function and stability, and the landscape context of a disturbed area [1]. Most exper-
imental studies on restoration have focused on the recovery of community structure and com-
position, biodiversity, nutrient cycling, or abiotic measurements [8]. However, one key element
of ecosystem function, the physiology of individuals, has received little attention in the context
of restoration, despite its role in mediating organism responses to the environment, and its
importance for shaping an ecosystem’s structure [9–11].

Physiology is largely a reflection of habitat quality and, acting at an organism level, leads to
important changes at population and community levels [10,12,13]. Therefore, implementing
physiological studies in restoration efforts is key to evaluate, plan, and execute restoration pro-
grams [9,14]. Compared to classical ecological techniques used to monitor restoration pro-
grams, such as population dynamics or community structure [6,15], physiological tools can
detect subtle responses of organisms on a shorter time scale, and can help to elicit and under-
stand causal relationships among environmental conditions, organism responses, evolution,
and recovery processes [9,16,17].

During the process of ecosystem recovery, generalist species, which have broad nutritional
and microclimatic ranges, respond physiologically to new environmental conditions and can
be found in sites in different stages of recovery [18]. However, the physiological plasticity
allowing generalist species to tolerate variable environmental conditions implies high energetic
costs [19]. This property makes them ideal study systems to evaluate habitat quality in restored
ecosystems. Predators can be especially sensitive to the new conditions, as they depend on prey
availability and quality to live and reproduce [20,21]. Moreover, predators have the ability to
choose their diets adaptively to compensate for specific nutritional imbalances, such as lipids
or proteins [22,23], but this ability may be limited by resource availability in disturbed sites
compared to restored or conserved environments.

Resource availability defines an individual’s body condition [24,25]. Individuals in good
condition in terms of nutrient storage are considered ‘healthy’ because they tolerate longer
periods of fasting, are more immunocompetent, and ultimately have higher mating success and
fecundity than individuals in poor nutritional condition [24]. Despite the existence of high
food availability in certain environments, resource availability is assumed to be scarce in nature
[26]. Thus, higher nutrient storage is usually assumed to be advantageous [24] but see [27]. As
body condition can be measured using different traits, those that depend on habitat quality are
of particular interest in the field of conservation physiology, given that they reflect the intensity
of environmental stressors [12,28]. Nutritional ecology analyses of body nutrient content, such
as lipids or proteins, can help to demonstrate which macronutrients drive an individual’s con-
dition in response to disturbance and ecosystem recovery, and are therefore recommended in
conservation physiology [26,29].

In the present study we evaluated the effect of two levels of intervention in restoration: mini-
mal (exclusion of disturbance) and maximal intervention (plantings) on the body condition of
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a generalist predator, the native golden orb-web spider, Nephila clavipes, in a tropical dry forest
of Mexico. We measured spider size, body mass, lipid content and muscle mass in plots that
were excluded from disturbance for eight years, and compared these measurements with con-
trol conserved and disturbed sites. We chose such condition measurements because they pro-
vide a mechanistic basis for individual survival and reproduction, and can drive population
changes [30]. This nutritional ecology approach in conservation physiology has been difficult
to apply to vertebrates because of the complexity of estimating energy budgets [28,30], but we
overcame this limitation by using an invertebrate. We predicted better body condition in spi-
ders from conserved sites and restoration plantings compared to sites under minimal interven-
tion and those under disturbance. To our knowledge, this study represents the first evidence of
the effect of ecological restoration on animal physiology in a terrestrial ecosystem.

Methods

Ethical statement
We confirm that official permission was obtained in 2005 from Secretaría del Medio Ambiente
y Recursos Naturales, Mexico (SEMARNAT; Ministry of the Environment and Natural
Resources permit SGPA/DGVS 07808), and has been renewed since then. The species used
in this study (Nephila clavipes) is not an endangered or protected species under CITES
regulations.

Study species
The present study was carried out with adult male and female golden orb-web spiders, Nephila
clavipes (Araneae: Nephilidae). This species shows marked sexual size dimorphism, with
females being up to four times longer and one hundred times heavier than males [31] (see
results). During adulthood, females build relatively permanent webs for capturing prey; males
do not build webs, but instead kleptoparasitize female webs for feeding, sometimes eating prey
rejected by females [32]. This spider species is considered a generalist predator given that
accepts prey of variable species and size depending on local availabilities [33]. N. clavipes sexual
behavior is polygamous with male-male competition and occasional sexual cannibalism [34].

Study site
The present study was carried out in October 2014, in the locality of El Limón de Cuauchichi-
nola, in Sierra de Huautla Biosphere Reserve, Morelos, Mexico (18°20’10” N, 98° 51’ 20”W).
The study site is a tropical dry forest that comprises a mosaic of primary and secondary forest
surrounded by agricultural land and towns. Despite the fact that half of the reserve is consid-
ered to be intact or in a good conservation status, the secondary forest in the reserve is used for
wood extraction and extensive cattle and other livestock ranching, allowing animals to freely
feed from the forest in ca. 20% of the Reserve area [35]. To maintain the coexistence of eco-
nomic activities and biodiversity in the Reserve, a restoration experiment was set in January
2006; therefore, the age of the experimental plots at the time of the present study was eight
years and 10 months.

The experimental design consists of eight 50 x 50 m restoration plots that were excluded
from livestock with electric fences (minimal intervention). In addition to being excluded from
disturbance, four plots excluded from livestock were planted with 560 plants each, belonging to
20 native tree species (maximal intervention [36]). Experimental plots are separated by 80–
1600 m from each other, and plots from the same treatment are separated by at least 200 m.
When compared to disturbed areas, both the minimal and maximal intervention treatments
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show signs of recovery in biomass and richness of herbs [37], dispersal processes [38],
advanced regeneration [39], and lepidopteran diversity [40].As superior and inferior controls
respectively, the restoration experiment uses three plots of conserved forest (old forest, never
cut) and three plots of disturbed forest where cattle still graze. In summary, the experiment
consists in 14 plots of four different treatments: four plots of minimal intervention excluded
from cattle (excluded), four excluded and planted (planted), three superior controls (con-
served) and three inferior controls (disturbed).

Study design
We collected a total of 146 adult male and 143 adult female Nephila clavipes spiders in different
sites as follows: in control conserved plots, N = 42 males and 33 females; in excluded plots,
N = 36 males and 33 females; in planted plots, N = 32 males and 40 females; in control dis-
turbed plots, N = 36 males and 37 females. At least 6 males or females were collected in each
plot, except for one plot in the maximal intervention treatment where we only found 2 males
and 3 females. To reduce edge effects and invasion from contiguous sites, spiders were never
collected less than five meters from the border of any plot. This distance is reasonable because
most Nephilamales and females that disperse move only one meter and can remain in the
same place for weeks [41,42]. Collected individuals were immediately stored in ethanol 70% for
subsequent measurement of body size and physiological condition.

For each spider, we removed all the legs and took three physiological measurements: total
dry mass, lipid mass, and muscular mass. These measurements are good indicators of an indi-
vidual’s nutritional status because they are related to individual fitness, and as such, they have
been suggested as important parameters for conservation studies [26,30,43]. For measurements
of lipid content, animals were dried at 45°C, weighed (± 0.1 mg) and submerged 48 h in chloro-
form for fat extraction. Samples were re-desiccated and re-weighed, and the difference in
weight before and after chloroform extraction was considered lipid content (see similar proce-
dures in [21,44]). For measurement of muscle mass, lipid-free dry samples were placed 48 h in
a 0.8 M solution of potassium hydroxide for muscle extraction. Samples were re-desiccated and
re-weighed and the difference in dry weight was considered muscle mass (see similar proce-
dures in [45,46]. Body size was measured from digital pictures of the spiders taken with a milli-
metric scale, analyzed in Image J 1.42. For females, we used the length of the first left leg as an
estimator of body size [47]. For males, that frequently lose legs, we used body length, measured
from the tip of the cephalothorax to the tip of the abdomen [47].

Statistical analyses
We tested the effect of restoration treatments and two controls (conserved, planted, excluded,
and disturbed) on four body condition variables of Nephila: body size, total dry mass, lipid
mass, and muscle mass in both males and females. Analyses were carried out separately for
males and females. We used general linear mixed models, including restoration treatment as a
fixed factor and plot identity nested in treatment as a random effect [48,49] for each dependent
variable. To analyze body dry mass, lipid mass, and muscle mass, we included the additive
effect of body size in the model. Including body size as a covariate in linear models generates
better predictors of real body condition in spiders and other animals, thus this analysis strategy
is recommended when estimating body condition [24,50]. When the restoration treatment fac-
tor was significant, differences between treatments were explored with a priori contrasts.
Model assumptions of normality of the residuals and homogeneity of variances were inspected
with normal Q-Q plots and plots of fitted values versus residuals of the mixed models respec-
tively [48]. The presence of outliers was inspected using boxplots [48]. Data on female body
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dry mass, lipid mass, and muscle mass were square root transformed to achieve normality and
homogeneity of variances. Analyses were carried out in R software version 3.1.1 [51].

Results
Males and females showed different trends in their physiological response to restoration treat-
ments, but in general, individuals in planted plots showed the highest condition values in both
sexes. Male and female body sizes were not affected by restoration treatment (Table 1).

In females, body dry mass, lipid and muscle mass were dependent on restoration treatment
and body size (Table 1). In general, contrary to our predictions, female body condition (body,
lipid, and muscle mass) was higher in disturbed than in conserved plots (Table 2, Fig 1A, 1B
and 1C). As predicted, female body condition was higher in planted than in excluded plots
(Table 2, Fig 1A, 1B and 1C). Females from excluded and disturbed plots did not differ in any
of the physiological variables tested (Table 2). Body size was positively related with body, lipid
and muscle mass (Fig 2A, 2B and 2C).

The trends observed in males did not follow our predictions. Body dry mass was affected by
restoration treatment: males in plantings had heavier bodies than males in conserved or dis-
turbed plots, but similar weights to those in excluded plots (Table 1; Fig 3). Contrary to our
predictions, body dry mass did not differ between males from conserved and disturbed plots.

Table 1. Effect of restoration treatment and body size on body condition ofNephila clavipes spiders. Significant differences are shown in bold.

Factor/Body condition Body size Body dry mass Lipid content Muscle content

Treatment

Males F3,10 = 0.56, P = 0.651 F3,10 = 9.23, P = 0.003 F3,10 = 0.62, P = 0.617 F3,10 = 1.62, P = 0.245

Females F3,10 = 1.48, P = 0.278 F3,10 = 14.61, P<0.001 F3,10 = 13.24, P<0.001 F3,10 = 12.52, P<0.001

Body size

Males - F1,131 = 550.4, P<0.001 F1,131 = 0.70, P = 0.403 F1,131 = 30.9, P<0.001

Females - F1,128 = 39.18, P<0.001 F1,128 = 20.73, P<0.001 F1,128 = 38.19, P<0.001

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0133551.t001

Table 2. A priori contrasts between different restoration treatments on indicators of body condition inNephila clavipes spiders. Whenmain effects
are non significant (NS, see Table 1) comparisons are not shown. Significant differences are shown in bold.

Conserved vs.
Plantings

Conserved vs.
Exclusions

Conserved vs.
Disturbed

Plantings vs.
Exclusions

Plantings vs.
Disturbed

Exclusions vs.
Disturbed

Body size

Males NS NS NS NS NS NS

Females NS NS NS NS NS NS

Body dry
mass

Males t = 2.72, P = 0.022 t = 0.85, P = 0.413 t = 0.07, P = 0.947 t = 1.83, P = 0.098 t = 2.67, P = 0.023 t = 0.89, P = 0.396

Females t = 5.36, P<0.001 t = 2.51, P = 0.031 t = 3.59, P = 0.005 t = 2.77, P = 0.020 t = 1.80, P = 0.102 t = 1.02, P = 0.330

Lipid
content

Males NS NS NS NS NS NS

Females t = 5.36, P<0.001 t = 2.54, P = 0.029 t = 3.48, P = 0.006 t = 2.76, P = 0.020 t = 1.93, P = 0.082 t = 0.88, P = 0.399

Muscle
content

Males NS NS NS NS NS NS

Females t = 4.86, P<0.001 t = 2.39, P = 0.038 t = 3.46, P = 0.006 t = 2.41, P = 0.037 t = 1.43, P = 0.183 t = 1.02, P = 0.333

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0133551.t002
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Lipid mass and muscle mass did not differ across restoration treatments (Table 1). Body size
was positively related with body dry mass and muscle mass, but not with lipid mass (Table 1;
Fig 4A and 4B).

Discussion
Success of ecological restoration programs has mainly been evaluated by the recovery of popu-
lations and communities, despite the attention called to the importance of evaluating

Fig 1. Effect of different habitats in body condition of female spiders. Body condition, measured as a)
body dry mass, b) lipid mass, and c) muscle mass, of Nephila clavipes female spiders inhabiting plots under
two levels of restoration (exclusions and plantings) and conserved and perturbed areas in the dry forest.
Values in the y-axis are square root transformed. Different letters represent significant differences between
treatments. Lines represent means ± 95% confidence intervals.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0133551.g001

Fig 2. Relation between body size and body condition inNephila clavipes female spiders.Condition was measured as a) body dry mass, b) lipid mass,
and c) muscle mass. Data on the y axis are square root transformed.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0133551.g002
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Fig 3. Effect of different habitats on body dry mass ofNephila clavipesmale spiders inhabiting plots under two levels of restoration (exclusions
and plantings) and conserved and perturbed areas in the dry forest. Different letters represent significant differences between treatments. Lines
represent means ± 95% confidence intervals.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0133551.g003

Fig 4. Relation between body size and body condition in Nephila clavipesmale spiders. Body condition
was measured as a) body dry mass, and b) muscle mass.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0133551.g004
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individual physiology as a measure of restoration success [9]. In contrast with studies at popu-
lation or community levels, physiology can reflect the quality of ecosystems in a shorter time
scale, and represents the mechanistic basis of changes in populations and communities, which
are fundamental in conservation programs [9,10]. In the present study, we evaluated for the
first time how different restoration methods affect body condition of a terrestrial animal, the
native spider Nephila clavipes. We studied body condition with respect to nutritional ecology,
by measuring male and female body size and three key indicators of physiological condition.
We predicted (1) lower general body condition in disturbed sites compared to restored or con-
served sites, and (2) a better body condition when restoration included maximal intervention
(plantings) than in sites with minimal intervention. Our first prediction was not supported in
males or females, whereas our second prediction was supported only in females.

Individual body condition is largely dependent on nutritional status and thus on resource
availability, which is typically low for spiders in nature [26]. Given their different life histories,
male and female spiders have different nutritional requirements and are expected to perform
differently on different diets [26]. The measurements of physiological condition used in the
present study [body mass, lipid content and muscle mass] are dependent on resource availabil-
ity and are good predictors of individual fitness. On one hand, lipids are a fundamental energy
source for spiders [26]. Energy is obtained from food [28] and is mainly spent on functions
including foraging, reproduction, metabolism, endocrine control, and immune response [52–
54]. Therefore, lipids can mediate a number of life history trade-offs related with survival and
reproduction [28,55]. On the other hand, muscles, which are mainly built of proteins [56], can
be important for mating, foraging, and predation avoidance, so muscle mass can also be related
directly to individual fitness [57,58]. Our contrasting results in males and females suggest that
both have different nutritional requirements, and that lipid and protein availability are variable
across the different environments evaluated.

Prey abundance, diversity, and nutritional quality can be the main drivers of physiological
changes detected across our study sites in both sexes. We do not known the main diet resources
for N. clavipes spiders in our study sites, however, prey availability could have large effects on
spider performance [59,60], especially if, as other spiders, N. clavipes forage selectively for dif-
ferent nutrients to counteract specific nutrient imbalances [20,21]. Changes in the abundance
and identity of prey species may differ between our studied sites, causing the observed effects
on spider physiology, and potentially affecting populations, communities, or ecosystems [23].
In our experimental plots, Lepidopera abundance in plantings was similar to exclusions and
disturbed sites, whereas richness was 20 times higher in restored compared to disturbed sites
[40]. Other potential spider prey may follow similar community compositional and abundance
changes across studied sites. Given that prey diversity plays a fundamental role in spider physi-
ology, as different prey provide nutrients of different quality [60,61], our contrasting results in
male and female spider physiology may reflect that the two sexes responded differently to prey
diversity. Future research in our study sites should evaluate whether prey availability and qual-
ity vary for males and females across plots.

In females, our results supported our second prediction, but not the first: female spiders in
planted and disturbed sites showed higher fat content as well as muscle mass and body mass
compared to those inhabiting excluded and conserved sites. These results contrast with our
findings in males, where individuals in conserved sites showed similar body condition to those
inhabiting disturbed and excluded plots. However, body dry mass in males and females was
higher in planted than in control conserved sites for both sexes, and higher than in disturbed
plots for males, suggesting that plantings are providing more resources.

Male and female energetic requirements can be very different, as they allocate their energetic
resources to different functions [26]. Probably, the main difference between male and female
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spiders in this respect is that females invest a large amount of lipids on egg production, whereas
males invest more in mate searching or in competition for mates [24,62]. However, other eco-
logical factors, such as competition for prey resources or parasitism, can differ between sexes.
N. clavipesmales and females compete for prey of different sizes [32], and parasites can have
sex-differential development and virulence in their hosts [63], altering the host’s foraging
behavior and consequently its body condition [46]. Future studies should evaluate the different
dietary requirements for male and female spiders, as well as the presence of potential competi-
tors or parasite pressures in the different studied environments in order to test whether these
factors are impacting spider physiology and, to a larger extent, spider populations.

In contrast to our findings on physiological status, neither male nor female spiders differed
in body size between the different experimental sites analyzed. Unlike physiological traits, that
reflect immediate body condition [9], adult body size in arthropods is fixed and, despite having
an important genetic component, can be largely dependent on environmental conditions expe-
rienced during early development [64,65]. Spiders have the ability to catch up on growth and
development after surviving periods of nutritional imbalance, presumably to synchronize
reproduction to a specific season [66]. Such compensatory growth can be achieved by increas-
ing feeding rates when conditions improve, or by taking resources at the expense of other func-
tions [i. e. physiological], which become depleted and can affect individuals later in life [66].
Hence, physiological changes found for spiders in our study sites might have resulted from a
pressure experienced early in life to reach normal adult sizes. During juvenile stages, male and
female N. clavipes spiders are similar in body size and both use orb-webs for hunting, thus they
are likely feeding on very similar prey [32]. On the other hand, mature spiders are highly size-
dimorphic, and males and females may not consume the same prey items, as males stop mak-
ing their own webs and start looking for females [32]. At this stage, males either do not feed, or
more likely ingest prey rejected by females or silk from female webs, which will enhance their
longevity [67,68]. If adult males do not feed anymore, their physiological status at the time of
maturation will depend on the conditions during development; if they do feed, their physiolog-
ical status will depend on current conditions. Future studies evaluating male and female physi-
ological status during development could show if our findings resulted from pressures during
youth or from conditions during adulthood.

In the present study we measured a set of condition-dependent physiological traits in
response to different environmental conditions. Given that physiology is a main driver of evo-
lution [69], it is likely that evolutionary processes, such as sexual selection, can be changing in
disturbed or restored sites. Sexual selection is highly dependent on sexual traits, such as mor-
phologies and behaviors that are favored during mating, and are considered honest signals of
individual quality [70]. Future studies should evaluate whether sexual selection processes, such
as male-male competition in N. clavipes spiders [34], are different in disturbed and restored
sites as a result of different environmental conditions, leading to changes in the evolutionary
trajectories of populations in different habitats [28].

In N. clavipes spiders, alternative methods of ecological restoration had different impacts on
male and female body condition. Our results highlight the importance of incorporating physio-
logical studies in conservation biology, which could include evaluations of other key species
such as pollinators, herbivores, pests, or decomposers, that strongly impact restoration efforts
[7,71,72]. By using tools from nutritional ecology, physiology can help to clarify the proximal
mechanisms that confer stability and function to restored ecosystems.

Spider Physiological Responses to Restoration

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0133551 July 30, 2015 9 / 13



Acknowledgments
Thanks to Angeles Hernández, Ferdinand Hinterholzer, Ivonne Popoca, Iván Rivas, Yakin
Hernández, and all the students from C.M.G. lab for help during fieldwork. To Alejandro Cór-
doba, Mario Favila, Roger Guevara, Alfonso Díaz and Luz María Ayestaran for logistic support.
To Marcela Osorio, Emily Khazan, and two anonymous reviewers for helpful comments on the
project. The authors declare that no competing interests exist.

Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: DGT CMG. Performed the experiments: DGT
CMG. Analyzed the data: DGT CMG. Contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools: DGT
CMG. Wrote the paper: DGT CMG.

References
1. Shackelford N, Hobbs RJ, Burgar JM, Erickson TE, Joseph B, Ramalho CE, et al. Primed for change:

developing ecological restoration for the 21st century. Restoration Ecology. 2013; 21:297–304.

2. Lamb D, Erskine PD, Parrotta JA. Restoration of degraded tropical forest landscapes. Science. 2005;
310:1628–32. PMID: 16339437

3. McIver J, Starr L. Restoration of degraded lands in the interior Columbia River basin: passive vs. active
approaches. Forest Ecology and Management. 2001; 153:15–28.

4. Howe HF, Martínez-Garza C. Restoration as experiment. Botanical Sciences. 2014; 92:459–68.

5. Suding KN. Toward an era of restoration in ecology: successes, failures, and opportunities ahead.
Annual review of ecology, evolution and systematics. 2011; 42:465–87.

6. BlockWM, Franklin AB, Ward JP, Ganey JL, White GC. Design and implementation of monitoring stud-
ies to evaluate the success of ecological restoration on wildlife. Restoration Ecology. 2001; 9:293–303.

7. Devoto M, Bailey S, Craze P, Memmott J. Understanding and planning ecological restoration of plant–
pollinator networks. Ecology letters. 2012; 15:319–28. doi: 10.1111/j.1461-0248.2012.01740.x PMID:
22251948

8. Jones HP, Schmitz OJ. Rapid recovery of damaged ecosystems. PloS ONE. 2009; 4:e5653. doi: 10.
1371/journal.pone.0005653 PMID: 19471645

9. Cooke SJ, Suski CD. Ecological restoration and physiology: an overdue integration. BioScience. 2008;
58:957.

10. Cooke SJ, Sack L, Franklin CE, Farrell AP, Beardall J, Wikelski M, et al. What is conservation physiol-
ogy? Perspectives on an increasingly integrated and essential science. Conservation Physiology.
2013; 1:1–23.

11. Falk DA, Palmer MA, Zedler JB, editors. Foundations of restoration Ecology. Washington D. C.: Island
Press; 2006.

12. Stevenson RD. Ecophysiology and conservation: The contribution of energetics-introduction to the
symposium. Integrative and comparative biology. 2006; 46:1088–92. doi: 10.1093/icb/icl053 PMID:
21672810

13. Huey RB. Physiological consequences of habitat selection. American Naturalist. 1991; 137:91–115.

14. Young TP, Petersen DA, Clary JJ. The ecology of restoration: historical links, emerging issues and
unexplored realms. Ecology letters. 2005; 8:662–73.

15. Longcore T. Terrestrial arthropods as indicators of ecological restoration success in coastal sage scrub
(California, U. S. A.). Restoration Ecology. 2003; 11(4):397–409.

16. Adams SM, Ryon MG, Smith JG. Recovery in diversity of fish and invertebrate communities following
remediation of a polluted stream: investigating causal relationships. Hydrobiologia. 2005; 542:77–93.

17. Stockwell CA, Kinnison MT, Hendry AP. Evolutionary restoration ecology. In: Falk DA, Palmer MA,
Zedler JB, editors. Foundations of restoration ecology. Washington D. C.: Island Press; 2006. p. 113–
38.

18. Devictor V, Julliard R, Jiguet F. Distribution of specialist and generalist species along spatial gradients
of habitat disturbance and fragmentation. Oikos. 2008; 117:507–14.

19. Richmond CE, Breitburg DL, Rose KA. The role of environmental generalist species in ecosystem func-
tion. Ecological modelling. 2005; 188:279–95.

Spider Physiological Responses to Restoration

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0133551 July 30, 2015 10 / 13

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16339437
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2012.01740.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22251948
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0005653
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0005653
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19471645
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icb/icl053
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21672810


20. Mayntz D, Raubenheimer D, Salomon M, Toft S, Simpson SJ. Nutrient-specific foraging in invertebrate
predators. Science. 2005; 307:111–3. PMID: 15637278

21. Pekár S, Mayntz D, Ribeiro T, Herberstein ME. Specialist ant-eating spiders selectively feed on differ-
ent body parts to balance nutrient intake. Animal Behaviour. 2010; 79:1301–6.

22. Raubenheimer D, Mayntz D, Simpson SJ, Tøft S, Simpson J. Nutrient-specific compensation following
diapause in a predator: implications for intraguild predation. Ecology. 2007; 88:2598–608. PMID:
18027762

23. Simpson SJ, Clissold FJ, Lihoreau M, Ponton F, Wilder SM, Raubenheimer D. Recent advances in the
integrative nutrition of arthropods. Annual Review of Entomology. 2015; 60:1–19. doi: 10.1146/
annurev-ento-010814-020917 PMID: 25341097

24. Moya-Laraño J, Macías-ordóñez R, Blanckenhorn WU, Fernández-Montraveta C. Analysing body con-
dition: mass, volume or density? Journal of Animal Ecology. 2008; 77:1099–108. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-
2656.2008.01433.x PMID: 18573143

25. Jakob EM, Marshall SD, Uetz GW, Jakob EM, Marshall SD, Uetz GW, et al. Estimating fitness: a com-
parison of body condition indices. Oikos. 1996; 77:61–7.

26. Wilder SM. Spider nutrition: an integrative perspective. Advances in insect physiology. 2011; 40:87–
136.

27. Warbrick-Smith J, Behmer ST, Lee KP, Raubenheimer D, Simpson SJ. Evolving resistance to obesity
in an insect. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 2006; 103:14045–9.

28. Homyack JA. Evaluating habitat quality of vertebrates using conservation physiology tools. Wildlife
research. 2010; 37:332–42.

29. Raubenheimer D, Simpson SJ, Tait AH. Match andmismatch: conservation physiology, nutritional ecol-
ogy and the timescales of biological adaptation. Philosophical transactions of the Royal Society of Lon-
don. 2012; 367:1628–46. doi: 10.1098/rstb.2012.0007 PMID: 22566672

30. Stevenson RD, WoodsWA. Condition indices for conservation: new uses for evolving tools. Integrative
and comparative biology. 2006; 46:1169–90. doi: 10.1093/icb/icl052 PMID: 21672816

31. Elgar MA. Sexual cannibalism, size dimorphism, and courtship behavior in orb-weaving spiders (Ara-
neidae). Evolution. 1991; 45:444–8.

32. Higgins LE, Buskirk RE. A trap-building predator exhibits different tactics for different aspects of forag-
ing behaviour. Animal Behaviour. 1992; 44:485–99.

33. Higgins LE. Time budget and prey of Nephila clavipes (Linnaeus) (Araneae, Araneidae) in Southern
Texas. Journal of Arachnology. 1987; 15:401–17.

34. Christenson TE, Goist KC. Costs and benefits of male-male competition in the orb weaving spider,
Nephila clavipes. Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology. 1979; 5:87–92.

35. Dorado O, Maldonado B, Arias DM, Sorani V, Ramírez R, Leyva E, et al. Programa de conservación y
manejo Reserva de la biosfera Sierra de Huautla, México. México: CONANP; 2005.

36. Carrasco-Carballido V, Martínez-Garza C. Recuperación de la biodiversidad con plantaciones de
especies nativas en selvas húmedas y secas de México. Tres estudios de caso. In: Vargas-Ríos O,
Reyes SP, editors. Memorias del I Congreso Colombiano de Restauración Ecológica y II Simposio
Nacional de Experiencias en Restauración Ecológica. Bogotá: Universidad Nacional de Colombia;
2011. p. 297–305.

37. de la O-Toriz J, Maldonado B, Martínez-Garza C. Efecto de la perturbación en la comunidad de herbá-
ceas nativas y ruderales de una Selva estacional Mexicana. Botanical Sciences. 2012; 90:469–80.

38. Martínez-Garza C, Osorio-Beristain M, Valenzuela-Galván D, Nicolás-Medina A. Intra and inter-annual
variation in seed rain in a secondary dry tropical forest excluded from chronic disturbance. Forest Ecol-
ogy and Management [Internet]. 2011; 262:2207–18.

39. Martínez-Pérez A. Efecto de los tratamientos de restauración ecológica en la regeneración de avan-
zada en la selva baja caducifolia de la Sierra de Huautla, Morelos, México. Universidad Autónoma
Metropolitana, México; 2014.

40. Juan-Baeza I, Martínez-Garza C, Del Val E. Recovering more than tree cover: herbivores and herbivory
in a restored tropical dry forest. PloS one. 2015; 10:e0128583. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0128583
PMID: 26030756

41. Ceballos-Meraz L, Hénaut Y, Elgar MA. Effects of male size and female dispersion on male mate-locat-
ing success in Nephila clavipes. Journal of Ethology. 2012; 30:93–100.

42. Robinson MH, Robinson B. The ecology and behavior of Nephila maculata: a supplement. Smithsonian
Contributions to Zoology. 1976; 218:1–22.

43. Weinstein MP, Litvin SY, Guida VG. Essential fish habitat and wetland restoration success: a Tier III
approach to the biochemical condition of commonmummichog Fundulus heteroclitus in common reed

Spider Physiological Responses to Restoration

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0133551 July 30, 2015 11 / 13

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15637278
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18027762
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ento-010814-020917
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ento-010814-020917
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25341097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2008.01433.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2008.01433.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18573143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2012.0007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22566672
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/icb/icl052
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21672816
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0128583
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26030756


Phragmites australis- and smooth cordgrass Spartina alterniflora-dominated salt marshes. Estuaries
and coasts. 2009; 32:1011–22.

44. Lee KP, Raubenheimer D, Simpson SJ. The effects of nutritional imbalance on compensatory feeding
for cellulose-mediated dietary dilution in a generalist caterpillar. Physiological Entomology; 29:108–17.

45. Marden JH. Bodybuilding dragonflies: costs and benefits of maximizing flight muscle. Physiological
Zoology. 1989; 62:505–21.

46. González-Tokman D, Córdoba-Aguilar A, González-Santoyo I, Lanz-Mendoza H. Infection effects on
feeding and territorial behaviour in a predatory insect in the wild. Animal Behaviour. 2011; 81(6):1185–
94.

47. Heiling AM, Herberstein ME. The web of Nuctenea sclopetaria (Araneae, Araneidae): relationship
between body size and web design. Journal of Arachnology. 1998; 26:91–6.

48. Crawley MJ. The R Book. London, UK: Wiley; 2007.

49. Zuur AF, Ieno EN, Walker NJ, Saveliev AA, Smith GM. Mixed effects models and extensions in ecology
with R. New York: Springer; 2009.

50. Labocha MK, Schutz H, Hayes JP. Which body condition index is best? Oikos. 2014; 123:111–9.

51. R Development Core Team. R: a language and environment for statistical computing. Austria: R Foun-
dation for Statistical Computing; 2014.

52. Wikelski M, Ricklefs RE. The physiology of life histories. Trends in Ecology & Evolution. 2001; 16:479–
81.

53. Jensen K, Mayntz D, Wang T, Simpson SJ, Overgaard J. Metabolic consequences of feeding and fast-
ing on nutritionally different diets in the wolf spider Pardosa prativaga. Journal of Insect Physiology.
2010; 56:1095–100. doi: 10.1016/j.jinsphys.2010.03.001 PMID: 20227417

54. Toft S. Nutritional aspects of spider feeding. In: Nentwig W, editor. Spider Ecophysiology. Springer;
2013. p. 373–84.

55. González-Tokman D, González-Santoyo I, Córdoba-Aguilar A. Mating success and energetic condition
effects driven by terminal investment in territorial males of a short-lived invertebrate. Functional Ecol-
ogy. 2013; 27:739–47.

56. McLachlan AD. Structural implications of the myosin amino acid sequence. Annual review of biophysics
and bioingeneering. 1984; 13:167–89.

57. Marden JH, Cobb JR. Territorial and mating success of dragonflies that vary in muscle power output
and presence of gregarine gut parasites. Animal Behaviour [Internet]. 2004; 68:857–65.

58. Miller LEEA, Surlykke A. How some insects detect and avoid being eaten by bats: tactics and counter-
tactics of prey and predator. BioScience. 2001; 51:570–81.

59. Mayntz D, Toft S. Nutrient composition of the prey’s diet affects growth and survivorship of a generalist
predator. Oecologia. 2001; 127:207–13. doi: 10.1007/s004420000591 PMID: 24577651

60. Wilder SM, Mayntz D, Toft S, Rypstra AL, Pilati A, Vanni MJ. Intraspecific variation in prey quality: a
comparison of nutrient presence in prey and nutrient extraction by predators. Oikos. 2010; 119:350–8.

61. Razeng E, Watson DM. Nutritional composition of the preferred prey of insectivorous birds: popularity
reflects quality. Journal of Avian Biology. 2014; 45:1–8.

62. Wilder SM, Rypstra AL. Males make poor meals: a comparison of nutrient extraction during sexual can-
nibalism and predation. Oecologia. 2010; 162:617–25. doi: 10.1007/s00442-009-1518-3 PMID:
19960354

63. Bandi C, Dunn AM, Hurst GDD, Rigaud T. Inherited microorganisms, sex-specific virulence and repro-
ductive parasitism. Trends in Parasitology. 2001; 17:88–94. PMID: 11228015

64. Higgins LE. Constraints and plasticity in the development of juvenile Nephila clavipes in Mexico. Jour-
nal of Arachnology. 1993; 21:107–19.

65. Jiménez-Cortés JG, Serrano-Meneses MA, Córdoba-Aguilar A. The effects of food shortage during lar-
val development on adult body size, body mass, physiology and developmental time in a tropical dam-
selfly. Journal of Insect Physiology. 2012; 58:318–26. doi: 10.1016/j.jinsphys.2011.11.004 PMID:
22085821

66. Jespersen LB, Toft S. Compensatory growth following early nutritional stress in the Wolf Spider Par-
dosa prativaga. Functional Ecology. 2003; 17:737–46.

67. Cohn J, Christenson TE. Utilization of resources by the male golden orb-weaving spider Nephila cla-
vipes (Araneae). Journal of Arachnology. 1987; 15:185–92.

68. Moore CW. The life cycle, habitat and variation in selected web parameters in the spider, Nephila cla-
vipes Koch (Araneidae). American Midland Naturalist. 1977; 98:95–108.

Spider Physiological Responses to Restoration

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0133551 July 30, 2015 12 / 13

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jinsphys.2010.03.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20227417
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s004420000591
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24577651
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00442-009-1518-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19960354
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11228015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jinsphys.2011.11.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22085821


69. Zera AJ, Harshman LG. The physiology of life history trade-offs in animals. Annual review of Ecology
and Systematics. 2001; 32:95–126.

70. Zahavi A. Mate selection-A selection for a handicap. Journal of Theoretical Biology. 1975; 53:205–14.
PMID: 1195756

71. Tylianakis JM, Laliberté E, Nielsen A, Bascompte J. Conservation of species interaction networks. Bio-
logical Conservation. 2010; 143:2270–9.

72. Nichols E, Spector S, Louzada J, Larsen T, Amezquita S, Favila ME. Ecological functions and ecosys-
tem services provided by Scarabaeinae dung beetles. Biological Conservation. 2008; 141:1461–74.

Spider Physiological Responses to Restoration

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0133551 July 30, 2015 13 / 13

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1195756

