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How does macrophyte and microbial mat
standing stock allocation co-vary along
resource and stress gradients in freshwater
benthic ecosystems?



Sampling Locations

Plot Types

Eleocharis cellulosa

Cladium jamaicense

* Ridge habitat * Slough habitat
* Shallow * Deeper
* Shorter hydroperiod * Longer hydroperiod
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Methods

e Standing Stock Allocation

* Biomass
* Macrophyte (DM g/m?)
* Microbial mat (AFDM g/m?)

* C, N, and P concentrations
(Hg/g)

e Resource Gradient

* Macrophyte or microbial mat
C, N, and P concentrations

(Hg/g)

e Stress Gradient

* Water depth (cm) and
hydroperiod (days)
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Highly variable macrophyte stock along resource gradients
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Microbial mat stock declined along resource gradients
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Nutrient content peak along the stress gradient
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Low macrophyte biomass in Everglades
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High microbial biomass in Everglades
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Conclusions

e Community-level
responses

* Loss of microbial mat
functions may make
macrophyte roles more
Important

* Investigating new
framework for benthic
systems
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Macrophyte species responded differently to resource gradients
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Macrophyte species did not respond to stress gradient
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