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Impact of glacial melt on downstream estuaries

* Alaskan glacier discharge rates have doubled in the past decade and p—— P .
modulate downstream temperature, salinity, nutrient, and sediment posas =S Es e
stratification profiles.

* Predicted to influence the biological response and ecological function of
coastal marine communities.

* Intertidal communities are composed of organisms that reflect the local

conditions.
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Overarching goal: Characterize intertidal community structure, o e
biological response and their underlying environmental
determinants across a glacial gradient (Fig. 1).
H1: Pr.lmar.y producer, Fucus.dlstlchus will doml.nat.e in less gl.aC|ated.estuar|es [Fig. 6] PerFEHt Coverage Results: Community variability across a glacial gradient
and biological parameters will correlate to glacial silt and sedimentation. Non-@gfggm":@gug?root «  In contrast to H1, Fucus coverage in Kachemak Bay increased with increasing
e et i O sty glaciation. Fucus coverage in Juneau is more variable and does not seem to
H2: Filter-feeders, Mytilus, Balanus and Semibalanus will dominate in more = oswesots fifef - follow the same pattern as Kachemak Bay (Fig. 3).
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glaciated estuaries and biological parameters will correlate to glacial melt o A Tutka (8%) * Intertidal community biomass data averaged by month and site in Juneau are
subsidies. o ® @ o AL :f T R by highly clustered and less variable than Kachemak Bay communities, with the
°€ E 2 . 4 Ag}:ewin%o/(io%) exception of Lemon (Fig. 4). Groups are clustered by green SIMPROF circles.
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H3: Intertidal communities will display greater variability across watershed o <t o e Communities were tested and found to vary significantly across both sites and
Iaciati d local sit diti ther th : & % e Asg o Eagle (48%) months (ANOSIM, p = 0.001*).
glaclation and local SIte conditions, rather than actoss reglons. - © Mendenhall (63%) * Abundance differences in the mobile invertebrate communities are primarily
driven by the mussel, Mytilus and the limpets, Lottia and Littorina (Fig. 5).
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