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INTRO
- Impatiens capensis and Impatiens pallida grow in 
similar regions1

- similar appearance, but mainly distinguished by flower 
color and spur length2

- Demonstrated need for additional methods of 
identification
- Precedent has been set for morphological analyses 
- Built on pilot study3 from 2018

METHODS
- Recruited citizen scientists for leaf collection of over 250 
samples
- Scanned and digitally cleaned each leaf using FIJI4

- Quantified morphometrics using Momocs5 in R
- Measured shape using elliptical Fourier analysis6

- performed principal component analysis on resulting 
metrics
- Quantified color into 8-bit format and computed mode
- Compared metrics between I. capensis and I. pallida 
using Welch’s Two Sample t-tests

RESULTS
- Leaves of I. capensis 1.78 cm shorter on average than 
leaves of I. pallida  (95% confidence interval, T = -6.57, 
d.f. = 121.6, P < 0.0001)
- Leaves of I. capensis 0.742 cm narrower on average 
than leaves of I. pallida (95% confidence interval, T= 
-5.497, d.f. = 125.15, P < 0.0001)
- First PC demonstrated statistically significant difference 
between the two species (95% confidence interval, T = 
-3.815, d.f. = 174.93, P < 0.0002)
- Higher mode values of red and green in I. capensis than 
I. pallida

DISCUSSION
- Leaf morphometrics and color can be used to 
accurately identify Impatiens capensis and Impatiens 
pallida
- Allows for differentiation in non-flowering seasons
- Similar methods could be used to establish 
distinguishing traits between other species
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