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Use lichen N to map N
deposition in forests all
across the region.

How is lichen N related to
N deposition in the forest?
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throughfall N deposition

lichen N concentration
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changed out throughfall deposition
collectors each fall and spring

ICP analysis of throughfall deposition
collectors and lichens N
concentration (and S, C, cations,
metals....)
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throughfall
deposition
over time
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throughfall deposition - spatial

Throughfall N Land Use

KRS BCH 2.07 - 3 Agricultural

- ol b ® SS 1.92 Q “SpAd TR Other

0 SPIRIT 1.64

“CL0.76 y : Riparian/Wetland
SO, '

; ; Urban

PC 2.42\17 1 8
C¢ PARADISE 154
0 NICK 2.38 Oil and Gas Fields 2019

FIRST 4.760 Q EITTLE 3.78

ELR2:82 Vernal, UT
()

Water

*

Sources: Esri, USGS: NOAA

0 10 20 40 60 80
O mammw mmm Kilometers




Study @ Nwm A ut species meex mesu phai @ ushi @ xamo
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Lichen species Predictor Estimates (intercept, slope) R’ )%
Melanohalea exasperatula annual throughfall N 1.30, 0.266 0.58 0.0004
Melanohalea subolivacea annual throughfall N 1.43,0.171 0.31 0.062



Study @ Nwm A ut species meex mesu phai @ ushi @ xamo

Lichen N %

Lichen species Predictor Estimates (intercept, slope) R’ )%
Melanohalea exasperatula Fall-Spring throughfall N 1.645, 3.817 0.59 0.0003
Melanohalea subolivacea Fall-Spring throughfall N 1.520, 3.436 0.42 0.0227

Xanthomendoza montana Fall-Spring throughfall N 1.950, 2.682 0.28 0.0238
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Where the deposition comes from




More dry deposition in SW
How do lichens absorb from different kinds of deposition?
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Why no success in New Mexico?

- thunderstorms
- sample timing mismatch |
- variability within plots
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Wrap-up

. Lichens - spatial patterns of deposition
. Limitations

- correlation in Utah but not NM

- Integrate over time
.- Suggestions to improve

- focus on best species

- timing sample collection
- washing samples
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