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ABSTRACT METHODS

Food webs are a type of ecological network that provide
important information about biotic interactions and energy
pathways in ecosystems. The determinants of key
characteristics of ecological trophic networks are still not
well understood. Here, we examine relationships between
network structure and physical, chemical, and biotic
characteristics of streams draining through multiple land
uses in the upper Ohio River Basin. Preliminary evidence
suggests that land use, nutrient stoichiometric
relationships, and number of species were correlated with
network properties such as connectance and linkage
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