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Figure 1. Location of sample collection in
the Washington state (Van Pelt & Nadkarni)
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3 samples per level per tree for each of 3 trees for each of 2

tree species = 54 canopy soil samples analyzed at each site
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Figure 2. Culture-based, biochemical techniques
investigate metabolic characteristics of the soil communities
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Figure 4. Structures of (a)
itaconic acid and (b) p-methyl-
D-glucoside
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Summary of Results (Figure 3):

*The forest floor communities were more similar to each other than to the canopy
communities.

*There was variation in the canopy samples.

*Tree species and height within the tree contributed to differences in biochemical
community structure.

*Sample location and ash composition highly affect the community capabilities.

eItaconic acid (r2=0.652) and B-methyl-D-glucoside (r2=0.566) are the carbon substrates
that accounted for the most variability among the samples.

b Conclusion: Canopy soil microbial communities differ from those on the ground.
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Conclusion: Canopy soil microbial communities differ between sample sites.

Figure 3. Non-metric multidimensional scaling ordination results explaining 92.4% of

the variation and displaying comparisons of (a) ground samples versus tree species, (b)

ground samples versus height in the canopy and (c) different study areas. Axis 1
contains almost half (47.5%) of the variation seen.
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