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What are the cansequences of these changes for
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Are tundra plant communities becoming more
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@ Does decomposability vary over space?
@ Has decomposability changed over time?

@ Has decomposability changed with warming?






1. Litter collection






37 litter origin sites
63 tundra plant species

(24 forbs, 16 graminoids, 12 deciduous shrubs,
6 evergreen shrubs, 4 mosses, 1 lichen)

Leaf (63 species) and stem itter (6 species)

1. Litter collection
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2. Decomposition
Experiments

2 years of decompasition

3 Decomposition Sites:
Abisko, Sweden (68.35°N, 18.82°)
Latnjajure, Sweden (68.36, 18.49°F)
Kluane Lake, Canada (6103, -138.41F)

1. Litter collection



Methods

3. Trait-decomposition relationships
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Tundra Trait Team’ Database:

¢. Decompositio
Experiments

Examined 12 raits
SLA, LDMC, leaf N, leaf C, leaf P, C:N atio,
legf area, fresh mass, dry mass, leaf lifespan,
stem density, leaf S19N

79,509 trait observations
median: 6,858 traits per species,
max: 17,610 - SLA

1. Litter collection min: 1,290 - CN ratio)
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3. Trait-decomposition relationships

Hers

2. Decomposition ) 4. Trait change
Experiments / I models
[TEX Plots:
117 sites, 38 regions
1,/81 unique plots

Surveyed 1983 - 2015
5-21 years of manitoring
9,907 plot-year combinations
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@ Warmer communities have more decomposable litter
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Warmer and welter communities are more decomposable
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@ Decomposability has not changed with warming
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@ Decomposability change depends on woody inputs
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