
Although the processes of revegetation differed among the three revegetated 
sites, each previously had been cultivated and , therefore , was barren of 
vegetation. Nevertheless, the number of species of small mammals at the revege­
tared Yuma site is as great as that at any native site in the region (Mo ulton et aJ. 
1981). Likewise , the Vilas site supports most of the species of small mammals 
known to occur in the region and nearly twice as man y species as the Campo site. 

One (the house mouse) of the three species trapped nearby but not found on 
the Yuma site is an introduced species whose absence probably is not a reflection 
of habitat quality. Another (the prairie vole) occurs primarily in mesic habitats 
on the High Plains (Choate and Williams 1978), and no such habitat is available 
at the revegetated Yum a site. Accordingly , the absence of only one species (the 
silky pocket mouse ) at the Yuma site probably is the result of changes associated 
with perturbation of habitat. Two (the thirteen-lined ground squirrel and south ­
ern plains woodrat) of the three species on the composite list that were not found 
on the Vilas site generally inhabit shortgrass habit ats (Finley 1958, Armstrong 
1972), and their absence might be due to the lack of grazing. Aocordingly, the 
absence of only one species (the silky pocket mouse) at the Vilas site probably is 
the result of perturbation of habitat. However, the absence at the revegetated site 
nearCampoof six species on the composite list cannot beexplained in this manner 
and likely is the result of perturbation of habit at. 

Species composition of the predominant vegetation at the Yuma site is unlike 
that of nati ve rangeland, and predominant species at the Vilas and Campo sites 
differ from those in previously uncultivated prairie. However, only the Campo site 
has a depauperate fauna of small mammals. This suggests that species composition 
of the vegetation has little effect on presence or absence of small mammals. The 
Campo site differs from the others in that it has been grazed and has less litter and 
fewer forbs. This suggests that grazing at Campo changed the stru cture of the 
habitat and thereby precluded use by several species that occurred in the area 
before cultivation. Of course , lack of suitable avenues for recolonization also 
might have contributed to th e depauperate fauna at Campo , and this factor de­
serves stu dy. 

In conClusion , we hypothesize that most species of small mammals on the 
High Plains of eastern Colorado are resilient to perturbation of habitat , and that 
vegetative structure is more important than plant species composition in deter­
mining whether small mammals can inhabit former cropland. Tests of these 
hypotheses will require evaluation of what constitutes a suitable avenue for disper ­
sal into a revegetated habitat. 
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