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Figure 2. Area burned by the Pagami Creek fire. Inset: lakes in unburned area. Sampled shorelines are highlighted in white. The
northwestern shoreline of Lake Isabella was burned, whereas the southeastern shoreline was not. The 4 lakes in the unburned area
are southeast of the burned area. (http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/6/63/Pagami_creek_nasa_landsat-5,pg)
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Figure 3. Relationships between burn status and lake wood
characteristics. A.—Bar plot of mean (95% confidence interval)
lengths of unburned and burned wood pieces along lake shore-
lines. B—Maosaic plots associating burn status of the wood pieces
in the lake shorelines with branch complexity. Rectangles are pro-
portional to observed frequencies, and shading reflects the mag-
nitude and significance of residuals from contingency table tests,
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Caddisflies (Order Trichoptera)

Northern Case Makers
Famaly Limnephalidae
Scraper (f case snineral)
Shredder (M case organic)
up to i-1/&
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Fig. 3. Db-RDA ordination plot on the Februarv dataset (after two months of colonization). The
first two axes explain the noted percent variances. Substrates (wood and concrete) are plotted and

ellipses indicate where 93% of the units of the same complexity (smooth, complex) are expected
bo occur.
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Figure 3. Db-RDA ordination plots on the entire data set (A; sites combined) and for the sites
separately (B-D). The first two axes explain the noted percent variances. Bumed and unbumed
wood bags are plotted and ellipses indicate where 95% of sampling units of the same wood
preconditioning are expected to occur. Wood preconditioning included unconditioned wood
(none), soil preconditioning, and water preconditioning. Water-conditioning data points were
absent for the cork oak site and had reduced sample size for eucalvptus and maritime pine.



Fig. 1 Emergence traps used to sample aquatic insects emerging as
adults. Each frame is I m x 0.5 m
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Fig. 4 Structural equation model for biomass of emerging insects
during the second sampling period. Numbers shown are standardized
correlations, which range from —1 to 1 and indicate the direction and
strength of the relationship
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Fig. 5 Structural equation model for abundance of emerging insects
during the second sampling period. Numbers shown are standardized
comrelations, which range from —1 to 1 and indicate the direction and
strength of the relationship
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Fig. 1. Distributions of (A) diameters (cm), (B) lengths (m), (C) densities (g/cm?), and (D) submerged depths (m) for wood pieces in 2007,
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