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RESULTS FOR FOREST HABITATS

Threatened forest habitatgaccording to CHIMERE model)

A Subalpine and montan@inusuncinataforests (86%)

A Mediterranean pine forests with endemidesogearpines (71%)
(PinushalepensisP.pinaster, P.pinea

A LuzuleFagetumbeech forests (71%)
A Abiespinsapaforests (57%)
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MEDIT. FORESTS RISK ASSESSMENT



RESULTS FROM EDEN PROJECT

DRY DEPOSITION
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EMPIRICAL INFERENTIAL METHOD

Branch washing

Passivesampling
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EMPIRICAL INFERENTIAL METHOD

Comparison with other methods

Other methods

AnnualN deposition (kg N hal)
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EMPIRICAL INFERENTIAL METHOD

Easyto-apply, not expensive.
Site-specificresults

Sources of uncertainty:

Representativeness of selected trees

EIM does not includparticulate Nin the estimation
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TOTAL DEPOSITION AND RISK ASSESSMENT

Surface deposition estimation
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RIS L% g
.but,apart from assessifg:risk

- why ‘dry deposition matters?



CONCENTRATION OF GASEOUS N: BELOW CANOPY vs.OPEN FIELD




BELOW-CANOPY REDUCTION OF GASEOUS POLLUTANTS
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SEASONALTY OF N INPUTS




Net throughfall

SEASONALITY OF NUTRIENT INPUTS
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Dry deposition significance

V Atmospheric models are useful tools for risk assessmentbut further

developments are still needed for dry deposition measurements and
modelling

V Depositionof atmospheric N might be an important added stressto some
forest habitatsin Spainand other Mediterranenaareas

V EIMis an easyto-apply method for estimatingdry deposition and originates
site-specificresults

V Accordingto the EIM,dry deposition represented77% of the total N input to
Q. ilexforests,dominatedby the oxidizedN

A further efforts iInHNQ, measurements

V Meteorology and N deposition show important seasonaland inter-annual
variationsin Mediterraneanregion

A implications for effects and CL estimation
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ESTIMATING ATMOSPHERIC DRY DEPOSITION

n

~— METHODOLOGY: EMPIRICAL INFERENTIAL METHOD
(Bytnerowicz et al., 2015EP)

C: Pollutantconcentratoinn air

L: Surface conductance

LAl : Leaf area index
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DEPOSITO ATMOSFERICO DE NITROGENO

EFECTOS DEL DEPOSITO DE NITROGENO

Ecosistemas terrestres:
A Toxicidad directa
A Acidificacion de los suelos

A Mayor susceptibilidad a otros factores de estrés

A Eutrofizacion de ecosistemas Eutrofizacion en bosques

N foliar
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