Integration of littoral zones into lake ecosystem models
Yvonne Vadeboncoeur
Wright State University Dayton, Ohio

100
= =o=Crystal (WI)
%) 90 - == ittle Rock (WI)
7 80 - ] == Sparkling (WI)
Q —&—Big Muskie (WI)
% 70 - —f—Castle (CA)
"g = =—0—Tahoe (CA)
N 60 - i
S 50+ 1
S 40 a
-
" 30 - gy —p—-11
E 20 - /
o
) 10 -
nd (107
0 | 1 | T | T |
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Gross primary productivity (mg C/m?/h + 1SE)



Shallow Lakes
High habitat overlap
ﬁ Low habitat extent
<:D Strong Energetic links:
‘ ; @ 1. Direct flux of primary producers
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Deeper Lakes
Habitat overlap dependent on DR
Moderate habitat extent
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~ Ecosystem size and the changing nature of habitat links in lakes..
= In preparation for TREE

Distance from lake edge



In the world’s largest lakes, fish (and invertebrates) are
disproportionately associated with the littoral zone
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Borders of biodiversity: Life at the edge of the world’s great lakes..
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