





-y -

ALL, FRAGMENTED POP

T T i o e A

 CHALLENGE: SM

- E—

)

l:"



CONSEQUENCE,,’OF SI\/IALL POPULATIONS

1.". .— -'. 5 ¥ N '
2 1

1

{ =0 e’feroas |mprovﬁe
When gemetrc material from/
mtreduced LA AN /
1 //\/ A A ‘



DOES INBREEDING DEPRESSION IMPACT
ECHINACEA POPULATIONS?
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Does Echinacea angustifolia’s survival ‘and ‘reproductive

success differ between inbred plants, within-population
crosses, and between-population crosses?
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Survival

— 2006: 1136 plants total

—2018: 313 surviving—28% of
original group

— Inbred crosses: 26% survival

— Within-population crosses:
23% survival

— Between-population crosses: .~
34% survival




100

90

Percent Surviving
& 8 8 8 3 8

N
o

o

Echinacea angustifolia survival by cross type, 2006-2018
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Total Achenes Produced 2006-2013
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Within-population Between-population

Cross Type

Between-population crosses produced 2.3x more

achenes on average than inbred plants



Total Seedheads Produced 2006-2018
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Within-population Between-population

Cross Type

Between-population crosses produced 2.7x more seedheads
than inbred plants, and twice as many seedheads as within-

population crosses
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