Snow, Shrubs, Grasses, and Footprint Theory: Measuring Moisture and Energy Fluxes in Patchy Landscapes
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3. Results
The simulated versus observed sensible and latent heat fluxes are shown along with a photograph from the
tower for each day the model was run (Figure 2a-g).

1. Introduction

Shrublands cover a large fraction of western North America and are often partially masked by snow
during the winter months. Due to the prevalence of this landscape it is important for weather and climate
models to accurately simulate the exchange of energy between snow-covered shrublands and the
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2. Methods
We assumed the tower instruments sensed the area bounded by plus or minus the standard deviation of
the hourly mean wind azimuth most strongly, and considered this to be the tower footprint (Figure 1). No photograph on this
The shrub and grass fractions of this upwind area were calculated from a 1-m grid of observed date.
vegetation types around the tower. The snow-covered fraction and average snow depth for the shrub
and grass areas was derived from observations taken every 10 days during the FLOSS project. In
addition, the average height and Leaf Area Index (LAI) for the shrubs and the grasses was estimated
from observations taken near the tower.
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Figure 1: Schematic of the simple tower footprint.
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