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55 peaks in Washington’s Cascade Range. To SUA 1 ‘ W Leaf type
expand on these data, we created a traits B -
database for Washington’s native Angiosperm
flora that includes discrete and continuous floral,
aboveground, and belowground characters. We
used R to calculate a Gower distance matrix for Bt
our dataset and performed non-metric multi- VA il i Fruit dehiscence
dimensional scaling (NMDS) ordinations. We did ‘ Fruits fleshy

this for both the entire Washington flora and for Figure 1: Map of 55 peaks Figure 2: Alpine areas on select peaks: (A) Bulbils

Wa.sh.ington Rosacleae. to demonst.rate how surveyed from 2021-2025 for Nelson Ridge, (B) Horsehead Pass, (C) Old
variation trends shift with taxonomic scale. We the 50 Peaks Project Snowy Mountain and (D) Hidden Lake Peak Figure 5: A chi-squared test of independence on species counts by alpine

used permutational multivariate analysis of \ North status for each trait. Significant x value are marked with an “X” and traits

Leaf modification

Floral symmetry

Corolla fusion

AL | W o= = Ovary position

variance (PERMANOVA) to compute the percent that are significant in both comparisons are bolded. Pink traits are
of trait variation explained by alpine status. restricted to angiosperms.
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Alpine status explains a small amount of trait o Absent Absent Generalist Specialist
variation on an angiosperm flora scale that may A o Alpine Status

not be biologically significant (Fig. 3). However, e _ _ | . . .
when filtered to a family, such as Rosaceae, the R? Figure 6: ANOVA of maximum plant height for species of varying alpine
increases, though this is not consistent across all status, transformed on log scale. Heights grouped by alpine status are
families. These findings support the idea that some not equal (p < 0.001) and Tukey'’s test shows specialists differ from

taxonom'c.grouPS May possess unique Su'.tes of non-alpine species (p < 0.0001) and from generalists (p < 0.0001).
morphologically strategies to cope with alpine

conditions. More variation may be explained by ] _ o Fi 3- NMDS ordinati G
exploring how non-taxonomic groupings account Figure 2: NMDS ordination of Gower Figure 3: ordination of Gower

for traits such as groups of species that indicate a distances among Washington’s native distances among entire Washington native
common environmental condition. Rosaceae species. Morphologically similar flora. Morphologically similar species are

_ _ _ _ species are plotted closer together. plotted closer together. PERMANOVA
Eight categorical traits for both alpine vs non PERMANOVA shows that alpine status shows that alpine status explains 2.16% of

alpine species and alpine generalist vs alpine _ _ o . L
specialist species were distinct, and five of these explains 9.50% of trait variation (p = 0.001). trait variation (p = 0.001).

traits were common across both comparisons (Fig.
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