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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Seagrass Management: 1t’s Not Just Nutrients!
August 24, 2000

Holly Greening

Background
InTampaBay, anincreasein seagrassareal
extent has been observed since 1988, dueto
improvementsinwater quality asaresult of
significant reductions in nitrogen loads
starting intheearly 1980s. However, recent
aerial photographs and mapping have
indicated that, in some areas of the bay,
seagrass recovery has not been as rapid as
in others. In fact, apparent seagrass loss
may be occurring since 1994 in limited
areas, eventhough water quality and clarity
appears to be adequate to support seagrass
growth in these areas.

The purpose of the three-day symposium
was to examine the status and trends of
seagrass and water quality in severa
Florida estuaries, and then to examine
factors, including water quality and others,
that may beimpacting recovery of seagrass
in our coastal systems.

The Tampa Bay Seagrass Management
Workshop Steering Committee empha
sizes that nitrogen management will
remain the primary driver in seagrass
recovery in Tampa Bay, but that other
factors also appear to be affecting seagrass
recovery ratesin some areas of the bay.

Symposium Overview

Day 1 of the three-day symposium was
focused on examining status and trends of
seagrass, water quality and management
activities in Tampa Bay, Sarasota Bay,
Lemon Bay, Charlotte Harbor, Florida
Bay, Indian River Lagoon and other coastal
areas. The second day was dedicated to
examining emerging issues relating to
seagrass management in all these systems.
The papersin thisProceedingsare based on
the Symposium presentations.

Vii

Tampa Bay
Seagrass M anagement Workshop

The objective of the Tampa Bay Seagrass
Management Workshop, held on the third
day of the Symposium, was to develop a
Plan of Study for further evaluation of
issues other than nitrogen management
which may beimpacting seagrass recovery
in Tampa Bay. A list of workshop
participants is attached.

Following presentations and discussion
throughout the three day workshop,
participants were asked to rank the 19
issues which were identified during the
Workshop. Each participant and audience
member was given five “votes’, and the
number of votesfor each priority issuewas
tallied.

These priority issuesand therecommended
steps to address them generaly fall into
three categories.

Technical

Public Involvement

Management
As of the time of preparation of these
Proceedings (December 2001), significant
action had been initiated on 15 of the 19
Priority Issues.

OVERALL RECOMMENDATION:
Form a Seagrass Working Group to
develop the issues and options listed
here; review data and information as it
becomes available; and promote ex-
change of infor mation.

Action initiated: The TampaBay Seagrass
Working Group was formed in September
2000, immediately following the work-
shop. As of December 2001, more than 30
seagrass researchers and resource manag-
ers are active participants in the Working
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Group. Actions initiated by this group for
each of the Priority Issues are noted below.

Ranked Priority I ssues

1. Identify causes of seagrass recovery
slowdown or seagrass loss in “problem
areas’.

Action initiated: The Seagrass Working
Group has identified four “target” or
problem areas, and two “reference” areas
where seagrasses have remained stable or
are increasing.

Target areas are:

1. Feather Sound (north and south of the
Howard Franklin Bridge causeway in
western Old Tampa Bay);

Coffeepot Bayou in St. Petersburg,
where seagrasses appear to be thinning
on the interior edge while remaining
stable at the deep edge;

The Kitchen, in eastern Hillsborough
Bay; and

Wolf Branch, along the eastern shore
of Middle Tampa Bay south of Apollo
Beach.

Reference areas are:

1. PinellasPoint, western shoreof Middle
Tampa Bay; and

Bishop’ sHarbor, eastern side of Lower
Tampa Bay just north of the Skyway
Bridge causeway.

2.

The Working Group is initiating intensive
monitoring and experimental work in the
target and reference areas (focusing in Old
Tampa Bay) in January 2002, with funds
from a Pingllas County Environmental
Foundation grant awarded in October
2001. The US Geological Survey, South-
west Florida Water Management District,
FloridaMarine Research Institute, Pinellas
County, City of Tampa, Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County, and Tampa Bay Estuary Program
areal providing support as cash or in-kind
work. The intensive work will extend 18
months.

viii

2. Initiate and support work to better
under stand seagrass ecology and biol-
ogy.

Action initiated: A proposal to the Gulf of
Mexico Program to update the Ecology of
Seagrasses on Florida’'s West Coast was
awarded to the Working Group membersin
fall 2001. The one-year project will be
initiated in January 2002. Results of this
literature review and synthesis will be
produced in hard copy and as a web-based
report.

3. Scan and provide easy electronic
access for historic and existing seagrass
maps and photos. Develop a photo
archive to catalog where photos and
maps ar e stored.

Action initiated: This project has been
funded by the Gulf of Mexico Program,
with partners including US Geological
Survey, Florida Marine Research Institute,
the Southwest Florida Water Management
Digtrict, and Tampa Bay Estuary Program.
The photo archive will be housed and
maintained at the Florida Marine Research
Institute.

4. Enhanceboater impactsmanagement,
including public education/outreach and
stakeholder involvement.

Action initiated: The TampaBay Regional
Planning Council’s Agency on Bay
Management education subcommittee has
adopted this issue for development and
implementation of an education/outreach/
involvement strategy.

5. Assess seagrass requirements, includ-
ing epiphyte attenuation, light require-
ments for all species, seasonal effects,
and impacts of macroalgae and micro-
fauna.

Action initiated: The Florida Marine
Research Institute conducted epiphyte
loading measurements throughout Tampa
Bay in fall 2000, working with a college
science class at Eckerd College. Samples
were collected from permanent transect



locations, and data will be provided for
inclusionin thetransect database. Seagrass
requirements will be measured during the
18-month intensive study outlined in
Priority #1.

6. Examineeffectsof changesin offshore
bars, ship wakes and wave energy.
Action initiated: TheNational Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration is applying
an existing wave energy model in Tampa
Bay for the Tampa Bay Estuary Program.
NOAA'’s modeling work will be complete
inearly 2002, and will includewave energy
assessment scenarioswith and without bars
in the model. The model will focus on the
“target areas’ and reference areas identi-
fied by the Working Group. The Seagrass
Working Group will act as reviewers for
the project.

7. Evaluate seagrass planting tech-
niques.

Actions initiated: The Florida Marine
Research Ingtitute has been funded by the
State of Florida to evaluate the effective-
ness of various seagrass planting tech-
niques, including mechanical planting
techniques and hand planting. Work is
expected to be complete by summer 2003.

8. Formalize the transect monitoring
program.

Actionsinitiated: The TampaBay seagrass
transect monitoring program completed
the third year of data collection in Fall,
2001. This combined field sampling effort
is conducted by Hillsborough, Pinellas and
Manatee counties, the City of Tampa,
Florida Marine Research Institute, the
Southwest Florida Water Management
Digtrict, and Tampa BayWatch. Data
collected are collated and basic analyses
conducted by the City of TampaBay Study
Group.

9. Establish permanent intensive “ senti-
nel sites’ within seagrass beds for
resear ch and monitoring.

Executive Summary

Action initiated: The seagrass transect
monitoring could provide a basis for
intensive sentinel sites; however, this
action has not yet been formally addressed.

10. Examine and monitor the effects of
extreme events on seagrass recovery.
Action initiated: None to date.

11. Further investigate Labyrinthula
impacts and implications for seagrass
recovery.

Action initiated: The Florida Marine
Research Institute has analyzed seagrass
samples collected by the transect monitor-
ing program for the second year.
Labyrinthula is present in amost all of the
transects, but does not appear to be
associated with degraded seagrass condi-
tion at thistime.

12. Obtain more accurate bathymetry.
Action initiated: The US Geological
Survey has initiated intensive geological,
subsurface and benthic production re-
search in Tampa Bay, as a pilot for their
National Estuaries Assessment Project.
Shallow water bathymetry using several
methods is being conducted as part of this
project.

13. Provide more emphasis on shallow
water monitoring.

Action initiated: The intensive seagrass
and water quality monitoring programs
designed for the “problem areas’ study
(Priority #1) will include shallow water
monitoring in Old Tampa Bay.

14. Consider ecological implications of
seagr ass fragmentation.

Action initiated: The update of the
seagrass ecology synthesis (Priority #2)
will include literature review of seagrass
fragmentation.

15. Develop a structured synthesis
storyline of information about Tampa
Bay.
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Action initiated: A formal synthesisis not
planned at this time. However, the fourth
Bay Area Scientific Information Sympo-
sium (BASIS 4), in which science and
management results from all disciplines
addressing Tampa Bay are presented, is
being planned for December 2002.

16. Investigate seagrass “halos’ near
dischar ges.
Action initiated: None to date.

17. Map deep edges of seagr asses.

Action initiated: J.O.R. Johansson and W.
Avery have developed and applied a
method using GPS positioning for accu-
rately mapping the deep edges of
seagrasses. See their paper in this volume.

18. Determine the accuracy and preci-
sion of historic and current maps.
Action initiated: The US Geological
Survey intensive Tampa Bay study will be
examining accuracy and precisionissuesin
mapping seagrasses and other habitats of
Tampa Bay. Their work is due to be
completed in 2003.

19. Develop a definition of the “deep
edge” of seagrass beds.

Action initiated: SeeVirnsteinet a. inthis
volume.

(HG) TampaBay Estuary Program, MS | 1/NEP, 100
8th Ave. SE, St. Petersburg, FL 33701
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HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF TAMPA BAY WATER QUALITY
AND SEAGRASS: ISSUESAND TRENDS

J.O.R. Johansson

ABSTRACT

Historical (pre-1930s) seagrass meadows in Tampa Bay are believed to have covered
31,000 haof the shallow bay bottom. Later, impacts to the bay from increasing population
and industrial devel opment of the TampaBay areahaveresulted in large seagrass|osses. By
1982, approximately 8,800 ha of seagrass remained. Since 1982, Tampa Bay seagrass
monitoring programshaverecorded areversal inthetrend of seagrass|oss, with thebaywide
seagrass cover increasing from 9,420 hain 1988 to 10,890 hain 1997. However, between
1997 and 1999 the trend again reversed with substantial |osses recorded, specifically in the
Old Tampa Bay segment. The 1999 baywide cover was estimated at 10,050 ha, thus
eliminating most of the seagrass coverage gains recorded since the late 1980s.

Similarly, in Hillshorough Bay, the segment of TampaBay that historically hashad the
poorest water quality, seagrass increased from near 0 ha in 1984 to about 56 ha in 1997.
Following 1997, the seagrass expansion stagnated in this segment, with aslight reductionin
cover recorded between 1998 and 1999.

Itisgenerally agreed that the Tampa Bay seagrass expansion observed since the mid-
1980swastriggered by water quality improvements during the late 1970s to the mid 1980s.
Theseimprovementsincluded reductionsin phytoplankton biomass and water column light
attenuation. These improvements also followed anearly 50% reduction in external nitrogen
loading from domestic and industrial point-sources in the early 1980s. The loading
reductions primarily affected point-source discharges to Hillsborough Bay.

Thereductionsinthe TampaBay seagrassexpansion rateand areal cover realized since
1997, are most probably related to arecent period of high rainfall that began in 1995 and
extended through the strong 1997-98 El Nifio event. During this period, nitrogen loading
and discharges of water with high color content increased, and subsequently, phytoplankton
biomass, light attenuation, and color content increased in al major bay segments. High
levels of these constituents are known to be detrimental to seagrass growth and it is not
surprising that Tampa Bay seagrass monitoring programs recorded recent reductions in
expansion and losses of seagrass cover, specifically in the upper bay segments. Although
other factors may have contributed to the recent reductions in seagrass growth, it is likely
that the high rainfall period created the major impacts.

Rainfall inthe TampaBay areawas below normal in 1999 and 2000. With an extended
period of relatively low rainfall it could be expected that the seagrass expansion rate again
would increase. Baywide information for seagrass coverage in 2000 is not available;
however, Hillsborough Bay seagrass coverage increased from about 56 hain 1999 to about
69 hain 2000.

INTRODUCTION

Seagrass has been selected as a centra
component in many estuarine management
efforts that aim to restore anatural balance
between primary producers (e.g., seagrass
and phytoplankton) by reducing excessive
nutrient inputs. This management ap-
proach has been attempted for Tampa Bay
as well. The Tampa Bay Estuary Program
(TBEP) has adopted a seagrass restoration
and protection goal to be reached through
the reduction of external nitrogen loadings
to the bay (Johansson and Greening 2000).

To place the ongoing Tampa Bay seagrass
trends and management efforts in a
historical perspective, it is necessary to
understand the history of both seagrass
coverage and water quality, including the
results of efforts to improve bay water
quality. Therefore, this report will discuss
the major changes that have occurred in
seagrass abundance since the earliest
estimate of Tampa Bay seagrass coverage.
Some of the most likely causes contribut-
ing to those changeswill a so be discussed.
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Figure 1. Seagrass coverage in Tampa Bay in 1879 and 1982 (after Lewis et al. 1985). Black areas denote
seagrass meadows. OTB=0ld Tampa Bay; MTB= Middle Tampa Bay; LTB=Lower Tampa Bay.

In addition to the historical perspective, an
up-to-date account of current water quality
and seagrass trends in the bay will aso be
given. Attention will be focused on
Hillsborough Bay because this bay seg-
ment has the most extensive water quality
record and the most detailed information
on the recent seagrass recolonization.
Long-term trends of selected water quality
parameters for al four major Tampa Bay
segmentswill also be examined in addition
tolong-term trendsin the baywide seagrass
cover.

HISTORICAL TRENDS
In a comprehensive paper on Tampa Bay
seagrass, Lewiset a. (1985) estimated that
approximately 31,000 ha of seagrass were
present in TampaBay during the late 1800s
(Fig. 1). Their estimate included areas that
were sufficiently shallow (<2m) to support
seagrass growth and was not based on
measured seagrass coverage. Therefore,
this estimate represents the potentia
Tampa Bay seagrass coverage at a time

when man'’ sinfluence on the bay was very
limited.

In 1991, Lewis et al. calculated the
distribution of the 1982 Tampa Bay
seagrass cover. Thisestimate was based on
state-of-the art analysis of aerial photo-
graphs and showed that the 1982 coverage
was about 8,800 ha (Fig. 1). When
compared against the late 1800s estimate,
the seagrass had apparently receded in all
segments of the bay over the near 100-year
period with mgjor losses evident in the
upper bay portions of Old Tampa Bay and
Hillsborough Bay. Specifically, al seagrass
appears to have been lost in Hillsborough
Bay by 1982.

The cause of these large seagrass losses,
perhaps as much as 70% of the historical
TampaBay seagrass cover, is undoubtably
related to man’'s impact on the bay. One
major impact was the excessive loading of
nutrients from the watershed, or eutrophi-
cation. Thisimpact isdirectly related to the



population growth of the bay area and the
associated increase in commercial activi-
ties. Eutrophication as indicated by water
column chlorophyll a concentrations (Fig.
2) peaked in the late 1970s and early 1980s
(Johansson 1991; Johansson and Lewis
1992; Boler 1999). Another leading cause
of large seagrass|osswas various dredging
operations and shoreline developments.
These included in-bay shell dredging, port
construction, ship channel expansion,
causeway construction, and residential and
commercial dredge-and-fill projects. Im-
pacts from these activities culminated
during the 1950s, ‘60s and ‘ 70s.

Tampa Bay researchers generally agree
that eutrophication and dredging opera-
tions were the major reasons for the large
seagrass loss, athough it is unclear which
of these impacts was most serious. Also,
guestions remain about the process of
seagrass loss. For example, did dredging
operations cause losses mainly through

Historical Overview

direct physical destruction of the seagrass
meadows, or through more indirect
impacts such as increased turbidity of the
water column and increased sediment
deposition on the meadows? It is aso
unclear how eutrophi cation caused seagrass
losses. It is generally assumed that eutro-
phication associated |osses resulted from a
decrease in light availability, which in turn
was caused by an increase in phytoplank-
ton and epiphyte biomass. It is also well
known, particularly in Hillsborough Bay
(FWPCA 1969; Kelly 1995; Avery 1997)
and Old Tampa Bay (J.O.R. Johansson
persona observations), that the increased
nutrient loading stimulated the growth of
large amounts of drift macro-algae. Dense
mats of these algae often accumulated in
the shallow areas and may have limited
seagrass colonization through shading,
abrasion, and hypoxia.

A large reduction in nitrogen loading to
Tampa Bay occurred between the late
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Figure 2. Annual average chlorophyll a concentrations for major segments of Tampa Bay, 1953-99 (sources
include National Marine Fisheries Service, Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission and

City of Tampa).
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1970s and the early 1980s (Fig. 3). This
reduction was primarily caused by im-
proved wastewater treatment from domes-
tic and industrial point-sources that
discharged to Hill sborough Bay (Johansson
1991, Johansson and Lewis 1992; Zarbock
et a. 1994). A large decrease in
phytoplankton biomass (chlorophyll a)
soon followed the nitrogen reduction. By
1984, chlorophyll a concentrations were
about half of the levels found only a few
years earlier (see Fig. 2). Coincident with
declining chlorophyll a concentrations in
Hillsborough Bay, small isolated patches
of Halodule wrightii (shoa grass) began
appearing in ashallow areaof southeastern
Hillsborough Bay that previously lacked
seagrass vegetation (R.R. Lewis persona
communication).

RECENT SEAGRASSTRENDS
Seagrass coverage in Hillsborough Bay,
has been estimated by the City of Tampa
(COT) since 1984. In 1984, coverage was
limited to a few isolated patches of H.
wrightii, comprising a total of less than
0.02 ha Since then, each successive
survey, until 1998, showed a substantial
increase in H. wrightii cover (Fig. 4). By

1997 seagrass cover had reached about
55.6 ha. After 1997, the seagrass expansion
stagnated in this segment with a dlight
reduction in cover recorded between 1998
and 1999. The 1999 Hillsborough Bay
coverage was estimated at about 56.2 ha.
Therate of expansion once again increased
between the 1999 and 2000 surveys. The
2000 coverage was estimated at 69 ha.

Similarly, the Surface Water Improvement
and Management (SWIM) program of the
Southwest Florida Water Management
District (SWFWMD) has estimated the
baywide Tampa Bay seagrass coverage by
interpretation of aerial photography. SWIM
has shown that seagrass coverageincreased
from 9,420 hain 1988 t0 10,890 hain 1997
(Fig. 5). The trend of expanding coverage
reversed in 1999 with substantial losses
recorded, especialy in the Old Tampa Bay
segment. The 1999 baywide cover was
estimated at 10,050 ha, thus eliminating
most of the gains recorded since 1988.
Figure 5 shows the current Tampa Bay
seagrass coverage relative to both the
historical coverage and therestoration goal
adopted by the TBEP.

4500 -

3500 |

2500

1500

DIN LOADING, metric tons/yr

500 w

1974 1977 1980 1983 1986 1989 1992 1995 1998
YEAR

Figure 3. Dissolved inorganic nitrogen |oading to Hill shorough Bay from major external sources,
1974-1999. Loadingsin 1997, 1998 and 1999 were estimated from rainfall amounts. Flow and
nitrogen concentration data were not available for these years.



Historical Overview
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Figure 4. Hillshorough Bay seagrass coverage estimated by the City of Tampa, 1984—2000.
The estimate for 1984 is exclusively based on interpretation of aerial photographs. No esti-
mates were performed for 1985, 1987, 1988 and 1990.
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SEAGRASSAND WATER QUALITY
RELATIONSHIPS
The detailed seagrass information col-
lected by the COT in Hillsborough Bay can
be used to search for potential relationships
between seagrass expansion and water
quality trends. Y ear-to-year variations in
Hillsborough Bay chlorophyll a concentra-
tions, which indicate changesin thetrophic
state of the bay and also the amount of
nitrogen being discharged to the bay, are
not reflected in the annua trend of
Hillsborough Bay seagrass coverage (Fig.
6). Such short-term relationships between
the relatively slow process of changes in
seagrass coverage trendsand morevariable
water quality parameters should not be
expected. Instead, the expansion of
seagrass that started in the mid 1980s in
Hillsborough Bay, and in other sections of
TampaBay aswell, probably resulted from
the large decrease in eutrophic state that
occurred in the early 1980s. The trophic
state declines are reflected in the
Hillsborough Bay chlorophyll aand Secchi

depths records (Fig. 6 and 7).

Higher than normal rainfal amounts
(measured at Tampa International Airport)
during the years 1995, 1996, and the 1997—
98 El Nino event (Fig. 8) have increased
nitrogen loading to the bay. Phytoplankton
biomass, light attenuation, and color
content increased in Hillsborough Bay and
the other major bay segments during this
period of high rainfall (see Figs. 2, 7, and
9). High levels of these constituents are
known to be detrimental to seagrass
growth. Likewise, Tampa Bay seagrass
monitoring programs have recorded recent
reductions in expansion and also losses of
seagrass cover, specificaly in the upper
bay segments. Other factors, such as
accidental spills from industrial and
municipal sources (see Cardinale 1998),
some caused as a consequence of the high
rainfall amounts, may have contributed to
the recent seagrass loss and reductions in
the seagrass expansion rates.
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Figure 6. Hillshorough Bay annual average chlorophyll a concentrations and seagrass coverage
illustrating the start of seagrass recovery in 1984 following the rapid decline in chlorophyll from
1982 to 1984. Chlorophyll a concentrations measured by the Hillsborough County Environmen-
tal Protection Commission and the City of Tampa. Seagrass coverage measured by the City of

Tampa.
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Figure 7. Annua average Secchi depthsin the four major Tampa Bay segments measured by the
Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission.
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Figure 8. Rainfall at the Tampa International Airport measured by the National Oceanographic
and Atmospheric Administration, National Climatic Data Center.
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Figure 9. Annual average color content in the four major Tampa Bay segments measured by
the Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission.

Rainfall in the Tampa Bay area was below
normal in 1999 and 2000 (Fig. 8). With an
extended period of relatively low rainfall
the seagrass expansion ratemay onceagain
increase. Baywide information for 2000
seagrass coverage is not yet available,
however, Hillshorough Bay seagrass cov-
erage (see Fig. 4) increased substantially
from about 56 hain 1999 to about 69 hain
2000.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The large nitrogen reductions during the
late 1970s and early 1980s apparently
improved water quality in TampaBay after
many years of increasing eutrophication.
Also, Tampa Bay seagrass meadows
started to expand in the mid 1980s,
primarily in the upper segments of the bay.
Concerned scientists have questioned if the
seagrass expansion of the mid 1980s was
largely caused by the reduction in
anthropogenic nitrogen loading from point
sources, or wasit morestrongly relatedto a
period of relatively low rainfall that
generally lasted from the mid 1980s

through the early 1990s. It was cautioned
that increased inputs of both nutrients and
water with a high color content during
future periods of high rainfall might
reverse the recent water quality improve-
ments and negatively impact the ongoing
seagrass expansion by increasing water
column light attenuation (Lewis et al.
1991).

An extended period of higher than normal
rainfall started in 1995 and lasted through
the 1997-98 El Nifio event (Fig. 8). During
this period, nitrogen loading (Fig. 3) to the
bay increased, ambient nitrogen and
chlorophyll a concentrations (Figs. 10 and
2) increased, and water clarity (Fig.7)
decreased. However, both nitrogen and
chlorophyll concentrations remained sub-
stantially lower during the recent high
rainfall period than concentrations found
prior to the large anthropogenic nitrogen
loading reductions that occurred in the late
1970s and early 1980s. This suggests that
the large anthropogenic nitrogen loading
reductions have had along-lasting effect of
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Figure 10. Annual average ambient dissolved organic nitrogen concentrations in the four
major Tampa Bay segments measured by the Hillsborough County Environmental Protection

Commission.

reducing eutrophication in Tampa Bay. In
contrast, potential long-term effects on
water clarity (measured as Secchi depth)
from the large nitrogen reductions are less
apparent. Water clarity reached minimum
levelsin all bay segments during the late
1970s. The low vaues were probably
caused by a combination of high turbidity
associated with the Tampa Bay ship
channel deepening and widening project
(late 1970s—early 1980s), and high phy-
toplankton biomass from high nitrogen
loadings. After reaching the minimum
values, water clarity increased at aconstant
rate in al four major bay segments during
the 1980s. This trend continued into the
early 1990s for all segments except Lower
Tampa Bay. On the other hand, a distinct
long-term improvement is not evident in
the Tampa Bay water clarity record, with
the possible exception for Hillsborough
Bay, becausewater clarity over thetwo last
decades has generally not exceeded the
values recorded in the mid-1970s. It is
evident that the large magnitude improve-
ments seen in both ambient nitrogen

concentrations and phytoplankton biomass
are not strongly reflected in the water
clarity record. This suggests that factors,
including, events causing increased turbid-
ity and rainfall related discharges of water
with high color content (see Fig. 9) may
have a substantial impact on water clarity.
The caution postulated by Lewis et al.
(1991), therefore, appears partially sup-
ported by field observations.

Finally, rainfall inthe TampaBay areawas
below normal in 1999 and 2000. With an
extended period of relatively low rainfall it
could be expected, following the scenario
developed by Lewis et a. (1991), that the
Tampa Bay seagrass expansion rate again
would increase. Baywide information for
2000 seagrasscoverageisnot yet available,
however, itisencouraging that Hill sborough
Bay seagrass coverage increased from
about 56 hain 1999 to about 69 hain 2000.
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STATUSAND TRENDS OF SEAGRASSCOVERAGE
INTAMPA BAY, WITH REFERENCE TO OTHER
SOUTHWEST FLORIDA ESTUARIES

David A. Tomasko

ABSTRACT

Seagrass coverage in Tampa Bay and other Southwest Florida estuaries has been
mapped several timesin the past twenty years. In addition, coverage estimates are available
from as far back as 1950. Tampa Bay’s seagrass coverage is estimated at 24,841 acresin
1999, down 2,074 acres from estimates for 1996, and the first decline in baywide coverage
since 1982. The decline in coverage in Tampa Bay from 1996 to 1999 represents an 8%
decrease. Sarasota Bay, which has a much more highly urbanized watershed than Tampa
Bay, had an 11% decline in seagrass coverage between 1996 and 1999. Charlotte Harbor,
which is considered to be a much more pristine system than either Tampa Bay or Sarasota
Bay, had a 7% declinein seagrass coverage between 1996 and 1999. A potential cause of the
1996 to 1999 decreases in seagrass coverage in these estuariesisthe 1997 to 1998 El Nifio,
which caused annual rainfall amounts to be 20% to 48% higher than the 1988 to 1999
average. The excessive nutrient and suspended solids |oads that accompanied this El Nifio
would havemost likely caused aconsiderabledecreasein water clarity, which could account
for the loss of seagrass coverage in portions of Tampa Bay. In contrast, Old Tampa Bay
seems to be exhibiting signs of a prolonged decline in seagrass coverage not seen in other

parts of the bay.

INTRODUCTION
Southwest Florida's estuaries have been
the focus of a significant amount of
research on the various interactions among
pollutant loads, water quality, and seagrass
health. In Charlotte Harbor, Tomasko and
Hall (1999) found no direct link between
nutrient loads and spatial and temporal
variationinthe productivity and biomass of
seagrassmeadows. InLemon Bay, Tomasko
et a. (2001) found that nutrient loads
seemed to correlate with chlorophyll a
concentrations, and that chlorophyll a
concentrations were good indicators of
water clarity. In Sarasota Bay, the biomass
and productivity of seagrass meadows
were inversely correlated with nitrogen
load estimates, athough water quality
measurements did not seem to correlate
with nitrogen loads (Tomasko et al. 1996).

In Tampa Bay, recent increasesin seagrass
coverage have been linked to improved
water quality. Improvements in water
guality are due mostly to reductions in
phytoplankton levels, which, in turn, have
been linked to reductionsin anthropogenic
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nitrogen loads(i.e., Johansson 1991, Avery
1997, Johansson and Ries 1997, Johansson
and Greening 1999).

As a consegquence, seagrass mapping
efforts have played an important role in
gaging the success, or lack thereof, toward
maintaining and expanding on improve-
ments to water quality in Tampa Bay and
other estuaries. These mapping efforts are
conducted on a roughly biennial basis by
the Southwest Florida Water Management
District (District).

For the 1999 and previous seagrass
mapping efforts, the District puts out a
Request for Proposals for consultants to
conduct aeria photography, ground-
truthing, photointerpretation and GIS
based anaysis. In 1999, the successful
respondent was Agra-Baymont, Inc. A post
map-production classification accuracy
assessment (described bel ow) is conducted
by District staff.

This paper updates a previous report on the
status and trends of seagrass coverage in
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TampaBay and adjacent estuaries (Kurz
et al. 1999).

MATERIALSAND METHODS
Seagrass maps have been produced for the
Digtrict for the years 1988, 1990, 1992,
1994 and 1996. Previous efforts have been
conducted for the years of 1950 (Tampa
Bay Regiona Planning Council 1986) and
1982 (Haddad 1989). Seagrass maps are
produced through a multiple step process.
First, aerial photography is aobtained,
usually inthe late fall to early winter. This
time of year is associated with both good
water clarity and relatively high seagrass
biomass. Photography is true color at a
scale of 1:24,000. On the day that
photography is to be obtained, secchi disk
depths must at least 2 meters for each
estuary flown, wave height must be less
than 2 feet, and wind speed must be less
than 10 miles an hour. Other restrictions
include sun angle must be greater than
35%, and cloud cover and/or haze must not
interfere with the quality of the photogra-

phy.

Second, photointerpretation efforts are
conducted in the field, to alow for the
successful evaluation of distinct photo-
graphic signatures. Seagrass signatures are
divided into two classes. continuous
coverage (<25% unvegetated bottom
visible within a polygon) and patchy
coverage (>25% unvegetated bottom
visible within apolygon), with aminimum
mapping unit of 0.5 acres.

Third, polygons are integrated into an
ARC/Info program. For past efforts,
individual polygons were delineated on
mylar overlays, cartographically trans-
ferred using a Zoom Transfer Scope to
USGS quadrangles, and then digitally
transferred to an ARC/Info data base for
further characterization. These techniques
alowed for the seagrass maps to meet
USGS National Map Accuracy Standards
for 1:24,000 scale maps. For 1999 seagrass
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maps, a 1:12,000 National Map Accuracy
Standard was met. While photography
remained at a scale of 1:24,000, the higher
positional accuracy standard required the
use of tighter ground control and more
sophisticated mapping techniques. Ana
Iytical stereo plotters were used for
photointerpretation, as opposed to stereo-
scopes. This technique allowed for the
production of ageoreferenced digital fileof
the photointerpreted images, without the
need for additional photo to map transfer.

Fourth, hard copy plots were made of
photointerpreted seagrass coverage, and
sixty (60) randomly chosen points were
identified for a post map-production
classification accuracy assessment. A
hand-held Global Positioning System was
used, along with the map and the latitude
and longitude of the randomly located
stations, to devel op an unbiased determina
tion of the map’ sclassification accuracy. A
90% classification accuracy standard is
required in the consultant’ s contract, and a
96% accuracy was achieved for 1999
efforts (i.e., 53 of 55 stations that could be
visited were accurately described).

RESULTS

Figure 1 shows the location of seagrass
coverage in 1999 for Tampa Bay. Most
seagrass acreage is in the lower, higher
salinity portions of the bay, with the most
extensive grass flats being found in the
vicinity of Fort DeSoto Park, just west of
the northern end of the Sunshine Skyway.
Extensive flats are also found on the
southeastern shore of Tampa Bay, from
AnnaMarialdland up to the Little Manatee
River. Thereissignificant coveragein Old
Tampa Bay and the southern tip of the
Interbay Peninsula, while coverage in
Hillsborough Bay is much reduced,
compared to other portions of the bay.

Using estimates of coveragefrom 1950 and
1982, Figure 2 shows the overal trend in
seagrass coverage for Tampa Bay over the
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Tampa Bay 1999 Seagrass

Figure 1. Seagrass coveragein TampaBay in 1999.
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Figure 2. Estimated seagrass coverage from 1950 to 1999 for Tampa Bay.

past 50 years. In 1950, it was estimated that
seagrass meadows covered 40,644 acres of
bay bottom. By 1982, that number had
dropped to 21,653 acres. From 1982 to
1996, acreage increased by 5,262 acres, up
to 26,915 acres. The average rate of
increase between 1982 and 1996 was 376
acres per year. From 1988 to 1996, the
average rate of increase was 454 acres per
year, from 23,285 to 26,915. From 1996 to
1999, adecreasein coverage of 2,074 acres
was found (8% decline), down to 24,841
acres. Seagrass coverage in TampaBay in
1999 is 61% of 1950 estimates.

Trends in seagrass coverage varied among
different bay segments. Employing the
segmentation scheme used by the Tampa
Bay Estuary Program (first proposed by
Lewis and Whitman 1985) the bay can be
divided into the following segments:
Hillsborough Bay, Old TampaBay, Middle
Tampa Bay, Lower Tampa Bay, Boca
Ciega Bay, Tera Cela Bay, and the
Manatee River. Based on thissegmentation
scheme, various patterns of seagrass
coverage can be detected.
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In Hillsborough Bay, seagrass coverage is
estimated to have dropped from 2,300
acresin 1950to acomplete absencein 1982
(Fig. 3). In 1999, coverage is estimated at
192 acres, arate of increase of 11 acres per
year between 1982 and 1999. Seagrass
coverage in Hillsborough Bay in 1999 is
8% of 1950 estimates.

In Old Tampa Bay, seagrass coverage
declined from an estimated 10,700 acresin
1950 to 5,006 acresin 1988 (Fig. 4). From
1988 t0 1994, acreage increased at arate of
151 acres per year, to 5,911 acres. From
1994 to 1996, acreage decreased to 5,763
(74 acre per year decline). From 1996 to
1999, acreage decreased to 4,395, arate of
decline of 456 acres per year. Seagrass
coveragein Old TampaBay in 1999is41%
of 1950 estimates.

In Middle Tampa Bay, seagrass coverage
declined from 9,600 acresin 1950 to 4,042
acresin 1982 (Fig. 5). From 1982 to 1999,
seagrass coverage increased by 1,597
acres, ad40% increase. Seagrasscoveragein
Middle TampaBay in 1999 is59% of 1950
estimates.
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Figure 3. Estimated seagrass coverage from 1950 to 1999 for Hillsborough Bay.
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Figure 4. Estimated seagrass coverage from 1950 to 1999 for Old Tampa Bay.
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Figure 5. Estimated seagrass coverage from 1950 to 1999 for Middle Tampa Bay.

Portions of the lower bay appear to exhibit
a more optimistic picture of seagrass
recovery. In Lower Tampa Bay, seagrass
coverage in 1950 is estimated at 6,100
acres (Fig. 6). 1n 1999, seagrass coverage
in Lower TampaBay is estimated at 5,847
acres, or 96% of 1950 estimates.

In Boca Ciega Bay, seagrass coverage
declined from an estimated 10,800 acresin
1950 to 5,770 acres in 1982 (Figure 7).
From 1982 to 1999, seagrass coverage
increased at arate of 100 acres per year, to
atotal of 7,464 acres. Seagrass coveragein
Boca Ciega Bay in 1999 is 69% of 1950
estimates.

In Terra Cela Bay, seagrass coverage
remained similar between 1950 and 1982
(700 and 751 acres, respectively) as shown
in Figure 8. However, 1988 coverage is
estimated to be 947 acres, a 26% increase
from 1982. In 1999, seagrass coverage in
TerraCelaBay isestimated at 929 acres, or
33% higher than in 1950.

In the Manatee River, seagrass coverage
declined between 1950 and 1982 (200 and
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131 acres, respectively) asshownin Figure
9. However, 1988 seagrass coverage is
estimated to be 347 acres, a 165% increase
from 1982. In 1999, seagrass coverage in
the Manatee River is estimated at 375
acres, or 88% higher than in 1950.

Most bay segments exhibit patterns of
periods of losses and gains of seagrass
coverage over time. However, Old Tampa
Bay isthe only bay segment that appearsto
have less seagrass coverage at present than
at any previoustime period during 1950 to
1999 (Fig. 4).

DISCUSSION

Tampa Bay’s seagrass coverage has been
previously shown to be positively respond-
ing to the improved water clarity that has
accompanied massive reductions in an-
thropogenic nitrogen loads (i.e., Johansson
1991, Avery 1997, Johansson and Ries
1997, Johansson and Greening 1999).
However, the 1996 to 1999 seagrass
mapping effort appears to have docu-
mented an unexpected decline in coverage
of 2,074 acres, an 8% decrease.
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Figure 6. Estimated seagrass coverage from 1950 to 1999 for Lower Tampa Bay.
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Figure 7. Estimated seagrass coverage from 1950 to 1999 for Boca Ciega Bay.
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Figure 8. Estimated seagrass coverage from 1950 to 1999 for Terra Ceia Bay.
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Figure 9. Estimated seagrass coverage from 1950 to 1999 for the Manatee River.
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While some of the 1996 to 1999 seagrass
coverage decline might be due, in part, to
different cartographic techniques, the
techniques in question are designed to
improve the positional accuracy of the
1999 maps; they should not have had any
effect on photointerpretation results. Addi-
tionaly, permanently marked transects
used for monitoring seagrass health in
Tampa Bay have shown that seagrass
declines have in fact occurred in the bay,
particularly in Old Tampa Bay (Avery
1999). Also, examination of aerial photog-
raphy and extensive groundtruthing sup-
port the contention that seagrass coverage
has declined in the bay in recent years,
particularly in the western portion of Old
Tampa Bay, just north and south of the
Howard Frankland Bridge.

The potential for rainfall deficitsto explain
a portion, at least, of seagrass increases
between 1982 and 1988 was briefly
explored by Lewis et a. (1991). However,
Johansson (1991) found no correlation
between annual rainfall over the
Hillsborough Bay basin and annua
average chlorophyll aconcentrations in
Hillsborough Bay.

From 1988 to 1999, annua rainfal
measured at Tampa International Airport
averaged 46 inches (District rainfall data).
During 1997, annual rainfal rose to 68
inches, with a total of 55 inches in 1998.
These two years, with rainfall amounts 48
and 20% higher than the 1988 to 1999
average, correspond to the 1997 to 1998 El
Nifio event, which caused substantial
flooding in Southwest Florida. It is likely
that the 1997 to 1998 El Nifio event caused
seagrass coverage declines to occur in
TampaBay, duetothesignificant increases
in nutrient and suspended solids loads that
would have accompanied such an incident.

In other estuaries in Southwest Florida,
seagrass coverage also decreased between
1996 and 1999. For example, Sarasota
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Bay's seagrass coverage declined from
10,333 acres to 9,247 acres, a decrease of
11%. And in Charlotte Harbor, seagrass
coverage declined from 19,225 acres to
17,942 acres, a decrease of 7%.

Sarasota Bay' s watershed is actually more
“polluting” than Tampa Bay’s (estimated
nitrogen yields of 10.9 vs. 5.9 kg tota
nitrogen [TN] / hectare / yr), which seems
to mostly reflect the degree of urbanization
of the watershed (Tomasko 2000). Char-
lotte Harbor, with only 6% of itswatershed
urbanized, has an estimated watershed
nitrogen yield of only 2.6 kg TN / ha/ yr,
less than half of Tampa Bay’s (Tomasko
2000).

The estimated 8% decrease in Tampa
Bay’ s seagrass coverage between 1996 and
1999 might not be overly concerning, asthe
rate of declinein coverageissimilar to that
which occurred in the relatively pristine
Charlotte Harbor system, and the time
period between 1996 and 1999 included a
significant El Nifio event. However, the
24% decrease in seagrass coverage in Old
Tampa Bay between 1996 and 1999, and
the prior decreases between 1994 and 1996,
could potentially signify a more serious
condition of continuing seagrass decline.

Further mapping efforts are necessary to
continue to monitor the success of ongoing
efforts to improve water quality and
seagrass coverage in Tampa Bay.
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Light Requirements

LIGHT REQUIREMENTSOF TAMPA BAY SEAGRASSES:
NUTRIENT-RELATED ISSUESSTILL PENDING

L. K. Dixon

ABSTRACT

Epiphytic growth on seagrass blades has been demonstrated to respond to nutrient
loadings, directly reduces available light to submerged vegetation, and remains largely
unquantified in the upper portions of Tampa Bay. In the lower Bay, epiphytes attenuate
approximately one third of al light reaching the bottom. Annual average epiphytic
attenuation in nearby estuaries can reach 55% and isinversely correlated with salinity (asan
inverse surrogate for nutrient load). If epiphytic attenuation is greater in portions of Tampa
Bay than where the light targets were determined, then achieving water column targets will
still result in insufficient light reaching the blades of the seagrasses. Discrete monitoring,
even weekly, can overestimate water column light levels by as much as 5.6%, alarge bias
when compared to water column light targets of 20.5%. The use of light targets, measured
as a percentage of immediately subsurface photosynthetically active radiation, may not be
assensitiveatool for prediction of biomass changesasaretotal quantareceived, but appears
to be the only feasible method to conduct as routine monitoring. Additionally, there appear
to be seasonal light requirements that are not reflected in the water column light target for
Thalassia testudinum. The effects of other stressors (such aslow salinity) have beenseenin
nearby systemsin which biomass declines have accompanied light levelswell in excess of

20.5%.

INTRODUCTION

Reduced water clarity has long been
considered one of the dominant contribu-
tors to seagrass loss in the Tampa Bay
system as losses were concentrated at the
deeper edges within each Bay segment.
Initial work to achieve seagrassrecovery in
Tampa Bay demonstrated empirical link-
ages between nitrogen loading and chloro-
phyll, and between chlorophyll and water
clarity. Determination of light needed by
seagrasses would alow the empirical
relationshipsto be applied ‘inreverse', i.e.
knowing required water clarity, one could
cal culate maximum chlorophyl!l valuesand
maximum nitrogen |loading that would still
permit grassesto exist at established target
depths.

ESTABLISHMENT OF WATER
COLUMN LIGHT TARGETS
The percentage of immediately subsurface
photosynthetically active radiation which
remains in the water column is referred to
as Y%oPARw. The water column light target
for T. testudinum was empirically deter-
mined as the annua average %PARw
required to maintain interannual stability
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of shoot density and biomass at the deepest
edge of a seagrass bed. The %PARw were
computed from continuous water column
PAR datacollected between 1000 and 1400
hours. The resulting attenuation coeffi-
cients were used to extrapolate canopy
level PARw to immediately subsurface
values, and thence to %PARw. The
individual PAR data were adjusted for the
effects of bottom reflectance (which
increase the PAR values recorded by a
spherical sensor within 30 cm of the bottom
by between 5 and 15%) in order to calculate
immediately subsurface values of PAR. By
removing bottom reflectance, the %PARw
light target address only the light
attenuation of an infinitely deep water
column. Ecologically, T. testudinumblades
are exposed to the reflected light,
undoubtedly make use of the additional
photons so available, and plant require-
ments should retain the reflected fraction.
Additionally, the %PARw target value is
strictly comparable only to monitoring data
which either 1) similarly adjust for bottom
reflectance, 2) are taken in the upper
portion of the water column or much
deeper waters where the bottom-reflected
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Figure 1. Stations where continuous light data (circles) or discrete samplings (triangles) were
obtained. Epiphytic attenuations were determined at all locations.

PAR isminimal, or 3) useflat (2 pi) rather
than spherical (4 pi) sensors. (Failing to
adjust for bottom reflectancewill producea
higher PARw value at depth, an apparently
lower attenuation coefficient, which, when
applied to the entire water column, will
resultin afalsely high %PARw computed.)

In Tampa Bay, and for the prevailing
conditions of epiphyte coverage, %PARw
was established at 20.5% (Dixon and
Leverone, 1995). For technical reasons
associated with depths of the deep edge of
the grasses and equipment size, the datato
establish the 20.5% PARw target were
collected at four sitesin the lower portion
of Tampa Bay (Figure 1), where water
clarity is among the highest and nutrient
and color concentrations among the lowest
of the entire Bay system. One of the sites
exhibited some apparent shading responses
(blade elongation, reduced blade biomass
per blade ared), but these data were
included in the mean calculation of
%PARW targets, nevertheless. (The station
with shading response received
18.5%PARw, while the remainder re-
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ceived between 20.2% and 21.2%.) The
study year was evaluated against historical
data, determined to be within the typical
water clarity variationsexperienced, and so
targets determined in this period should be
representative of ecologically relevant
light requirements.

Monitoring programs have since deter-
mined that PARw values of approximately
20.5% are present at the depths desired for
seagrass restoration for thelower and other
segments of the Tampa Bay system, but
that seagrass recovery has not expanded to
these depths. Other reasons for non-
recovery are being proposed, but additional
light and nutrient related issues should be
considered, based on data collected in
Tampa Bay, Sarasota Bay, and Charlotte
Harbor.

OTHER STRESSORS, SEASONAL
REQUIREMENTS, AND
MAINTENANCE vs EXPANSION
Additional physical stresses or seasonal
timing of PARw might prevent recovery
even when sufficient annual PARw is



present. In Charlotte Harbor, biomass
declines occurred at one T. testudinum bed
even though annual PARw received was
well over 20.5% (Dixon and Kirkpatrick,
1999). It is difficult to separate the
observed declines from either the extreme
salinity depression produced by record
freshwater flows during the study year or
the extreme attenuation from water column
color during a seasonal period when
growth typically occurs. Others have also
found that low temperatures and/or
endogenous growth rhythms can effec-
tively halt growth, even when PAR levels
are high (Tomasko and Hall, 1999). The
continuous PAR dataof TampaBay (Dixon
and Leverone, 1995) indicate that slightly
depressed PARw levels during spring and
early summer are associated with net
biomass declines over the course of ayear,
even when annual average PARw is very
near 20.5%.

In sum, the annual 20.5% PARw target
does not incorporate any seasona light
requirements. A conceptual energy model
which incorporates temperature related
growth and respiration, whole-plant com-
pensation and saturation points, light levels
and day lengths would be very helpful in
providing a range of seasona PARw
requirements which would maintain net
levels of biomass from year to year.
Another consideration, from an energy
standpoaint, is that the 20.5% value is that
reguired to maintain biomass, and does not
necessarily permit expansion. Depending
on the extent and distance of support
between shoots, plant material at the deep
edge may need to as much as double
biomass to achieve significant expansion
within agrowing season, agrowth rate that
may not be achievable under maintenance
light conditions.

DIFFERENCESIN CONTINUOUSVvs
DISCRETE MONITORING

The differences between the continuous

PARw data (used to set light targets) and
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the typical monitoring schedules used to
determine target achievement should aso
be considered. While not suggesting that
continuous data is an effective (or
economical) tool, comparisons between
continuous data and the discrete measure-
ments collected during station service
visits reveal comparatively large differ-
ences. At stationsin Charlotte Harbor, ~52
weekly measurements overestimated mean
annual %PARw at three of four sites by up
to 5.6% in comparison to continuous data
(Dixon and Kirkpatrick, 1999). At one
station, weekly data overestimated annual
PARw as 22.6%; continuous data for the
siterecorded 17.1% PARw (Figure 2). The
fourth station underestimated %PARw by
0.7%. The bias of intermittent sampling
towards overestimates can be attributed to
lack of discrete sampling during adverse
conditions, and continuous sampling oc-
curring over the entire period of 1000 to
1400. Monthly monitoring has the poten-
tial for generating even larger differences
but with larger uncertainties on the order of
* 210 5%. Longer term data sets of discrete
sampling may or may not converge on
continuous %PARw if sampling biases
remain. The suggestion hereisthat, despite
monthly monitoring results, %PARw
values may still be as much as 5% short of
required levels in the various Bay
segments. Recall that shading responses
were seen at a site in Tampa Bay with
18.5%PARw or only 2% less than the
established light target.

EPIPHYTIC ATTENUATION
Animportant aspect of thelight target used
for Tampa Bay isthat it does not represent
the %PAR actually received by the blades
of T. testudinum. Epiphytic materias
growing on the blades were scraped from
entire shoots and a shoot integrated
attenuation determined (Dixon and
Kirkpatrick, 1995). For lower Tampa Bay,
epiphytic growths, on average, attenuated
approximately one third, or 34%, of all
water column light penetrating to the deep
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Figure 2. Differences between %PARw computed from weekly discrete samplings and continuous data,
both between 1000-1400 hours. Data from a station in Charlotte Harbor.
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Figure 3. Variation in %PARw (crossed pattern) between stations is reduced when epiphytic
attenuation isincorporated to compute %PARp (solid fill). Stations 1-4 in TampaBay; Stations5-10in
Sarasota Bay, and Stations 11-18 in Charlotte Harbor. Stations include both T. testudinum and H.

wrightii.
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edge. If 20.5%PARw is reduced by an
additional 34%, the %PAR availableto the
plant (%PARp) isonly 13.5%. Thisisnot to
suggest that 13.5% is an appropriate water
columntarget, but to point out that 20.5%is
an appropriate water column target only if
epiphytic attenuations are 34% or |ess.

Recall that all four stations used for Tampa
Bay light target determination were in the
relatively low nutrient conditions of the
lower Bay. The riverine flows to the head
of the Bay routinely establish nutrient
gradients with higher concentrations in
Hillsborough and Old Tampa Bays. Many
authors have presented increases of
epiphytes and macroalgal communities
associated with increased or higher nutrient
loadings. It is possible that epiphytic
attenuations are higher in the upper
segments, in which case a water column
target of 20.5 %PARw at depth will be
insufficient to even maintain, much less
permit restoration of grasses.

Additional work has quantified both light
targets and epiphytic attenuation in
Sarasota Bay, immediately to the south,
and in Charlotte Harbor. These data were
gathered across greater ranges of salinity
(and therefore presumably across a range
of nutrient loadings) and demonstrate the
potential rangein epiphytic attenuation for
Tampa Bay. Sarasota Bay is a lagoonal
system, with a much smaller watershed
than Tampa Bay, athough highly urban-
ized along the coastal sections. Charlotte
Harbor has a larger and relatively
undeveloped watershed compared to
Tampa, and stations were along a very
broad salinity gradient.

In aclear illustration of non-transferability
of water column targets, annual light
targets of %PARw were determined to be
20.5% in Tampa Bay, between 25% and
50% in Sarasota Bay, and between 15%
and 30% in Charlotte Harbor if epiphytic
attenuations are not considered (Figure 3).
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These other studies addressed both T.
testudinum and Halodule wrightii, and
utilized a variety of continuous, biweekly,
and weekly data. Nevertheless, the wide
range in apparent %PARw targets argues
for considerable caution in application of
light targets from even one portion of the
Bay to another where epiphytic conditions
might be expected to differ.

Much of thevariation in annual %PARw at
the stable deep edges of seagrass beds can
be explained by incorporating epiphytic
attenuation and comparing %PARp be-
tween sites instead. Epiphytic attenuation
ranged between 32.0% and 36.2% (mean of
34%) for Tampa Bay with mean salinities
between 28 and 30 (Dixon and Leverone,
1995). Six stations in Sarasota Bay
recorded between 40% and 55% annual
epiphytic attenuation with salinity between
28 and 32 (Dixon and Kirkpatrick, 1995).
Annual epiphytic attenuation at eight
Charlotte Harbor stations was between
20% and 45% under salinitiesranging from
15t0 28 (Dixonand Kirkpatrick, 1999). For
the studies with broader salinity ranges,
epiphytic attenuation was inversely corre-
lated with salinity (Figure 4). While the
inverse relationships of epiphytic attenua-
tion with salinity differ greatly between
estuaries, and undoubtedly reflect system-
specific nutrient loadings, it is reasonable
to view sdinity as an approximate
surrogate for nutrient loading within a
given system and to expect higher
epiphytic attenuations at lower salinity
values.

Applying epiphytic attenuations to mea-
sured %PARw, generates %PARp values
for T. testudinum that were near 13.5 % for
Tampa Bay, 23%27% for stable T.
testudinumsitesin SarasotaBay, and 14%—
16% for stable T. testudinum sites in
Charlotte Harbor (Figure 3). Asal studies
sampled for at least a one year period,
differences between studies might be
attributed to biases generated by biweekly
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Figure 4. Inverse relationship between annual epiphytic attenuation values and salinity asan inverse
surrogate of nutrient loadings. Data from Tampa Bay, Sarasota Bay, and Charlotte Harbor.
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attenuations. The %PARp required by T. testudinum appears to be 13.5%.
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Figure 6. Total quanta of PAR received by seagrass blades (PARp) during a year of continuous
sampling and during the April-September growing season.

(Sarasota Bay) versus more frequent
samplings.

The potential range in epiphytic attenua-
tion can be applied to water column light
levels measured in Tampa Bay to estimate
the impacts to %PARp. Light targets of
20.5 %PARw with 34% epiphytic attenua-
tion result in %PARp values near 13.5%. If
instead, epiphytic attenuation in the upper
Bay is nearer 55%, then %PARp is only
9.2%, less than three quarters of that
required to maintain plantsin Tampa Bay,
and certainly insufficient to permit seagrass
expansion to deeper depths (Figure 5). In
this instance, while water column light
targetsmay be achieved, the PAR available
to the plant may <till be insufficient if
nutrient-sponsored epiphytic growths ex-
ceed those measured in lower Tampa Bay.
Ongoing work by the Fish and Wildlife
Commission-Florida Marine Research In-
stitute is addressing thiscritical knowledge
gap but these data have not yet been
incorporated in the evaluation of existing
light levels with regard to targets.

27

TOTAL LIGHT RECEIVED vs
% PARw
The dlight differences between annual
%PARW received at the site with shading
response and the remaining threein Tampa
Bay raises another issue with respect to the
robustness of %PARw as an ecological
management tool. The difference in
%PARwW between ‘effect’—'no effect’ is
very dight (<2%) and approaches the
analytical precision of both the light target
and the continuous measurement process
itself. (This is why data from all four
Tampa Bay sites were included in target
establishment.) If PARw is presented as
total photons received at the deep edge
throughout the year (mol m? yr?) rather
than as a percentage, then differences
between sites are much more apparent. The
three stable sites of Tampa Bay received
approximately 4,800 mol m2yr?, whilethe
site with shading responses received only
about three-quarters, or near 3,600 mol m
yrt. If epiphytic attenuation is used to
compute the total PAR received by the
plant, and if growing season totals from
April to September are further examined,
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then the agreement between Tampa Bay
and Charlotte Harbor sites improved even
morewith seagrass blades at most | ocations
receiving near 2000 mol m? season?
(Figure 6). While continuous light mea-
surements are not a convenient monitoring
tool, the concordance between both total
light received and biomass trends at
individual sites does indicate that total
photons measured in both this study and
others were an ecologicaly relevant
guantity.

SUMMARY

Discrete monitoring, even weekly, can
produce annual %PARw values very
different from contemporaneous continu-
ous monitoring. Differences can be greater
than 5%, substantive when water column
light targets are 20.5%, and when ashading
response appeared triggered by areduction
of 2% from target values. Although
unlikely to be an effective monitoring tool
in the near future, continuous data as total
guanta received appears a more sensitive
and ecologicaly relevant tool for predict-
ing biomass outcomes. Additional infor-
mation is needed on seasonaly critical
periods and light levels required during
these periods. This need would be best
addressed by an energy model incorporat-
ing light and temperature dependent
photosynthesis and metabolic functions,
including both norma losses and the
biomass increase needed to sponsor
seagrass expansion. Most importantly,
epiphytic attenuation further reduces water
column light and can vary regiondly in
response to salinity (nutrients). Using a
water column light target devel oped under
low epiphytic loads (as the Tampa target
was) is not appropriate in regions where
epiphytic cover is expected to be higher.
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IMPLEMENTING THE TAMPA BAY
SEAGRASSRESTORATION MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

Holly Greening

ABSTRACT

Participantsin the TampaBay Estuary Program have agreed to adopt nitrogen loading
targetsfor TampaBay based onthewater quality and related light requirementsof Thalassia
testudinum. Based on modeling results, it appears that light levels can be maintained at
necessary levelsby “holding theline” at existing nitrogen loadings. However, thisgoal may
be difficult to achieve given the 20% increase in the watershed’s human population and
associated 7% increasein nitrogen loading that are projected to occur over the next 20 years.

To address the long-term management of nitrogen sources, a Nitrogen Management
Consortium of local electric utilities, industries and agricultural interests, as well as local
governments and regulatory agency representatives, has developed a Consortium Action
Plan to address the target load reduction needed to “hold the ling” at 1992-1994 levels. To
date, implemented and planned projects collated in the Consortium Action Plan meet and
exceed the agreed-upon nitrogen loading reduction goal .

INTRODUCTION

In 1990, Tampa Bay was accepted into the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
(USEPA) National Estuary Program. The
Tampa Bay National Estuary Program
(TBNEP), a partnership that includes three
regulatory agencies and six local govern-
ments, has built on the resource-based
approach initiated by earlier bay manage-
ment efforts. Further, it has developed
water quality models (Zarbock et al. 1994;
Janicki and Wade 1996; Martin et al. 1996;
Zarbock et al.1996; Morrison et al. 1997,
Wang et a. 1999; Janicki, this volume) to
quantify linkages between nitrogen load-
ings and bay water quality, and modelsthat
link loadings and water quality to seagrass
goals (Janicki and Wade 1996; Greening et
a. 1996; Johansson and Greening 2000;
Janicki, this volume).

Recent recommendations from the Na
tional Academy of Science Nationa
Research Council (NRC 2000) include
those which regional watershed programs
might consider in developing nutrient
management strategies. The NRC recom-
mendations are based on the process
designed by the Tampa Bay Estuary
Program partners to develop and imple-
ment a seagrass protection and restoration
management program for Tampa Bay.
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Critical elementsof the TampaBay process
are to:

1. Set specific, quantitative seagrass
coverage goals for each bay segment.

2. Determine seagrass water quality
reguirements and appropriate nitrogen
loading targets.

3. Define and implement the nitrogen
management strategies needed to
achieve the load management targets.

Thetechnical basis of the first two stepsis
more fully described in Janicki and Wade
(1996) and Johansson and Greening
(2000). The third step, define and
implement the nitrogen management
strategies needed to achieve the load
management targets, is described in more
detail below.

STEP 1.
SET QUANTITATIVE RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT GOALS

The establishment of clearly defined and
measurable goalsiscrucia for asuccessful
resource management effort. The TBNEP
Management Conference adopted the
initial goa to increase the current Tampa
Bay seagrass cover to 95% of that present
in 1950 (TBNEP 1996).
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Based on digitized aeria photographic
images, it was estimated that approxi-
mately 16,500 ha of seagrass existed in
TampaBay in 1950 (Lewiset al. 1991). At
that time, seagrasses grew to depths of 1.5
mto 2 minmost areas of the bay. By 1992,
approximately 10,400 ha of seagrass
remained in TampaBay (Janicki and Wade
1996), a loss of more than 35% since the
1950 benchmark period. Some (about 160
ha) of the observed loss occurred as the
result of direct habitat destruction associ-
ated with the construction of navigation
channels and other dredging and filling
projectswithin existing seagrass meadows,
and is assumed to be non-restorable
through water quality management actions.

In 1996, the TBNEP adopted a bay-wide
minimum seagrass goal of 15,400 ha. This
goal represented 95% of the estimated
1950 seagrass cover (minus the non-
restorable areas), and includes the protec-
tion of the existing 10,400 ha plus the
restoration of an additional 5,000 ha
(TBNEP 1996).

STEP 2.

DETERMINE SEAGRASSWATER
QUALITYREQUIREMENTSAND
APPROPRIATE NITROGEN
LOADING RATES
Once the seagrass restoration and protec-
tion goa was established by the partici-
pants, the next steps established the
environmental requirements necessary to
meet the agreed-upon goal and subsequent
management actions necessary to meet
those requirements. Elements of this
process included the following, and are
more fully described in Johansson and
Greening (2000) and Janicki and Wade

(1996).

A. Determine environmental require-
ments needed to meet the seagrass
restoration goal: Recent research indi-
cates that the deep edges of Thalassia
testudinum meadows, the primary seagrass
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species for which nitrogen loading targets
are being set, correspond to the depth at
which 20.5% of subsurface irradiance (the
light that penetrates the water surface)
reaches the bay bottom on an annual
average basis (Dixon and Leverone 1995).
The long-term seagrass coverage goa can
thus be restated as awater clarity and light
penetration target. Therefore, in order to
restore seagrass to near 1950 levels in a
given bay segment, water clarity in that
segment should be restored to the point that
allows 20.5% of subsurface irradiance to
reach the same depths that were reached in
1950.

B. Determine water clarity necessary to
allow adequate light to penetrate to the
1950 seagrass deep edges. Water clarity
and light penetration in Tampa Bay are
affected by a number of factors, such as
phytoplankton biomass, non-phytoplank-
ton turbidity, and water color. Janicki and
Wade (1996) used regression analyses,
based on long-term data provided by the
EPC, to develop an empirical model
describing water clarity variations in the
four largest bay segments(Old TampaBay,
Hillsborough Bay, Middle TampaBay, and
Lower Tampa Bay).

Water color may be an important cause of
light attenuation in some bay segments;
however, including color in the regression
model did not produce a significant
improvement in the predictive ability of the
model. Results of the modeling effort
indicate that, on abaywide basis, variation
in chlorophyll a concentration is the major
factor affecting variation in average annual
water clarity.

C. Determine chlorophyll a concentra-
tion targets necessary to maintain water
clarity needed to meet the seagrasslight
requirement: The empirical regression
model was used to estimate chlorophyll a
concentrations necessary to maintain water
clarity needed for seagrass growth for each



major bay segment. The adopted segment-
specific annual average chlorophyll a
targets (8.5 g/l for Old TampaBay, 13.2 g/
| for Hillsborough Bay, 7.4 g/l for Middle
TampaBay, and 4.6 ¢/l for Lower Tampa
Bay) are easily measured and tracked
through time, and are used as intermediate
measures for assessing success in main-
taining water quality requirements neces-
sary to meet the long-term seagrass goal .

D. Determine nutrient loadings neces-
sary to achieve and maintain the
chlorophyll a targets:. Water quality
conditions in 1992-1994 appear to allow
an annua average of more than 20.5% of
subsurfaceirradianceto reach target depths
(i.e., thedepthstowhich seagrassesgrew in
1950) in three of the four largest bay
segments (Hillsborough Bay, Old Tampa
Bay and Lower TampaBay). Water quality
in the Middle Tampa Bay segment now
allows dlightly less than 20.5% to target
depth. Thus, a management strategy based
on “holding the line” a 1992-1994
nitrogen loading rates should be adequate
to achieve the seagrass restoration goalsin
three of the four segments. This “hold the
line” approach, combined with careful
monitoring of water quality and seagrass
extent, was adopted by the TBNEP
partnership in 1996 as its initial nitrogen
load management strategy.

As an additional complicating factor, a
successful adherence to the “hold the line”
nitrogen loading strategy may be hindered
by the projected population growth in the
watershed. A 20% increase in population,
and a 7% increase in annual nitrogen load,
are anticipated by the year 2010 (Zarbock
et a. 1996). Therefore, if the projected
loading increase (atotal of 17 U.S. tons per
year) is not prevented or precluded by
watershed management actions, the “hold
theline” load management strategy will not
be achieved.
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STEP 3.

DEFINE AND IMPLEMENT
NITROGEN MANAGEMENT
STRATEGIESNEEDED TO
ACHIEVE LOAD MANAGEMENT
GOALS
Local government and agency partnersin
the TBNEP signed an Intergovernmental
Agreement (1A) in 1998 pledging to carry
out specific actions needed to “hold the
line” on nitrogenloadings. ThelA includes
the responsibility of each partner for
meeting the nitrogen management goals,
and a timetable for achieving them. How
those goalsarereached will beleft uptothe
individual communities as defined by them
in their Action Plans (TBEP 1998a). The
TampaBay Nationa Estuary Program was
aso renamed the Tampa Bay Estuary
Program as part of progression from the
planning phase to implementation of the
adopted Comprehensive Conservation and

Management Plan.

To maintain nitrogen loadings at 1992—
1994 levels, local government Action
Plans address that portion of the nitrogen
target which relates to non-agricultural
stormwater runoff and municipal point
sources within their jurisdictions, atotal of
6 U.S. tonsof nitrogen per year through the
year 2010 (Table 1).

To address the remaining 11 U.S. tons of
nitrogen of the 17 total per year each year
through the year 2010 needed to “hold the
line” (attributed to atmospheric deposition,
industrial and agricultural sources and
springs; Janicki and Wade 1996), a
Nitrogen Management Consortium of local
electric utilities, industries and agricultural
interests, as well as the local governments
and regulatory agency representatives in
the TBEP, was established (Table 2). The
Nitrogen Management Action Plan devel-
oped by the public and private partnersin
the Consortium combines for each bay
segment all local government, agency and
industry projects that will contribute to
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Table 1. Tampa Bay nitrogen management goals; cumulative 1995-1999 goals for nitrogen management/ re-

duction (tons).

SOURCE CATEGORY

oTB HB MTB LTB BCB TOTAL PERCENT
Pinellas 0.30 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.85 1.15 14
County
City of 0.20 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.20 0.2
Clearwater
City of 0.05 <0.01 0.90 <0.01 1.05 2.00 24
St. Petersburg
Hillsborough 0.40 4.75 2.50 <0.01 <0.01 7.65 9.1
County
City of 0.10 8.45 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 8.55 10.2
Tampa
Manatee <0.01 <0.01 0.50 8.35 <0.01 8.85 10.6
County
TBNM 1.05 28.25 7.15 17.00 2.00 55.45 66.1
Consortium
TOTAL 2.10 41.50 11.05 23.35 3.90 83.85 100.0
(reduction in
annual load)

OTB = Old Tampa Bay; HB = Hillsborough Bay; MTB = Middle Tampa Bay; LTB = Lower Tampa Bay; BCB

= Boca Ciega Bay

meeting the five year nitrogen manage-
ment goal (TBEP 1998b).

To ensure that each partner was using
similar nitrogen load reduction assump-
tions for similar projects, guidelines for
calculating nitrogen load reduction credits
were developed with the partners (Zarbock
and Janicki 1997), and were used by each of
the partners in the development of their
action plans. Three methods for estimating
nutrient reduction from aspecific project or
action are recommended:

e use project-specific estimates of
nitrogen load reduction to determine
credits, when available;

» useliterature values of BMP treatment
efficiencies to determine credit; or

» use the TBNEP Optimization Model
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(Wade et a. 1996) to determine
nitrogen load reduction credits.

Project-specific estimates are most
frequently generated for stormwater
treatment projectsby theentity constructing
the project. Literature values from Florida
and other locations have been collated in
Zarbock and Janicki (1997). The
Optimization Model is an automated
protocol for determining selection of
stormwater BMPs for a given locale. For
this procedure, design criteria of a
proposed BMP would be entered into the
model and the model would estimate a
potential load reduction based on the input
variables. Model construction and
applicationisfully describedin Wadeet al.
(1996).
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Table 2. Public and private partners of the Tampa Bay Nitrogen Management Consortium, July 2001.

Public Partners:
City of Tampa
City of Clearwater
City of St. Petersburg
Manatee County
Hillsborough County
Pinellas County

Manatee County Agricultural Extension Service
Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County

Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission/Florida Marine Research Institute
Southwest Florida Water Management District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Tampa Port Authority

Tampa Bay Estuary Program

Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services

Private Partners:
Florida Phosphate Council
Florida Power & Light
Tampa Electric Company
Florida Strawberry Growers Association
IMC-Phosphate
Cargill Fertilizer, Inc.
CF Industries, Inc.
Pakhoad Dry Bulk Terminals
Eastern Associated Terminals Company
CSX Transportation

The types of nutrient reduction projects
included in the Consortium’s Nitrogen
Management Action Plan range from
traditional nutrient reduction projects such
as stormwater upgrades, industrial retrofits
and agricultural best management practices
to actions not primarily associated with
nutrient reduction, such asland acquisition
and habitat restoration projects. A total of
105 projects submitted by local govern-
ments, agenciesand industriesareincluded
in the Plan; 95% of these projects address
nonpoint sources and account for 71% of
the expected total nitrogen reduction. Half
(50%) of the total load reduction will be
achieved through public sector projects,
and 50% by industry.

Table 3 summarizes expected reductions
from those projects which were compl eted
by the end of 1999. A total of 134 tons per
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year reduction in nitrogen loading to
TampaBay is expected by the end of 2000,
which exceeds the 1995-1999 reduction
goal of 84tonsper year by 60%. Old Tampa
Bay, Hillsborough Bay and Middle Tampa
Bay are expected to meet (and exceed) the
Year 2000 Nitrogen Management Goal
with completed and ongoing projects
aone, and Lower Tampa Bay and Boca
Ciega Bay are expected to meet (and
exceed) the load reduction goa with
ongoing and pending projects. An updated
estimate of nitrogen loadings to the bay
from all sources was initiated by TBEP in
2000, after which the effectiveness of the
proposed projects in maintaining loads to
the bay will be will be evaluated.

Examples of specific projectsand expected
nitrogen loading reductions are described
in the Tampa Bay Nitrogen Management
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Table 3. TampaBay Nitrogen Management Consortium summary of goals and expected reductions, cumulative
tons TN reduced or precluded/year by the year 1999.

1995-1999 NITROGEN EXPECTED REDUCTION:

REDUCTION COMPLETED OR PENDING ATMOSPHERIC
BAY SEGMENT GOAL ONGOING PROJECTS' PROJECTS? DEPOSITION?®
Old Tampa Bay 2.10 3.6 15 36-6.2
Hillsborough Bay 415 62.0 39 13.9-24.0
Middle Tampa Bay 111 14.8 6.3 46-79
Lower Tampa Bay 254 25.0 11.2 5.7-100
Boca Ciega Bay 3.9 0.8 4.8 12-21
Total 84.0 106.2 217 29.0- 50.2

! Projects have been completed or are under construction (1999). These summaries do not include reductions
expected from TECO atmospheric deposition reductions.

2 Projects have funding available and are in the planning or permitting stages (1999). These summaries do not
include reductions expected from TECO atmospheric deposition reductions.

8 Range of atmospheric deposition reductions expected from TECO, as estimated by EPCHC (first estimate) and
TECO (second estimate).

Consortium Action Plan 1995-1999 (TBEP + Land acquisition and protection:

1998b) and include the following: Land acquisition and maintenance of
natural or low intensity land uses
» Stormwater facilities and upgrades: precludes higher density uses and
Stormwater improvements or new higher rates of TN loading. Land
facilities include both public and acquisition by Hillsborough County’s
privateexamples. A stormwater retrofit Environmental Land Acquisition
using alum injection in East Lake Program (ELAP), Manatee County and
(Hillsborough County and SWFWMD) the Southwest Florida Water
is expected to reduce nitrogen loading Management District precluded more
by almost 2.8tonsper year. Stormwater than 15tons TN loading per year by the
improvements in Pinellas County and end of 1999. Approved overlay
Clearwater (including Lower districts requiring additional nutrient
Sweetwater Creek  Regional control in management areas of
Stormwater Facility, Alligator Creek, Manatee County are expected to
Safety Harbor and Roosevelt Creek preclude an additional 10 tons per year
stormwater upgrades) will eliminatean TN loading.

estimated 2 tons of TN loading per
year. The Lake Maggiore aum  Wastewater reuse. The Plant City

injection project is expected to reduce Reuse Programin Hillsborough County
an estimated 3.6 tons per year TN is expected to result in a 6.4 ton per
loading. Industrial stormwater year reduction on TN loading.
improvements at CSX Transportation Conversion of septic systems to sewer
Rockport Terminal, CF Industries, in Largo (Pinellas County) will reduce
IMC-Phosphates, Eastern Associates TN loading by 1.7 tons per year.

Terminals and Cargill Fertilizer are

expected to reduce amost 20 tons TN * Emissionsreduction: Tampa Electric

loading per year by the year 2000. Company and the Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillshorough
County (EPC) used two different



methods to estimate emissions
reduction from TECO's Big Bend and
Gannon Plants between 1995 and
1997, resulting in reductions of NO,
emissions of 11,700 tons (EPC's
estimate) or 20,000 tons (TECO's
estimate). To estimate the reduction of
nitrogen deposition which reaches the
bay (either by direct deposition to the
bay’s surface, or by deposition and
transport through the watershed), a
400:1 ratio (NO,_ emissions units to
nitrogen units entering the bay) is
assumed. Expected reductions from
amospheric deposition thus ranged
from 29 to50 tons per year by 1999.
TECO and EPC agree that ultimately
the same assumptions and database
should be used to calculate emissions
and estimated reductions, and are
working toward that end. To date,
emissions reductions have not been
included in the estimated total TN
reductiontothebay, pending agreement
on methods.

Habitat restoration: Although
typically conducted for reasons other
than nutrient reduction, habitat
restoration to natural land uses reduces
the amount of TN loading per acre in
runoff. Habitat restoration projects
have been completed or are underway
in al segments of Tampa Bay’'s
watershed, and are being conducted by
SWFWMD, FDEP and the cities and
countiesparticipatingin TBEP. Several
of the larger projects (and estimated
TN load reductions) include: Delaney
Creek and East Lake restoration
projects (a total reduction of an
estimated 5.7 tons TN per year) in the
Hillsborough Bay drainage area; Del
Oro, Coopers Point and Allens Creek
restoration projects in the Old Tampa
Bay drainage area, for atotal reduction
of 0.24 ton per year; Cockroach Bay
restoration, areduction of 0.33ton TN
per year in the Middle Tampa Bay
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drainage area; and Jungle Lake and
Clam Bayou restoration projectsin the
Boca Ciega Bay drainage area, for a
total reduction of 0.84 ton per year.

Agricultural BMPs. Water use
restrictions have promoted the use of
microjet or drip irrigation on row crops
(including winter vegetables and
strawberries) and in citrus groves.
Micro-irrigation has resulted in
potential water savings of approx-
imately 40% or moreover conventional
systemsand an estimated 25% decrease
infertilizer applied. Nitrogen reduction
estimates from these actions total 6.4
TN tons per year.

Education/public involvement: For
those projects for which nitrogen load
reductions have not been calculated or
measured, but some reductions are
expected, the Consortium Action Plan
assumes a 10% reduction estimate
until more definitive information is
available. Public education programs
include Florida Yards & Neighbor-
hoods and the associated Florida
SchoolYard Program, Hillsborough
County’s Adopt-a-Pond, and LAKE-
WATCH programs. These programs
have reduced TN loading by an
estimated 2 tons per year.

Industrial upgrades. IMC-Agrico
Co. (now IMC-Phosphate) terminated
the use of ammonia in flot-plants (an
element of the fertilizer manufacturing
process), resulting in areduction of 21
tons per year of nitrogen loading. CF
Industries upgraded their product
conveyor systems, resulting in a TN
reduction of more than an estimated 10
tons per year dueto control of fertilizer
product loss. The termination of
discharge by Tropicana into the
Manatee River isexpectedtoresultina
reduction of morethan 11 tons per year
TN loading.
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The approach advocated by the TBEP
stresses cooperative solutions and flexible
strategies to meet nitrogen management
goals. Thisapproach does not prescribe the
specific types of projects that must be
included in the Action Plan; Consortium
partners have been encouraged to pursue
the most cost-effective options to achieve
the agreed-upon goals for nitrogen
management. The TBEP will review and
revise nitrogen management goals every
fiveyears, or more often if significant new
information becomes available.

SUMMARY

The Tampa Bay management community
has agreed that the protection and
restoration of the Tampa Bay living
resources is of primary importance and
through the TBEP process (initiated in
1991) has adopted nitrogen loading targets
for Tampa Bay based on the water quality
regquirements of Thalassia testudinum and
other native seagrass species. A long-term
goal has been adopted to achieve 15,400 ha
of seagrass in Tampa Bay, or 95% of that
observed in 1950. To reach the long-term
seagrass restoration goal, a 7% increase in
nitrogen loading associated with aprojected
20% increase in the watershed’s human
population over the next 20 years must be
offset. Government and agency partnersin
the Tampa Bay Estuary Program and
privateindustriesandinterestsparticipating
in the Nitrogen Management Consortium
have identified and committed to specific
nitrogen load reduction projects to ensure
that the water quality conditions necessary
to meet the long-term living resource
restoration goals for Tampa Bay are
achieved.
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SEAGRASSTRANSPLANTING AND RESTORATION
IN TAMPA BAY

J. Nicholas Ehringer, James Anderson

ABSTRACT

Reports of seagrass decline worldwide have been occurring for many years. The
decline has been attributed to dredge and fill, pollution, and propeller scarring. Past
techniquesto restore seagrass beds have not always been successful with many transplanting
projects having only a 20% survival rate. New techniques for seagrass recovery are
presented that include: aseagrassformulafor regrowth into prop scars, aninjecting boat that
can inject nutrients into prop scars, and a planting boat that can plant short shoots of
Halodule wrightii in bare root or in peat pots. The planting boat can also plant seedlings of
Thalassia testudinum grown from seeds. The injection system for regrowth of seagrasses
into prop scarsyiel ded resultsfor Thal assia testudinumas high as 68% of completerecovery
in 15 months and for Halodule wrightii at 76% of complete recovery in 15 months.

SeagrassLossin Florida
Seagrass loss in Florida has occurred for
many years and has been extensive. The
primary reasonsfor seagrasslosshave been
dredge and fill, changes in water quality
and propeller damage. Examples of
seagrass loss in Florida as reported by
Sargent et al. (1994) were as follows:

* Floridahaslost about 2 million acres
of seagrasses.

e Indian River Lagoon has lost 30%.

¢ Charlotte Harbor haslost 29%.

e TampaBay haslost 80%.

* Ponce Deleon Inlet has lost 100%.

e St Andrews Bay haslost 30%.

e Florida Bay has lost 60,000 acres
since 1987.

The presence of prop scars in seagrass
meadows has been a concern for a number
of years. Sargent, et al (1994) reported that
statewide there are about 63,989 acres of
seagrass that have moderate to severe
propeller damage. The most heavily
scarred areas are in Monroe, Lee, Dade,
Pinellas, and Charlotte counties. Monroe
County leadsthelist with over 15,000 acres
of moderate to severe damage.

The primary question about prop scar
damage is: what can be done about it? The
answers are varied and based upon

39

community approaches. Some of the
techniques are:

* Some communities have decided
just to wait and let the seagrasses
regrow on their own.

* Pinellas and Hillsborough Counties
have decided to shut down some
seagrass beds to boaters. They have
erected signs marking seagrass beds
that are restricted. Both counties
have aso set up zones for “ seagrass
caution.” They have erected markers
to warn boaters of the presence of
seagrasses and to show caution.
Ehringer (2000) compared restricted
zones, caution zones and unre-
stricted zones in seagrass beds for
propeller damage in Pinellas County
for an eight-year period. Damage to
seagrasses from boats was not
significantly different from re-
stricted zones to caution zones. The
unrestricted zonesweremore heavily
damaged. A conclusion of thisreport
is that if signs are present, whether
restricted or caution, less damage
occurs in the seagrass beds form
boaters.

¢ Inthe Florida Keys one approach to
regrowth into prop scars wasto erect
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bird roosting posts. The posts were
erected in the prop scars. Birds
roosted on the posts and their
excrement fertilized the seagrasses
below.

* Experiments have also been con-
ducted by Ehringer (2000) and
others, to plant seagrasses into the
prop scars and wait for recovery.
This technique produced a recovery
of only about 20% to 40% in a2-year
period.

* Another technique is to inject
nutrients and plant growth regulators
directly into the prop scars to
stimulate the growth of seagrasses
onthemargins of the prop scar. Once
stimulated, the seagrasses regrow
back into the prop scar. This
techniquehasbeentested by Ehringer
and Dawes (Dawes, 1997).

Recovery of Seagrasses

from Prop Scar Damage
Recovery of seagrasses into prop scars can
take many years. Zieman (1976) stated that
Thalassia testudinum (turtle grass) might
require at least two years to begin to
recolonizeaprop scar. Durako et a. (1992)
stated that recovery to norma density
would take from 3.6 to 6.4 years. Others
have stated that complete seagrass recov-
ery may take as long as ten years (Lewis
and Estevez, 1988).

One of the reasons postulated for the slow
regrowth of Thalassia testudinuminto prop
scarsisthe slow appearance of anew apical
meristem on the rhizome (Dawes et al.
1997). Formation of anew apical meristem
may take aslong as 10 months (Kelly et al.
1971). However, this only partialy
explains the slow regrowth. Ehringer in
1993 speculated that the loss of the
anaerobic bacteria in the sediment due to
thestirring effect of the prop was part of the
problem. Perhaps the bacteria were a
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source of nutrients to the roots and
rhizomes. It may take a period of time to
regrow the bacteria colonies and, subse-
guently, the resulting nutrient load in the
sediment.

Seagrass planting programs have not been
very successful. Fonseca, Kenworthy and
Thayer (1987) reported results of an
extensive comparison of seagrass trans-
planting techniques. In one of their
planting projects all manatee grass was
gone and only 30% of the shoal grass had
survived. In another planting project in
Tampa Bay by Fonseca, Kenworthy and
Courtney, 14 plots of seagrasses were
planted with 6 plotslosing 95% to 100% of
their plants. Another 5 siteswerelost later.
Fonseca, Kenworthy, Courtney and Hall
reported in 1994 on another transplanting
project in which 40% of transplants of
Syringodium filiforme survived. All of
their transplants of Halodule wrightii
failed to survive. Techniques have been
tried using peat pots, bareroot, staples, and
a variety of other methods (Breedveld
1975; Fonseca 1987). Yet the survival of
the transplants remains low (Fonseca
1996).

I njection of Prop Scars
Experiments have been conducted by
Ehringer in Tampa Bay since 1993
working with fertilizers and plant growth
regulators in an attempt to regrow
seagrasses into prop scars. Experiments
were conducted in Cockroach Bay, a small
bay attached to Tampa Bay, and at the Fort
DeSoto Aquatic Preserve (Pinellas County)
from 1993 through 2000. From 1997 to
2000 the manner of injection was an
injector boat built by James Anderson of
Ruskin, Florida.

A seagrass formula was arrived at by a
series of small experiments conducted at
Cockroach Bay and at the Department of
Environmental Protection’s fish hatchery
from 1994 to 1997. Small tankswere set up



at the hatchery with marine sediments and
flow-through salt water. Short shoots of
Thalassia testudinum were grown in the
tanks. A series of experiments were
conducted using a variety of plant growth
regulators supplied by Abbott Laborato-
ries, including auxins, cytokinins and
gibberellins to determine if apical mer-
istem growth could be initiated on a cut
rhizome. Only one combination of chemi-
cals induced apical meristem growth. A
mixture of 2ml gibberellic acid and 2 ml 6-
benzyladenine injected near the cut
rhizome caused apical meristems to grow
on the rhizomesin 12 of 15 plantswithin 4
weeks. No apical meristems grew on the
controls or any other combination of plant
growth regulators. Further experiments
were conducted to determine whether urea
or nitrate was an optimal source of nitrogen
for the rhizomes of Thalassia testudinum.
Comparisons were made between the
sediments of a prop scar and those of a
healthy seagrass bed. The largest differ-
ence between the two was that of nitrogen.
Ammoniac nitrogen was about 60% lessin
prop scar sediments than in healthy
seagrass sediment.  Experiments con-
ducted with Clinton Dawes determined that
the use of nitrates produced no effect on
growth (Dawes 1997). Therefore, a series

Seagrass Transplanting

of small experiments was conducted at
Cockroach Bay to determine if urea could
be an adequate source of nutrients for
Thalassia testudinum. Urea was injected
around prop-cut rhizomes in concentra
tions of 2 ml, 4 ml, 6 ml, and 10 ml
dissolved in 10 ml of seawater. Injections
were made by hand, one injection every
two weeks for 4 injections. Seagrasses
regrew into the prop scars in al of the
concentrations above that of the controls.
More growth was evident in the 10 ml
concentration. This series of experiments
led to the formulation of urea, gibberellic
acid and 6-benzyladenine as aformulathat
could induce growth of Thalassia
testudinum into damaged seagrass beds.

James Anderson built a specia boat and
injection system in thewinter of 1997. The
boat was designed to inject a nutrient
formula as mentioned above into the
seagrass sediments. The machine has a
series of small injectors that introduce
about 10 ml of formula into the sediment.
The injectors are set in a circular pattern
around awheel (Fig. 1). Asthewhed rolls
along the bottom, the nutrients are injected
into the sediment with a force of about 20
pounds per square inch. Injections only
occur when the nozzles are pointed down.

Figure 1. Injectors on Anderson’s injector boat.
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There are two wheels that roll aong the
sediment parallel to each other injecting at
the same time. The boat contains a 100-
gallon tank for mixing of the formula. The
formulais pumped from the tank through a
series of tubes down to the injectors.

A mixture of 100 pounds of prilled urea
44% (purchased from Scott’s) plus 2
ounces of synthetic cytokinin (6-
benzlyadenine) and 2 ounces of a
gibberellic acid (donated by Abbott
Laboratories) was mixed in 100 gallons of
seawater. The seawater was obtained from
the bay at the site of the injections.
Injections were placed into the sediment
about every 20 centimeters along desig-
nated prop scars. Injections were made at
Fort DeSoto beginning in May of 1997 and
extended for 5 injections approximately
every 7 to 14 days. An additional injection
was made in May of 1998. Injectionswere
also made in Cockroach Bay in the same
manner.

A counting method was established to
determine the number of new shoots that
would potentially grow into the prop scars
after the injections. A one-meter sguare
PV C frame was made to place over PVC
stakesplaced inasquare pattern over aprop

scar (Fig. 2). The center portion of the
frame had a1 m x 22 cm frame inside the
larger frame that fit over the prop scar
lengthwise.

This frame was set over the stakes at each
counting period so that the seagrass shoots
could be counted each time in the same
manner. Six sites were established for
counting in each prop scar, with up to 10
scars per study. Sites were set up as
controls in the same manner. The results
from the injection sites were as follows:

* In Cockroach Bay experiments were
conducted over a 2-year period.
Using theinjecting boat in this series
of experiments with 75 replications
Halodule wrightii regrew into prop
scarsat 76% of completerecovery in
one season. Complete recovery was
determined by setting the frame
randomly over established seagrass
beds and counting the shoots in the
frame. Ten counts were made in
Thalassia testudinum and 10 counts
in Halodule wrightii. The numbers
were averaged to determine the
approximate vaue of a normal
seagrass bed in Fort DeSoto and in
Cockroach Bay. Complete recovery

Figure 2. PVC frame set over a prop scar.
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of Thalassia testudinumwould be 70
short shoots per 25 cm by 1 meter.
Complete recovery of Halodule
wrightii would be 200 short shoots.
The results of the experiments are
listed below. Statistics for all of the
experiments show that regrow was
significantly greater using the nutri-
ent formula (Table 1).

* In Fort DeSoto at the start of this
experiment 9.25 shoots of Thalassia
testudinum were found in the prop
scars (13.2% of complete recovery).
The prop scarswereinjected with the
injector boat. After 15 months the
average number of shoots was 47.3,
or 68% of complete recovery (Table
1). Therefore, prop scar recovery had
grown to the point of 68% of a
normal seagrass bed in 15 months at
Fort DeSoto as a result of the
injections.

Further experiments will be conducted in
2001 in Pinellas County on the injection
system to verify the recorded growth of
seagrasses into prop scars viathe injection
system.

M echanical Planting
In early 1998 James Anderson of Ruskin,
Florida designed, built and patented a
seagrass planting boat (Fig. 3). The
pontoon boat floats over the seagrass beds
while two workers on the boat “feed” the

Seagrass Transplanting

seagrassesinto aplantingwheel. Thewheel
pushesthe seagrassesinto the sediment at a
precise depth so that the rhizomes are about
5 cm into the sediment. Depending upon
the number of seagrasses to be planted per
acre, the boat has the potentia to plant an
acre in a day or two using two to three
workers. This depends upon the number
planted per acre. For example, planting
15,000 shorts per acre would require 2
days, while 8,000 per acre would require
one day.

This technique requires fewer workers, is
faster than traditional methods, and isless
expensive. In addition, since the planter
floats over the seagrass beds, there is no
damage to the planted seagrasses by
workers walking through the beds to plant
new seagrasses. The planter has been used
onalimited basisin Cockroach Bay, in Fort
DeSoto, in the FloridaKeysand in Laguna
Madre waterway at Corpus Christi, Texas.
The system plants Halodule wrightii in
peat pots or as bare root units. In 1998 and
in 1999, 7,850 short shoots of Halodule
wrightii were planted using the boat in Fort
DeSoto. Approximately 48% of the units
survived yielding 3,980 square feet of
Halodulewrightii in acount conducted one
year later.

A SeagrassNursery
A seagrass nursery was established in the
field using plants removed from Fred
Howard Park. The seagrasses (Thalassia

Table 1. Injection results for Cockroach Bay and Fort DeSoto (average number of short shoots per 25 cm x 1

meter).
MAY 1997 SEP 1997 JULY 1998
injected control injected control injected control
Cockroach Bay Halodule wrightiit 215 3.0 45.5 6.5 148 10
Thalassia testudinun? 6.75 413 — — 23.0 9.10
Fort DeSoto Thalassia testudinum® 9.25 14.0 40.7 17.3 47.3 19.5

L gtat = 23.41, P(T<=) one tail and two-tailed yields less than .0001, t critical onetail = 1.761, SS=1127.5, Mean,-=108.625, df=0
2 gtat = 7.00, P(T<=) onetail and two-tailed yields less than .0001, t critical one tail = 1.894, SS = 687.94, Mean,-=11.375, df=14
Stgtat = 21.14, P(T<=) one tail and two-tailed yields less than .0001, t critical onetail = 1.812, SS=11023.27, Mean,-=43.63, df=0
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testudinum and Halodule wrightii) were
removed as part of a mitigation plan to
widenthebeach at thepark. Approximately
1,000 sguare feet of seagrasses were
planted at Mangrove Point, near Simmons
Parkin TampaBay. Thesitewaschosenfor
the following reasons:

1. Thesitewasprivately owned. It does
not have boat traffic through it.

2. The dite had some seagrasses
growinginit along an opposite bank;
therefore, the water quality was
conducive to seagrass planting.

3. The sdinity regime was within a
normal range for seagrasses.

4. Thesite has an easy access for boats
and the site is shallow.

Beginning on June 18, 1998 and several
datesthereafter, seagrasses were planted at
the site by hand. Plants were soaked in the
seagrass formula of urea, gibberellic acid
and 6-benzyladenine prior to planting.
Twenty-two boxes were planted on June
18, 1998. About 400 short shoots of
Halodule wrightii were planted with the
planting boat. In August about 650 short
shoots of Thalassia testudinum and 475
short shoots of Halodule wrightii were

Figure 3. Anderson’s planting boat. Note the planting wheel in the center.

planted at the site by hand. Two years after
planting avisit to the site revealed that the
seagrasses had coalesced into a bed of
approximately 700 square meters.

Planting Seeds of Thalassia testudinum

Seeds of Thalassia testudinum typicaly
float inshore in very large amounts in the
months of August and September in
Monroeand Dade Counties, Florida. About
3,879 seedswere collected in September of
1998. An additional 650 seeds were
collected a week later. The seeds were
placed in small peat pots with metal disks
attached to their base. The unitswerestored
in saltwater upland tanks at a seagrass
nursery in Ruskin, Florida and in tanks at
Long Key. The seeds were kept at the
nursery for about 6 weeks allowing them
time to grow into small seedlings. The
planting units were transported to the
Florida Keys and planted at a site selected
by personnel from the Florida Department
of Environmental Protection (DEP). The
seedlings were planted using the planting
boat. The use of peat pots with disks
attached proved to be a good choice
becausethe unitswere set into the sediment
in amanner that could not be dislodged by
currents.



SUMMARY
Since 1991 a series of experiments has
been conducted to attempt to regrow
seagrasses into propeller scarred beds.
Analyses were made of the sediments of
healthy seagrass beds and compared to that
of a prop scar. From this series of
experiments a formula was derived that
replaced the lost nutrients in a prop scar.
Following this, another series of experi-
ments was conducted in order to find a
formula for a plant growth regulator that
would grow an apical meristem on a cut
rhizome of Thalassia testudinum. The
combination of nutrients and plant growth
regulators was tested in prop scars in
Cockroach Bay and Fort DeSoto. The
result showed that about 68% of complete
regrowth was possible in one season for
Thalassiatestudinumand 76%for Halodule
wrightii. The formulawasinjected into the
sediment using an injector boat built by
James Anderson. Mr. Anderson also built a
seagrass planting boat that was capable of
planting up to an acre of seagrassesin one
day. The boat has been tested in Tampa
Bay, the Florida Keys and in Texas. The
planting boat has been used to plant short
shootsof Halodulewrightii in peat potsand
bare root. It has also been used to plant
seedlings of Thalassia testudinum grown
from seedsin the Florida Keys. These new
techniques, taken together, offer a wide
range of mitigation possibilities for
recovery of seagrasses. Seagrasses can be
planted in bare areas, prop scars can be
recovered, and planting of seagrasses can
be accelerated by means of a planting boat.

Future research is needed to refine some of
the techniques demonstrated in this study.
For example, the technique of using seeds
of Thalassia testudinum, growing them in
peat pots, and planting them with the
planting boat needs a rigorous evaluation
since no follow-up data is available. The
seagrass hursery concept worked very
well, but needs to be expanded to other
sites, especially an upland nursery. Finally,
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the use of injections can be further
quantified with injections into newly
planted sites to determine whether or not
growth of newly planted seagrasses will
occur more readily with the nutrient
additions.
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SEAGRASS SCARRING IN TAMPA BAY:
IMPACT ANALYSISAND MANAGEMENT OPTIONS

Jacob F. Stowers, Eric Fehrmann, Andrew Squires

ABSTRACT

There is little argument when discussing the value of seagrasses. These areas have
extremely high productivity and diversity and are frequented by endangered speciessuch as
the manatee. Scarring of seagrass beds, mainly by boat propellers, has occurred throughout
Tampa Bay and as a result, many groups have taken steps to document the impacts and
regulate access within areas of seagrass coverage.

Pinellas County has been active in seagrass protection for over a decade with success
in both regulatory and experimental processes. Continued cooperation between a coalition
of representatives from government, educational ingtitutions and environmental interest
organizationsaswell asuser groupsfrom both therecreational and commercial interestswill

be required for continued success.

INTRODUCTION

Many studies have been performed
documenting the value of seagrasses.
These studies have shown the extremely
high productivity and diversity of both
finfish and shellfish that utilize these areas
as both a nursery and refuge. Predator
species are naturaly drawn to seagrass
beds due to the prey species density, which
in turn attract sportfishers seeking a
challenge. These areas are al so frequented
by endangered speciessuch asthe manatee.
It has long been known that scarring of
seagrass beds, mainly by boat propellers,
has occurred throughout Tampa Bay. Asa
result, State and local governments, aswell
as educational institutions have taken steps
to document the impacts and regulate
access within areas of seagrass coverage.

Documentation of the actua damage
incurred can beacostly and labor intensive
effort but a combination of aerid
photography, photointerpretation, and ex-
tensive field verification can result in very
accurate estimates of seagrass damage.
Seagrass scarring has become more
pervasive as more boats are registered and
used in the Tampa Bay area. Technical
reports by the FDEP-Florida Marine
Research Institute indicate that moderate/
severe scarring in Tampa Bay averages
nearly 30% of the total coverage by
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seagrass, someof theworst ratesin the state
(Sargent, et a.1995). Other studies have
shown that when scarring becomes severe,
themajority of the habitat and water quality
functions are lost and the whole bed may
lose the ability to regenerate and cease to
exist (Sargent, et al. 1995, Ehringer, 1999).
Finfish and shellfish production declines,
which in turn can severely affect the local
commercia harvest economy aswell asthe
recreational fishery.

FORT DESOTO SEAGRASS
PROTECTION EFFORTS
Pinellas County became concerned with
seagrass scarring and cumulative impacts
dueto boat propeller scarringinthe mid-to-
late 1980s. Pinellas County’s initiatives
began in 1990 and involved a codlition of
regulatory and citizen representatives.
These included both commercial and
recreational fishing interests. Many meet-
ingswere held to discusstheissuesto build
a consensus about a solid action plan that
would build support as well as provide the
needed resource protection. The group had
reached aconsensusby the end of 1991 and
anordinancewasdrafted and adoptedinthe
beginning of 1992 (Ordinance 92-11, since
codified under later iterations in the

Pinellas County Code).
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The Ordinance provided that the manage-
ment area be divided into zones that:

* eliminated the use of interna
combustion engines (exclusion zones)

» adlowed use of engines, but imposed
penalties for damage to seagrass
(caution zones)

* requiredidlespeed (allowed for engine
usein exclusion zonesto gain accessto
features such as campsites)

» had no protection (control areas)

The Ordinance provided that the zones be
clearly marked (Figure 1) and that the
County monitor the zones for 5 years to
determine the effectiveness of the
management plan. The original ordinance
also included a “Sunset Clause” that
required it to be renewed each year. This
proved to be a non-issue and the sunset
clause was removed when the ordinance
was renewed in 1993.

The County believed that the best course of
action was to take low altitude aeria
photographs of the Management Area and
then havethem digitized and interpreted by
aseagrass speciaist. Aeridlswereflownin
1992 prior to installation of signs to
provide a “baseline.” A second set of

B (-]

Wao Nead Your Help In Managing Dur Aguestic Ressurces
PINELLAS COUNTY Ordinance #32-11 (ns amandad)
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aerias was flown in 1992 right after sign
installation. Thereafter aerials were flown
annually.

Dr. Nicholas Ehringer of Hillsborough
Community College (HCC) wasretained to
digitizethe aerialsand interpret the results.
The scar data were field truthed to provide
accuracy. The digitized images were
downloaded into the County’ s Geographic
Information System (GIS) (Figure 2).

RESULTS

The scar rate had suffered alarge increase
prior to the installation of signs in the
Caution Zone compared with baseline data.
Upon placement of signage in the
Management Area, the rate of increase of
new scars was considerably reduced in the
Caution and Exclusion zones as compared
with the control area (Ehringer, 2000).
(Note: it was a reduction of the rate of
increase in the early years, not areduction
in the scar rate.)

The new scar rate remaned fairly
consistent over the next severa years in
spite of heavily increased use, apparently
due to a proactive public relations
campaign and expanded signage at area
marinas.

ATTENTION BOATERS:

Ft. De Soto Wetland & Aquatic
_ M;ﬁnagemnt Area

B -]z

B |-

Slow/Minimum Wake Zone

Seagrass Caution Zone
|y wecrmd Hnnunln Earmmge o Frmeg i
)

Fimmgrans Haliind

Boat Restriction Zone
(U ni miernal Combustion Engines
Frapy isac)

Figure 1. Typical sign located at area boat ramps and marinas.
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Example map of digitized seagrass scars.
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Figure 2.

Figure 3. Example of warning sign.
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The scar ratein the Caution Zone peakedin

1996 because upwards of 35% of the signs

and 50% of the buoys were lost, damaged

or relocated due to storms. Buoys
disappeared dueto anchor failureand many .
of the signs broke off pilings due to the
galvanic reaction between the steel bolts,
aluminum signs and bird droppings.

A new sign attachment method and the
replacement of buoys with pilings have
resulted in adownward shift of the scar rate .
due to more complete informationa
coverage. It is believed that the hiring of

full time law enforcement officers with
shalow draft boats has also reduced the
scarring due to ordinance adherence. Both

the Caution and Exclusion Zones have .
experienced similar large reductionsin the

scar rate. Unfortunately, the scar ratein the
unprotected (control) area has continued to

rise (Figure 4).

Keysto Ordinance Success

Pinellas County feels that the factors .
contributing to the success of the program
should include efforts to:

»  Document the problem thoroughly and
highlight the value of the resource.
Environmental quality has actual
monetary value in addition to its

intrinsic value. This can be used to
further convince opponents to support
the proposed activities.

Avoid assigning blame and “pointing
fingers.” Psychological barriersbecome
instantly erected when accusations are
leveled at opposing parties. These
barriers become increasingly difficult
to overcome as discussions progress.

Get “buy in” from all users. Get public
input early and try to incorporate
concerns from the users. Fully explain
the goals of the program and how these
goalswill be measured.

Follow through on “promises” madeto
users. Failure to perform tasks or
agreements will make it nearly
impossible to get “buy in” for future
projects and could possibly lead to
reversal of the ordinance.

Provide feedback to the users. The
public aswell as the original members
of the team must be kept informed of
success or failure of the actionsaswell
as possible future decisions. Use the
media to promote effectiveness when
possible.

]
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Figure 4. Linear feet of prop scars.
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» Adjust the program based on results.
Don't be afraid to make changesiif the
datashowsit isthe prudent thing to do.

Additional Research

As pat of the Howard Park beach
renourishment, Pinellas County proposed a
replanting/research project as mitigation.
The mitigation plan involved the removal
of .32 acres of seagrass from Fred Howard
Park and the transplanting of the seagrass
intothe Fort Desoto Management area. The
transplanted seagrass was placed in prop
scars in order to repair boat propeller
damage. The plan had several aspects as
follows:

1. Area lll of Fort Desoto had 48,365
linear feet of prop scars (.93 acre). In
this area nutrients and plant growth
regulators were injected into the prop
scars to stimulate the growth of new
seagrass into existing prop scars
without disturbing the grass beds that
surrounded the prop scars. Annua
photographs of the sitetaken in thefall
of each year were used to ascertain the
overall growth of seagrassinto theprop
scars. In selected sites within the area,
small PV C pipes were placed into the
prop scars at one-meter intervals. The
number of new shoots per meter were
compared to linear transects that had
not been injected.

2. Approximately 3,000 sguare feet of
seagrass were dug up with sediment
from Fred Howard Park and replanted
into prop scars at Area V of Fort
Desoto. The method of removal
involved the digging up of sections of
seagrass in squares of 10 inches by 10
inches that included 8 inches of
sediment. The seagrass plugs were
transported to Fort Desotoin styrofoam
boxesand gently placed into prop scars
keeping the sediment intact with the
rhizomes. For evaluation purposes,
transects along the prop scars were set
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up asin section #1 above.

3. About 10,000 squarefeet of seagrassat
Fred Howard Park were removed by
machine. The seagrass was removed
from the site with a small backhoe and
placed in a strainer to separate the
seagrass from the sediment. The
seagrass was transported to Fort
Desoto in plastic drums that kept the
seagrass in fresh marine water. This
seagrass was stimulated with plant
growth regulators prior to planting by
hand in the prop scars. Areas |l and VI
werethe sitesfor planting the seagrass.
The same evaluation system was used
for this seagrass as with #1 above.

The remaining 939 sguare feet of
seagrass (harvested from floating
sprigs) wastransplanted into aseagrass
nursery that had already been set up in
Ruskin. The seagrass in the nursery
was stimulated with plant growth
regul atorsto promote new shoots. This
seagrass was kept at the nursery and
transplanted into sitesat Fort Desotoin
1997 and in 1998 into sites where
previous plantings had failed.

The results indicated that injection of
growth hormone and nutrient into scars
where no seagrass was planted was the
most effective method of growing seagrass.
Seagrass transplanted with sediment was
inefficient and had avery low survival rate
in this particular situation, and planted
sprigs exhibited mixed results (Table
1)(Ehringer, 2000).

Future Directions

It has been recommended in past studies
that we expand protection to include areas
not currently under protection (the Non-
restricted Control Areaand the area east of
the idand of Shell Key). The County
Commission approved this additional
protection after the presentation at the
Seagrass Conference. (Seagrass protection
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Table 1. Results of planting methods.

ORIGINAL AMOUNT

FINAL AMOUNT

Hand transplanted 500 square feet 100 square feet
Sediment transplanted 3,190 square feet 971 square feet
Seagrass planter 3,925 sguare feet 3,980 sgquare feet
Field nursery 1,000 square feet 500 square feet
Scar injections 26,104 square feet
TOTAL 31,655 square feet

for the Weedon Island Preserve was added
with an ordinance amendment in 1996.)

It was aso recommended that we reduce
the Exclusion Zones and redesignate the
areas as Caution Zones based upon the
findings that the zones are statistically
similar in protecting seagrass. This
redesignation was also approved by the
County Commission after the presentation
at the Seagrass Conference. This action is
consistent with our findings that the
ordinance success relies on “adjusting the
program” and “following through on
promises.”

Based upon studies, the Board of County
Commissioners redesignated some of the
zones and added protective zones effective
November 2000.

A sign maintenance program and
enforcement presenceiscritical to thelong
term success of the protection program.
L oss of signs was one of the main reasons
for non compliance and directly affectsthe
ability of the compliance officers to issue
fines for violating the ordinance.

A proactive public information campaign
isakey to success. The publicin general is
much more likely to abide by and support
the ordinance if they are well informed of
the reasons for the ordinance and can
visualize the protection zones.
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It is prudent to research and support
seagrass planting and restoration efforts to
prevent long term problems. It isagoa of
Pinellas County to get new seagrass beds
established in areas that should support
growth based upon favorable growing
conditions but where none currently exist.

SUMMARY

To help reduce and avoid seagrass
degradation, several local governments
have undertaken programs to manage the
use of the areas to the benefit of both the
citizens and the resource. These programs
have generated both controversy and
praise. Regulators and political figures are
placed in the position of trying to form an
aliance of users that are many times at
odds with each other. Education and
compromise is used as well as persuasive
arguments to gain consensus on protecting
the resource for thelong-term benefit of all
citizens.

There has been much successin the Tampa
Bay area but additional initiatives are
required if seagrass beds are to thrive.
Recent questions have centered on whether
the “exclusion zones’ should have been
redesignated as “caution zones’ and
whether the “caution zones’ could be
expanded to now unprotected areas
(redesignation has been approved by the
County Commissioners, Figure 5). In
addition, the benefits and drawbacks of
seagrass scar repair (injections) and the
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Figure 5. Aquatic regulatory zones.
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initiation of new seagrass beds (trans-
planting) must be addressed. The future
approaches to seagrass protection and
restoration must be formed by a strong
coalition of representatives from
government, educational institutions and
environmental interest organizations as
well as user groups from both recreational
and commercial interests.
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SEAGRASSMONITORING ISSUESIN TAMPA BAY

Walter Avery

INTRODUCTION
In the past two decades, the alleviation of
eutrophic conditions has resulted in
seagrass recolonization and expansion of
meadows in many areas of TampaBay. As
seagrass began to respond to initial water
quality improvements during the 1980s,
the City of Tampa, Bay Study Group
(BSG) and the Southwest Florida Water
Management Surface Water |mprovement
and Management Program (SWIM) insti-
tuted programs to monitor changes in the
seagrass community. The BSG seagrass
program is part of a multi-disciplinary
study of the effects of sewage pollution
abatement in Hillsborough Bay.

The monitoring programs incorporated
methods adapted to meet each agency’s
data requirements. For example, the BSG
has used low altitude aeria photography,
on-site GPS measurements, and extensive
groundtruthing to generate detailed dataon
the annua areal coverage and seasonal
structure of seagrass meadows in Hills-
borough Bay. In contrast, SWIM hasrelied
on interpretation of 1:24,000 scale agerial
photographs to generate a seagrass cover-
age map for Tampa Bay every two years.
Following each overflight, SWIM
groundtruthed nearly 60 randomly selected
sites around the bay to document the
accuracy of photographic interpretation.

As seagrass recolonization continued to
accelerate in Hillsborough Bay, the BSG
decided to append its program in 1997 by
adding transect monitoring. The transect
monitoring design incorporated many
features used by Virnstein in the Indian
River Lagoon and also adopted recommen-
dations made by the Tampa Bay National
Estuary Program’s (now the Tampa Bay
Estuary Program or TBEP) Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) in 1994. The
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TAC recommended that transect monitor-

ing primary objectives be able to:

1. Determine areal extent of seagrass in
each bay segment.

2. Document zonation with depth.

3. Follow changes in seagrass zonation,
patterns of zonation, and seagrass
distribution over time.

The secondary objective of a transect

monitoring program would beto determine

the health of seagrass.

In order to meet the primary and secondary
objectives, the TAC recommended four
levels of monitoring. These monitoring
levels were:

1. Map and groundtruth all submerged
aquatic vegetation (SAV).

2. Descriptionof SAV coverage, seagrass
short shoot density, and collection of
hydrographic data.

3. Measurementsof photosynthetic active

radiation (PAR), seagrass leaf

production.

Collection of SAV for biomass deter-

minations for seagrass, macroalgae,

and epiphytes.

5. Implement each level at a greater
frequency.

DEVELOPMENT OF
REGIONAL MONITORING

In 1997, the TBEP requested the BSG to

present its transect monitoring concept to a

consortium of Tampa Bay area agencies

including:

e City of Tampa

* Forida Marine Research Institute

* Hillsborough County Environmental
Protection Commission

» Hillsborough County Cockroach Bay
Aquatic Preserve

e Manatee County

»  Southwest Florida Water Management
District
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The consortium endorsed a program that
met the TAC's primary objectives by
including monitoring levels 1, 2, and PAR
measurements from level 3. Each agency
was assigned responsibility for transect
monitoring in their respective subsection
of Tampa Bay. It was concluded that
monitoring would commence each October
to coincide with SWIM’s time frame for
photographic overflights of Tampa Bay.
Data collection began in October 1998.

During the development of the seagrass
transect monitoring program, thecollection
of comparable data between the agencies
became an issue as there were varying
degrees of expertise within the consortium.
To address this concern, a class is
scheduled several weeks prior to October
to train personnel on field protocols. The
class requires generating and recording a
trial data set by each agency at severa
seagrass locations. The data set includes
assessmentsof seagrassattributesincluding
seagrass species composition, short shoot
density, and canopy height. Subjective
ratings of sediment type, epiphyte types
and loading, and general seagrass health
are also addressed. Findly, after transect
monitoring is completed, the agencies
reconvene to resolve difficulties en-
countered during sampling.

TRANSECT MONITORING ISSUES
The TBEP has adopted a nitrogen
management plan as a tool to control
eutrophication and improve water quality
in Tampa Bay. Seagrass has been selected
as the biological indicator to gauge the
effectiveness of this strategy. The TBEP
has adopted a seagrass restoration goal
similar to the acreage found in 1950. In
order to reach this goal, the water column
needs sufficient clarity to allow seagrassto
grow to target depths established for each
major bay subsection.

Generating accurate depth measurements
related to a common datum is imperative
when developing a relationship between

56

the “deep edge” of seagrass growth and
light availability. Johansson (these
proceedings) has developed a GPS-based
method that may measure points along a
bar contour with an accuracy of at least 10
cm regardless of the tidal stage. Fixed
elevation reference points along each
transect can be quickly established in order
to develop accurate depth measurements
along bar profile, edge of seagrassbed, and
the transect terminus.

Monitoring protocols for the seagrass
transectsdictatethat water quality samples,
hydrographic data, PAR data, and
assessments of seagrass attributes are
collected at the middle and seaward edge of
a meadow and the 2-meter water depth
contour. Transects traverse seagrass
coveragethat may be comprised of discrete
patches or one to severa discrete
meadows. Also, seagrass meadows
generally have areas of low-density
coverage corresponding with anincreasing
depth gradient. These various coverage
patterns makeinterpretation of mid or edge
bed difficult.

Standards have been proposed to aid in
defining seagrass coverage. For example,
Virnstein has suggested that coverage
comprised of 3% to 10% delineate the edge
of a meadow in the Indian River lagoon
while the BSG has adopted a standard of
less than 25% in Tampa Bay. These
definitions fail to include a short shoot
threshold of sufficient density to produce a
signature visible from aboat or on an areal
photograph. Therefore, the areal extent of
the actual seagrass coverage may be
underestimated. These errors may become
important, as seagrass zonation aong
transectswill be compared to photographic
interpretation of seagrass areal coverage.

After reviewing transect monitoring results
from the initial year (1998), data from
about 20% of the transects were not
included in the database. Several transect
locations were deemed unsuitable due to



sediment composition (oyster bars or
mud). Further, uncertainty of severa
transect starting points and vectors made
the reiteration of data collection aong the
same line in subsequent years unlikely.
Therefore the baseline data set for these
transects start in 1999 or even 2000.

Reference sites along transects may be
more easily located in the 2000 monitoring
as the United States government recently
eliminated selective availability of satellite
transmissions critical for precise GPS
measurements. This action has allowed the
local agencies to utilize inexpensive
undifferentiated GPSunitstofindreference
PV C poles used to delineate each transect.
Therefore, repetition of data collections at
predetermined points along each transect
will be ensured in succeeding monitoring
efforts.

Theability to generate seagrassinformation
a predetermined points along a fixed
transect is essential when attempting to
discern changes in seagrass species
composition and zonation over a depth
gradient. Annual trendsin specieszonation
versus depth may be compared within a
transect and among transects within a bay
subsection. Also, depths aong the bar
contour may be examined to determine
changes in bathymetry due to sediment
accretion or erosion. Lewis (these
proceedings) suggests that the loss of
offshore transverse sandbars may be
critical ininfluencing seagrassdistribution.
Data from each monitoring effort should
provide*®real time” information concerning
the status of seagrass meadows in Tampa

Bay.

NEXT STEPS
The value of water quality data, including
PAR measurements, collected during
transect monitoring has been a point of
discussion within the consortium. For
example, the PAR data is the only light
attenuation information collected over
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seagrass beds on a regular interval.
However, it only provides an annual, one-
day, “snapshot” measurement of light
attenuation which probably isnot sufficient
to develop an understanding of the light
climate over the seagrass beds. Therefore,
these inshore data must be compared with
the water quality information collected at
offshore stations, which are sampled on a
monthly interval by the Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County (EPC). Trendsin this* deep water”
water quality data collected by the EPC
have been acritical component in seagrass
management decisions. If the water quality
data collected along the seagrass transects
aresignificantly different fromthe offshore
stations, then the collection of inshore data
may need to be expanded.

The premise of these proceedings was
generated through a TBEP-sponsored
seagrass symposium entitled “Seagrass
Management: It's Not Just Nutrients!”.
One of the recommendations from the
symposium was to generate a better
understanding of the biology of TampaBay
seagrass. Support for this recommendation
could be linked to monitoring levels three
and four recommended by the TAC to
include PAR measurements and
determinations of biomass and seagrass
leaf production at a greater frequency. The
TBEP is presently working with the local
agencies to develop a scope of study that
may include these additional levels of
monitoring.
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USING THE PRELIMINARY LIGHT REQUIREMENT OF
SEAGRASSTO GAUGE RESTORATION SUCCESSIN THE
INDIAN RIVER LAGOON, FLORIDA

Lori J. Morris, Robert W. Virnstein, Janice D. Miller

ABSTRACT

The minimum light requirement of seagrassin the Indian River Lagoon (IRL), Florida,
was determined to be 25% of surface light. This value represents the average amount of
light, %PAR (photosythetically active radiation), penetrating the water column to the
canopy at the deep edge of the seagrass beds. The range of valuesisfrom 16% to 32%, with
amedian of 25%. This light requirement was compared to the amount of light reaching a
target depth of 1.7 m. Thistarget depth was established asapotential depth goal for seagrass
restoration in the Lagoon. The amount of light, %PAR, reaching this target depth was
calculated for each of 25 Lagoon segments. The median %PAR for these segmentsat 1.7 m
is 15%. The difference between the actual percent of surface light available at the 1.7 m
target depth (15%) and the light requirement (25%) indicates the level of water clarity
improvement needed to meet the target. Only two segmentsin the IRL have at least 25% of
surface light reaching a depth of 1.7 m. But some segments would need almost a 67%

improvement in %PAR to sustain seagrass growth at the 1.7 m target depth.

INTRODUCTION

Many estuaries across the world have
experienced large losses in seagrass
coverage. The Indian River Lagoon (IRL)
is no exception; it has lost an estimated
15%-20% seagrass coverage based on
historical maps from 1943 (Virnstein and
Morris 2000; Virnstein 1999). Other
similar water bodies include Tampa Bay,
which haslost between 46% and 72% of its
seagrass from 1950s historical levels
(Haddad 1989; Lewiset al. 1991). Sarasota
Bay and Lemon Bay have lost 25% and
21%, respectively, from 1948 to 1974
(Tomasko et a. 1996). Laguna Madre,
Texas, experienced a 50% loss from 1965
to 1988 (Onuf 1996).

These large declines in grassbeds have
been associated with decreases in light
availability (Dixon 2000; Tomasko et al.
1996; Kenworthy and Haunert 1991;
Dennison et al. 1993; Onuf 1996). Light
availability is the most important factor
regulating the depth distribution, abun-
dance, and productivity of submerged
vegetation in shallow coastal embayments
and estuaries (Dennison and Alberte 1982,
1985, 1986; Duarte 1991). Dennison et al.
(1993) reported that maximum depth of
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seagrass survival could be determined by
the percent of surface light reaching the
bottom. Other studies supported the efforts
to develop a direct correlation between the
average percent surface light reaching the
bottom and the maximum depth of seagrass
growth (Dennison 1987; Duarte 1991;
Kenworthy and Haunert 1991).

Developing this correlation between the
average percent surface light reaching the
bottom and the maximum depth of seagrass
growth is a major part of the ongoing
restoration effortsin the IRL. The goals of
the IRL program at the St. Johns River
Water Management District (SIRWMD)
include efforts to maintain and enhance
water quality necessary for seagrass health.
In the IRL, the minimum light requirement
for seagrass will be used to establish
pollution load reduction goals (PLRGS). In
order to establish scientifically defensible
PLRGs, it is important to understand the
processes that affect water quality and
seagrassin the IRL.

The basis for a light requirement should
include the assumption that light limits
depth and the deep edge of seagrassisthus
growing at the light requirement. There-
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Figure 1. The Indian River Lagoon (IRL) study area. The Lagoon stretches 250 km along the east coast of
Florida, from Ponce de Leon Inlet south to Jupiter Inlet. The IRL estuarine system is made up of three
interconnected lagoons, Mosquito Lagoon (ML), Banana River (BR), and the Indian River Lagoon (IR); five
inlets to the ocean; and more than ten tributaries and major canals contributing fresh water. For this study, the

IRL has been divided into 25 segments, based on the condition of seagrass and water quality.
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Light Requirement to Gauge Seagrass Restoration Success

fore, the purpose of this report is to
determine the minimum light requirement
of seagrassin the IRL. The minimum light
requirement is defined as the amount of
light reaching the deep edge of the seagrass
beds. The steps to determine the light
requirement will be described in detail,
including which data were used and the
justification for using those data A
discussion of the problems encountered
and suggested improvements for this
approach are also included.

METHODS

For this study, the IRL was divided into 25
segments, based on the condition of
seagrass and water quality (Fig. 1). A wide
variety of methods has been used to
estimate the light requirement of seagrass,
but the most reliable estimates are
generally determined by comparing in situ
depth distributions of seagrass with long-
term median value of diffuse attenuation
coefficient, Kd(PAR) (Gallegos, 2001).
Therefore, initial steps in determining the
minimum light requirement for the IRL
included defining the deep edge of the
seagrass bed and determining the amount
of light getting there. For a robust light
requirement val ue we chose to use as many
measurementsas possible. Using fiveyears
(1991-1996) of light data, the percent light
(%PAR) reaching the deep edge was
caculated. The preliminary light require-
ment was then defined as the %PAR at the
deep edge of seagrassinthelRL. Thislight
requirement was compared to the actual
light reaching the target depth of 1.7 m.

Study Site and Data Used
Four specific datasetswereusedin order to
establish and compare the current and
target %PAR at the deep edge of the
seagrass beds. The data sets used were:

» Seagrass maps—The seagrass maps
were produced from1:24,000 aeria
photography, which were photo-
interpreted, groundtruthed, and
digitized (Virnstein and Morris 1996).
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The three specific years chosen, 1992,
1994, and 1996, represent complete,
Lagoon-widecoverage (Virnsteinet al.
2002).

Bathymetry—Bathymetry data is a
Lagoon-wide point coverage taken at
NAVDS88 (North Atlantic Vertica
Datum ' 88). Depths were taken every
50 ft acrossthe|RL along transects 500
ft apart and contoured using ARC/TIN
(Virnstein et a. 2002).

Light data—The light data have been
collected monthly, since 1991. The
PAR measurements were used to
calculate attenuation coefficients (Kd)
for the water column. The Kd valueis
calculated as the slope of a semi-log
regression of PAR with depth, using
the method of least squares. The
protocol included taking 3 replicates of
PAR simultaneoudly at 20 cm and 50
cm below the surface and at canopy
height (30 cm up from the bottom)
using 3 LI-COR spherical sensors (4)
and recorded by a L 1-1400 datalogger.
The Kd was calculated using al nine
numbers.

A study wasdoneto test for backscatter
and bottom refl ectanceusing 4 sensors.
No significant differencewasfound: 1)
between measurements inside and
outside the grass beds, 2) with dark
colored and light colored bottom
surfaces, and 3) with a bottom plate
under the sensor and not.

An important question arose about
using attenuation coefficient (Kd)
values outside agrass bed to define the
light requirement of seagrass. A
different %PAR can be calculated with
one measured Kd value for any depth.
Therefore, the question of the
appropriateness of using the Kd values
measured near the Intracoastal
Waterway (ICW), at the water quality
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monitoring network (WQMN) sites, to
develop light requirement for seagrass
needed to be answered.

A study was conducted in 1996 to test
for differences in Kd values in the
middle of the grasshed (MID), at the
end of the grassbed (END), and at the
WQMN dtation. Twenty sites were
chosen where the WQMN stations
werewithin 1 km of aseagrasstransect.
Water quality samples and light
measurements were taken in the
middle of the grassbed (MID), the end
of thegrassbed (END), and at thewater
quality station (WQMN). The study
was run twicein 1996, in May (spring)
and October (fall).

When the data from the study were
pooled for both sampling periods
(Spring and Fall), there was a
differenceintheKdvaluesbetweenthe
MID and the WQMN (P<0.007,
ANOVA), but not between the MID
and the END, or the END and the
WQMN.

Because the deep edge of the seagrass
beds (END) were the concern for
devel oping seagrass light requirement,
and the results showed no difference
between Kdvaluesfor the END andthe
WQMN, we decided that using the 10-
year light data from the WQMN was
valid to develop the seagrass light
targets.

e Fixed Seagrass Transects—The
seagrass transects are fixed line
transects running perpendicular to
shore out to the deep edge of the
grassbed (Virnstein and Morris 1996;
Morris et a. 2000). The 81 transects,
Lagoon-wide, are monitored twice a
year, summer and winter, since 1994
for visual estimates of species density,
canopy height, and water depth.
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Determining the Deep Edge

In order to calculate the %PAR at the deep
edge of the seagrass beds, the deep edge
must first be determined. The mapped
seagrass coveragesfrom theyears’ 92, ' 94,
and '96 were chosen because they were
complete, Lagoon-wide coverages, with
corresponding water quality data. The
aerial photos from those years were
delineated and photo-interpreted then
digitized into polygonsto create maps. The
mapped seagrass edge was projected onto
an interpolated bathymetry coverage using
ARC/TIN to provideanumber of pointsfor
an average depth per IRL segment. The
average deep edge of the seagrass per
segment for these three years will be
referred to as the mapped depth (see
Virnstein et al. 2002, for complete
methods).

Setting a Target Depth
A target depth is considered to be the depth
distribution limit of seagrass under pristine
conditions. For the IRL, the potentia depth
goal, or target depth of 1.7 m. was set. This
target depth was established by averaging
the depths at the deep edge of the* best” ten
seagrass transect sites, (2 in Mosquito
Lagoon, 3innorth BananaRiver, 2in north
IRL, 1 at Sebastian, 1 at Ft. Pierce,and 1in
Hobe Sound) from 1994-1998. These sites
are located in the most “pristing”
unimpacted areas of the Lagoon; therefore,
they are considered astherestoration goals
for the rest of the IRL. Even though these
depths are not referenced to a vertical
datum, they have been sasmpled in different
seasons for over seven years. The average
depth of these 10 siteswas 1.7 m.

Percent Surface Irradiance
The percent of surface light (%PAR)
reaching the bottom of the water columnis
calculated from the following equation:

%PAR = e "2 « 100%

where Kd is the attenuation coefficient
value and z is the depth in meters. To
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calculate the %PAR at the deep edge of the
seagrass bed, z = the average mapped depth
per segment. To calculate the %PAR at the
target depth goal, z= 1.7 m.

Light Requirement for Seagrass
Thelight requirement for IRL seagrasswas
determined using the same equation to
calculate %PAR. By taking the Kd values
for therange of dates preceding the dates of
photography used in mapped years (e.g. 3/
91 through 8/96 for the '92, '94 and '96
coverage) and the average mapped depths
per segment, the %PAR was calculated for
each Kd vaue. The median %PAR
reaching the mapped deep edgefrom all the
segments was used to represent the
preliminary light requirement for seagrass
inthe IRL.

RESULTS
Determining the Deep Edge

Determining thedeep edgeand determining
thelight requirement for IRL seagrasswere
dependent on the results from the study to
test if Kd was constant across agrassbed. It
wascrucial toknow if the near channel data
set from the WQMN was usable for
calculating percent surface irradiance
reaching the seagrass. Since the deep edge
of the seagrass beds (END) was the focus
for determining seagrass|ight requirement,
and the results showed no difference
between Kd values for the END and the
WQMN (Fig. 2), we decided to use the
robust light data from the WQMN to
develop the seagrass light targets.

The mapped depths, projected from
bathymetry contours (NAVD88) to the
seagrass coverage, was the largest data set
to use (n = 2342). The technique used to
generate the depths worked well in all
segments except in the north part of
Mosquito Lagoon (ML1 and ML2). These
areas have numerous islands and are so
shallow that the possibleerror in generating
depths proved to be too great to be relied
on. For complete details on the methods
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used for the mapped depth, see Virnstein et
al. (2002).

Percent Surface Irradiance

The target depth of 1.7 m was used to
calculate the %PAR at 1.7 m for each Kd
value in the WQMN data set (n = 2299).
This calculation estimates the amount of
surface light reaching 1.7 m. The median
%PAR wastaken for all 25 segmentswitha
grand median %PAR at 1.7 m of 15% (Fig.
3). Themedian %PAR at 1.7 min Mosqguito
Lagoon and Banana River are less than
17%. The median %PAR in the northern
IRL segmentsisgreater than 22%at 1.7 m.
From Cocoa Beach south through
Melbourne, there is an increase in Kd, and
therefore a decline in the median %PAR at
1.7 m to between 14 and 19%. The
distribution shows a dlight increase in
median %PAR at 1.7 mnear Sebastian Inlet
to 20%, followed by a sharp decline
through Vero Beach to 8.5%, increasing
towards Ft. Pierce Inlet to 11%, declining
near St. Lucie Inlet to less than 9%, and
finishing with alarge spike at Jupiter Inlet
with 31% (Fig. 3).

Light Requirement for Seagrass
The %PAR from the 23 segments (25
minusthe 2 segmentsin Mosguito L agoon,
where bathymetry data is lacking) was
caculated using the mapped depth (n =
2299). The median %PAR ranged from
16%t0 32%, with agrand median of 25%to
represent a “preliminary light requirement
for seagrass’ for the IRL (Fig. 4). Almost
haf the segments have a median %PAR
above 25%, and most of those are from
North IRL south to Central IRL (Fig. 4).

To show the difference between the %PAR
at the deep edge of the seagrass beds (25%)
andthe%PAR at 1.7 m, alinewas added to
Figure 3 at 25% to represent the prelim-
inary light requirement. Only 2 of the 25
segments have adequate light available at
1.7-m segments IR5 in the northern IRL
and IR26 at Jupiter Inlet.
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Figure 2. The results from the study to test if Kd was constant across a grassbed. There was a
significant difference in the attenuation coefficient (Kd) values between the MID and the
WQMN (water quality monitoring network) (P<0.007, ANOVA), but not betweenthe MID and
END or the END and the WQMN.
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Figure 4. The median percent surface light at the deep edge of the seagrass beds for each of the 23 segments.
Lagoonwide, a grand median %PAR of 25% reached the deep edge of the seagrass beds, representing a
preliminary light requirement for the Indian River Lagoon.

DISCUSSION Kd values at the WQMN and those at
Determining the Deep Edge the deep edge of the seagrass beds
Determining the deep edge of the seagrass (END), we were able to use the 10-
beds was not as straightforward as year, WQMN data set.
originally thought. There are a number of
“soft” definitions of “the edge,” but not a « If using spherical, 4 irradiance sensors,
universally accepted one (Virnstein et al. bottom-type may be important. Dixon
2002). We chose to use the mapped edge (2000) found a significant increase in
because they were based on an average of PAR measurements taken in bare sand
over 50 points per segment versus 3 points areas as compared to dense seagrass
per segment from the fixed seagrass coverage. These higher PAR measure-
transects. However, the mapped depths ments could produce “false,” low Kd
were not with their problems too. The values, and thus higher percent surface
ARC/TIN software interpolated depths irradiance numbers. However, we
bel ow the bathymetric datalimitsof 0.3 m, found no significant difference when
which had to be filtered from the data and comparing sensors: 1) between
discarded (Virnstein et a. 2002). measurements inside and outside the
grass beds, 2) with dark colored and
Percent Surface Irradiance light colored bottom surfaces, and 3)
Before calculating a percent surface with having a bottom plate under the
irradiance from Kd values, a number of sensor and not.

things were investigated:
e To avoid problems with geometric

» Was there any significant differences means, it is important to calculate the
in the Kd values across the grassbeds? %PAR for al vaues using Kd before
Sincewefound no differences between taking the median or mean.
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Light Requirement for Seagrasses
Many studies suggest a broad range of
minimum light requirement for seagrasses,
from aslittle as 4.4% to as much as 38.3%
surface light (Kenworthy and Fonseca
1996; Dennison et a. 1993; Duarte 1991,
Onuf 1991; Dixon 2000). Kenworthy and
Fonseca (1996) suggest that this variability
may be speciesspecific or dueto infrequent
sampling, thus failing to capture seasonal
variations in light attenuation. The light
data used for this study is a sub-sample of
almost a decade of monthly monitoring in
the IRL. The 5-year period used captured
many growing seasons as well as storm
eventsand large rel eases of freshwater into
the estuary. Therefore, we believe that the
values used to calculate the %PAR are
defensible, and the preliminary light
requirement of 25% for the Lagoon falls
well within the range of these reported
values. It is noteworthy to mention that if
we only chose one or two segments in the
Lagoon to calculate the light requirement,
we could have significantly overestimated
(32.4%) or underestimated (15.8%) the
%PAR at the edge.

Comparison Between
the Preliminary Light Requirement
and %PAR at 1.7 m
The difference between the actual percent
of surfacelight available at the 1.7 m target
depth (15%) and the light requirement
(25%) indicates the level of water clarity
improvement needed to meet the target.
Some segments would need almost a 67%
improvement in %PAR to sustain seagrass
growth at the 1.7-m target depth.

However, it may not only be light that
needs improving. Koch (2001) believes
that itistimetolook at other factorsbesides
light when determining seagrass habitat
requirements. There are many segments
with greater than 25% PAR at the deep edge
of the seagrass beds, but the edge is much
lessthan 1.7 m. For example, segment |R9-
11, inthe Melbourne area, has 32% light at
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the edge, but the edge isonly at 1-m deep.
The same scenario also existsin Mosqguito
Lagoon (ML3-4), with 30% light at 1-m,
but possibly caused by different reasons
than the Melbourne area.

These numbers are preliminary and there
are afew other factors we need to consider
before using these preliminary numbers to
set final restoration targets:

« Wedid not separate any seasonality or
growing season differences(e.g. spring/
summer vs. fal/winter) in light
intensity, %PAR, light requirement,
and species differences. These
seasonality differences could prove to
be important for Halodule wrightii, the
dominant species of seagrass or more
particularly for Halophila decipiens,
the only annual species found in the
IRL (Morris et a. 2000). Future
investigations need to address other
available data sets. For example, fixed
seagrass transects (Morris et al. 2000)
are monitored summer and winter,
since 1994. Water depths at the edge of
the beds are always measured but have
not beenreferenced to avertical datum.
Another data set consists of six sitesin
the Lagoon monitored continuously for
light, water quality and seagrass for 2
years (Hanisak 2001).

 Future investigations need to address
light attenuation due to epiphytes,
which could be as much as 50%
(Harden 1994; Dixon 2000). Average
epiphyte abundance in the IRL is high
(Harden 1994), but epiphytes appear
less abundant at the deep edge of the
bed (personal observation). Most
current papers do not address wherein
the seagrass bed measurements for
increased light attenuation due to
epiphytes are made.

» TheChesapeake Bay Program usestwo
ways to evaluate percent light—
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percent light through the water column
(PLW) and percent light at the leaf
surface (PLL) (Bergstrom 2000). The
IRL value of 25% isthe percent of light
reaching the canopy, or PLW, and
doesn't incorporate attenuation due to

epiphytes.

» Other factors besides light, or water
clarity parameters, may be controlling
seagrass growth at the deep edge in a
segment. Thresholds for physical,
geological, and geochemical parameters
may also be important (Koch 2001),
but insufficientinformationiscurrently
available.

» The high variation of %PAR at the
edge of the bed (16%-32%) was
surprising. In some segments with
higher %PAR, light is probably not the
primary limiting factor. Perhaps these
segments do no provide appropriate
measuresof minimumlight requirement,
and should not be used in calculating a
median value. Rather, these areas with
high %PARs at the edge of the bedsare
where we should look for important
factors other than light (Koch 2001).
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UTILITY OF SEAGRASSRESTORATION INDICES
BASED ON AREA, DEPTH, AND LIGHT

Robert W. Virnstein, Edward W. Carter |V,
Lori J. Morris, Janice D. Miller

ABSTRACT

Thegoal of thisdocument isto develop and eval uate three seagrassindices—one based
on areaof seagrass, one based on maximum depth of seagrass, and athird based onlight. The
area-based index compares actual area of seagrass to the restoration target. The target is
potential seagrass area shallow enough to support seagrass—that area of Indian River
Lagoon (IRL) bottom shallower than 1.7 m. The depth-based index compares depth of the
deep edge of seagrassto thetarget depth of 1.7 m. The 1.7-m target is based on twice-a-year
monitoring of field transects at 10 “good” sites from 1994 to 1999. The third aternativeis
alight-based index: the actual amount of light reaching the seagrass depth target of 1.7 m
relative to the preliminary light requirement of 25% of surface light.

Because seagrass depends primarily on light (water clarity), seagrass status, as
measured by the two indices, was compared to light availability in each of 25 segmentsin
IRL. The area-based index was moderately correlated with light availability (r?=0.32; p=
0.003). The depth-based index correlated with light availability better (r2=0.52; p=0.001),
with variation in annual average light availability explaining about half of the variability of
seagrass status, as measured by the depth-based index.

Each index has its advantages and disadvantages. Area is inherently the focus of
restoration efforts. But, because of differences in bathymetric shape of segments, area
correlates poorly with light availability. Depth correlates better with light availability. But
the depth-based index requires seagrass maps and bathymetric contours to derive several
point measurements. However, several field measurementsat the deep edge can also provide
arapid, real-time assessment of maximum depth. The light index can be converted directly
to alight attenuation measure and correlated with various optical water quality parameters.

Other factorspossibly contributing to thelack of acloserelationship of seagrasstolight
include: wavelength shifts due to colored water, salinity outside the tolerance range of
seagrass speci es, unstable sediments, wave energy, and many sources of measurement error,
especially associated with determining the “edge”’ of the bed. Additionaly, because of
spatial auto-correl ation of both seagrassand water quality, analysesare probably flawed due
to lack of information on appropriate time intervals and lag times. For example, is it most
appropriate to compare seagrass to the previous 6 months, 2 years, or growing season of
light data? Seagrass indices, especially a depth-based seagrass index, are useful tools for
characterizing segments of the IRL estuary, even though improvements in the indices are
warranted.

INTRODUCTION

Seagrass has recently received much
emphasis for its usefulness as a barometer
of estuarine ecosystems (Dennison et al.
1993; Batiuk et al. 2000; Johansson and
Greening 2000). Seagrass serves as an
appropriate barometer because it provides
a critical link between water quality and
ecosystem biology. This conceptual model
can be expressed as.

LOADING = WATER QUALITY =»
LIGHT =» SEAGRASS =% ANIMALS

That is, pollutant loadings (sediments and
nutrients) affect water quality, which
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affects light attenuation, which affects
seagrass, which affects ecosystem biologi-
cal productivity and diversity. Light
availability is the single most important
factor limiting the maximum depth of
seagrass (Kenworthy and Haunert 1991,
Morris and Tomasko 1993; Onuf 1996;
Virnstein and Morris 1996).

IntheIndian River Lagoon (IRL), seagrass
is considered the most critical habitat type
and is the focus of restoration efforts
(Steward et a. 1994; IRLNEP 1996;
Steward 2002). But to what level do we
restore seagrass, and how do we measure
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success? Large losses have occurred in the
centra IRL (Woodward-Clyde 1994;
Fletcher and Fletcher 1995; Virnstein
1999). By circular reasoning, those
segments that have lost the most seagrass
have the highest potential for seagrass
recovery. But results of restoration efforts
need to be measured against a standard or
target. By comparing past and present
conditions against this target, we can then
assess recovery.

Of the 7 species of seagrass present in the
IRL, Halodule wrightii is the dominant
species—about 60% of the seagrass
coverage, based on transect monitoring
(Morris et a. 2000). H. wrightii is
especially dominant at the deep edge of
beds. But mapping cannot and does not
distinguish species. Thus al discussions
below refer to seagrass in general and are
not species specific.

The purpose of thisdocument isto devel op,
compare, and evauate two seagrass
indices—one based on seagrass area and
one based on seagrass depth. For this
document, the process of developing these
two indices is as important as the indices
themselves. Each index is based on quite
different sets of data and criteria. These
indices are then used to compare seagrass
status to water clarity status, measured as
light availability, for 25 segments of the
IRL. A few problems and stumbles are
addressed, and recommendations are made
for improving the indices.

METHODSAND RESULTS
OF AREA-BASED TARGETS
AND INDEX
Initially, area of seagrass coverage was
established as the primary quantitative
target, or restoration goal (Virnstein and
Morris 2000). Two quantitative area-based
targets were established. The “Historical”
target iswherever seagrass has occurred in
the past, derived primarily from 1943
coverage maps. The primary target is the
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“potential” target—that area of Lagoon
bottom less than 1.7 m deep. This target
depth of 1.7 m wasthe average depth of the
deep edge of the bed based on twice-a-year
(summer/winter) field monitoring of fixed
transectsin 10 “healthy” areas from 1994-
99 (Virnstein and Morris 1996; Morris et
al. 2000; Morriset a. 2002). Becausethese
areas are near pristine, we assume they
represent conditions that cannot be
reasonably improved; that'sas good asit’s
likely to getinthe IRL.

For the entire IRL, a potentia restoration
target of 50,000 hectares (124,000 acres)
has been preliminarily established. There
are presently about 29,000 hectares
(71,000 acres) in the IRL, based on 1999
seagrassmaps. In Chesapeake Bay, thefirst
level (“Tier 1”) of seagrass restoration
targets is the area inhabited by seagrass at
any time as mapped from 1971 through
1990 (Batiuk et al. 2000). In Tampa Bay,
the target is aso based on area—
approximately the area inhabited by
seagrass estimated from 1950 aeriad
photographs (Janicki et al. 1995; TBNEP
1996; Johansson and Greening 2000).

But area of seagrass is not sufficient by
itself to assess the status or condition of
seagrass. The area of seagrass needs to be
referenced to a common standard. The
standard we use is the potential target.

(Eq. 1) Area-based index =
(acres of seagrass + potential acres)*100%.

We used the potential target asthe standard
rather than the historical target becauseitis
the most consistent and dependable
overadll. For some areas, “historical”
coverage was already highly impacted by
1943.

Because some sections of the IRL are
healthier than others (Woodward-Clyde
1994; Virnstein 1999), we divided the
Lagoon into segments in order to



characterize seagrass and to compare
seagrass status to water clarity within each
segment. Based on differences in seagrass
relative to targets and on differences in
water quality, the Lagoon was divided into
25 segments (Fig. 1). Existing seagrass
areafor each segment was calcul ated asthe
average from Lagoon-wide seagrass maps
for 1992, 1994, and 1996. This 3-year
average area-based index varies from 8%
(i.e., only 8% of the potential area is
currently occupied by seagrass) for
segment IR9-11 (the Cocoa/Melbourne
area) to 104% for segment IR26 (near
Jupiter Inlet) (Fig. 2A; see Fig. 1 for
segment location). Despite large differ-
ences in absolute amount (acreage) of
seagrass in segments, the index provides a
basisfor judging which areasaregood, fair,
and poor, etc., relative to the target
(Virnstein et a., in press).

Because seagrass is primarily limited by
light availability (Kenworthy and Haunert
1991; Kenworthy 1993; Morris and
Tomasko 1993), we expect that the status
of seagrass in a segment should be related
to the status of water clarity, i.e., segments
with good water clarity should have good
seagrass. Therefore, the primary water
quality indicator is the percent of surface
light reaching the target depth of 1.7 m—
caled “%PAR a 1.7 m” (PAR =
Photosynthetically Active Radiation, a
measure of light available to plants)
(Morriset a. 2002). The seagrass areaand
depth indices are mean values calculated
from 1992, 1994, and 1996 seagrass maps
—yearswith complete map coverage of the
entire Lagoon. Water clarity data (%PAR
at 1.7 m) are medians of monthly datafrom
1991 to 1996 from long-term water quality
monitoring sites located in each segment
(see Morris et al. 2002 for details of light
data). We had originally chosen light data
from each year previous to the mapped
years as the most influential on seagrass,
but further discussion and resulting higher
regression coefficients led us to use the
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Figure 1. Map showing the 25 segmentsin the Indian
River Lagoon used for analysis of seagrass indices.

median of al light datafrom March 1991 to
September 1996 to best represent long-
term “typical” light conditions associated
with average seagrass condition over this
same time period. When the area-based
seagrassindex isregressedon %PAR at 1.7
m, 32% of the variation in the area-based
seagrassindex isexplained by thevariation
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location in each of the three lagoons. A. Bar graph of the area-based index, by segment. B.
Bar graph of the depth-based index, by segment. C. Bar graph of the light index, by seg-
ment. All plots use seagrass averages of 1992, 1994, and 1996.

in light availability (r> = 0.32; p = 0.003)
(Fig. 3A).

One problem with this area-based index is
that potential targets and acres of seagrass
are dependent on the shape of the bottom
contours of a segment. That is, a segment
with a lot of very shalow bottom that
supports seagrass may have a high area
based index despite poor water quality.
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Conversely, segments where depths drop
off rapidly to 1.7 m may have a poor area
based index despite good water quality. To
illustrate this paradox, a depth of 0.9 m
includes 60% of potential areain shallow
segment ML 3-4, but only 20% in segment
IR8, which haslittle shallow water (Fig. 4).
Although an increase in the average depth
of the deep edge of seagrass would
necessarily result in some increase in the
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Figure 3. Scatter plots of seagrassindicesfor each segment versus %PAR at the 1.7-m target
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and 1996 seagrass. %PAR at 1.7 m is the median of monthly values from 1991 to 1996. A.
Seagrass areaindex versus %PAR at 1.7 m. B. Seagrass depth index versus %PAR at 1.7 m.
Regression coefficients and level of statistical significance are given.

area of seagrass, the relationship is
definitely non-linear and variable (see
example in Fig. 4). Thus, an area-based
index does not necessarily correlate well
with light availability.

METHODSAND RESULTS
OF DEPTH-BASED TARGETS
AND INDEX
To avoid the inherent problems of an area-
based index, we decided to develop a
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seagrassindex based on maximum depth of
seagrass growth. Such adepth-based index
(e.g., percent of target depth of 1.7 m)
should not vary with bathymetric shapeand
may thus be a better indicator of seagrass
status. Also, in Chesapeake Bay, the
second and third of the three restoration
tiersare potential areabased on depth—the
1- and 2-m depth contours (Batiuk et al.
2000). For TampaBay, Lewiset a. (1985)
estimated the potential area based on



Virnstein, Carter, Morris, Miller

120

——ML3-4

- IR8

100

80

60

% Potential Area

40

e

20

0.0 0.3 0.6

Depth Category (m)

0.9 1.2 1.5 1.7

Figure 4. Example of depth-versus-area curves for two segments, based on bathymetric contours
(see Fig. 1 for segment location) at 30-cm depth intervals to the target depth of 1.7 m. Note that
segment ML 3-4 is broad and shallow, with 60% of its potential seagrass area shallower than 0.9 m,
whereas only 20% of segment IR8 is shallower than 0.9 m.

estimated depth contours in 1879 at about
31,000 ha. Instead, the historical (1950s)
target of 15,400 ha was adopted (TBNEP
1996).

Developing a depth-based seagrass index
for the IRL requires several steps. To
calculate a depth-based index, we needed
to measure the average depth of the deep
edge of the seagrass beds in each segment.
Onesourceisthefixed transects (Virnstein
and Morris 1996; Morris et a. 2000;
Morris et al. 2002). But our field measure-
ments of depth are not referenced to a
vertica datum (but could be by GPS
positioning referenced to agood bathymet-
ric surface), and some Lagoon segments
contained as few as two transects, a small
sample size for characterizing a segment.
Future refinements in anadyses (eg.,
bathymetric contouring and georeferencing)
may allow greater use of thesetransect data
so that field-measured depths may be
referenced to a vertical datum.
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To generate more replicate measurements
for amore robust average depth of the deep
edge, we resorted to a map-based
aternative. This procedure was done in a
GIS using ArcView software. In this
procedure, we overlaid 20 equally spaced
east-west lines over the map of seagrass
polygons for each segment. The deep edge
corresponds to about 10% coverage, based
on visual estimates. Along each of the 20
lines, a point was placed everywhere the
line crossed the mapped deep edge of a
seagrass bed (Fig. 5). Then (using the
ArcView command TINSPOT) the depths
of each point were “read” off the
underlying bathymetric surface (a TIN
coverage). An average of about 50 points
was created for each segment for each
mapped year and then averaged. These
average depths for the three mapped years
were averaged to calculate amean depth of
the edge of bed for each segment. The
mapped seagrass years were 1992, 1994,
and 1996, those years that covered the
entire IRL.
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Grant area (south Brevard County, segment 13B in Fig. 1).

“ wgen

by which we map and measure

index, we simply converted it to a percent
of the target depth of 1.7 m. Thus, the

(Eq. 2) Depth-based seagrass index =
(average depth of edge of bed + 1.7 m)*100%.

This depth-based seagrass index is consid-
ered datistically robust because (1) it's
map based, and it measures the same
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restoration success, (2) 2342 points are
measured, creating a robust average, (the
number and orientation of these “transect”
lines could be adjusted to local conditions),
and (3) depths are standardized by being
referenced to avertical datum, in this case,
NAVDS88. In subsequent years, these same
lines could be used to detect small changes
in maximum depths of seagrass, acting as
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“virtual” fixed transects. Through use of
GPS, these virtua transects could be
located to correspond exactly to actual field
transects for field verification.

As with the area-based index, this depth-
based index can be used to characterizeand
compare segments of the Lagoon. Using
the same segments (Fig. 1), the depth-
based index variesfrom 63%to 119% (Fig.
2B). Segments around Kennedy Space
Center, protected by NASA ownership,
and segments near inlets have high index
values (generally above 80%). Conversely,
segments with extensive land devel opment
and poor flushing (Cocoa/Melbourne and
Vero Beach areas) havelow seagrassindex
values (below 67%). Southern Mosquito
Lagoon (Segment ML3-4), a protected
pristine area with extensive seagrass, is an
outlier, with alow index of 63%, possibly
due to its shallow nature and high wind-
driven resuspension (Fig. 2B).

Again relating seagrass status to light
availability, we expect segments with a
good depth-based seagrass index to have
good water clarity. When the depth-based
seagrass index is regressed on light
availability (%PAR at 1.7 m), there is a
significant relationship (r> = 0.52; p =
0.0001) (Fig. 3B). Variation in light
availability explains half of thevariationin
the seagrass depth index, an improvement
over the 32% using the area-based index
(above, Fig. 3A).

AN ALTERNATIVE LIGHT-BASED
TARGET AND INDEX
Although seagrass is the most direct
measure of status of aLagoon segment, we
could also use as atarget the water clarity
necessary for seagrassto grow to the target
depth of 1.7 m. Morris et a. (2002)
established that an annual median of 25%
of sub-surface light is the minimum
required for seagrass growth. Based on 5Y%
years of monthly data, Morris et al. (2002)
caculated the median amount of light
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reaching the target depth of 1.7 m for each
of the 25 segments. The status of asegment
could thus be judged by comparing the
actual light to the light target of 25% at 1.7
m. Thisratio would thus be the

(Eq. 3) Light-based seagrass index =
%PAR at 1.7 m + 25%*100%.

Only two segments meet this light-based
target (Fig. 2C). Again these are segments
in the north Indian River and extreme
southern Indian River near Jupiter Inlet.
Mosquito Lagoon, because of its shallow-
nessand presumed high rate of resuspension
reaches only 32-63% of the light target
(Fig. 2C).

This light-based target of 25% PAR at 1.7
m requires a light attenuation coefficient
(Kd) of not more than 0.8/m. This target
light attenuation coefficient can then be
correlated with various optical water
quality factors, e.g., turbidity, color,
suspended solids, and phytoplankton
chlorophyll. But some of these coefficients
may need to be determined empirically for
each segment (Gallegos 2001). Targetsfor
thesewater quality factorscan berelated to
loading from point sourcesand stormwater.
Thus, targets provide an effective tool to
evauate management strategies (Steward
2001).

DISCUSSION:
COMPARISON OF AREA- AND
DEPTH-BASED INDICES
Each index has advantages and disadvan-
tages. Amount of seagrass, measured as
area, is inherently the focus of restoration
efforts. However, the area index may not
accurately reflect the degree of water
quality improvement needed. For example,
if extensive areas of shallow water are
aready occupied by seagrass, a large
increase in water clarity might possibly
result in only a small increase in area of
seagrass. Conversely, segments with large
areas of available shallow bottom might



experiencealargeincreasein seagrassasa
result of asmall increase in water clarity.

Depth of seagrass is inherently valuable
because it relates directly to water clarity.
But the depth-based index is point-based
and may not as accurately measure how
close we are to the seagrass area target (it
depends on and requires bathymetry).
Although map data are robust, calculating
depth data from seagrass maps requires
severa steps. The multi-layer complexity
of thesesteps(aeria photos, georeferencing,
photo-interpretation, digitizing, locating
points along bed edges, and projected onto
a bathymetric surface to generate depths)
results in substantial time lags, often >1
year. Mapping protocol using digital
hyperspectral imagery may substantialy
improve this turnaround time. There are
alternative measures of depth that offer
advantages of simplicity and rapidity of
measurement. For example, besides ex-
tracting depths from seagrass maps and
bathymetry contours, depth can easily and
very rapidly be assessed by quick field
measurements or point checks. These
measurementswould need to bereferenced
to a vertical datum. These field checks do
not require the good water clarity required
for aeria photos; good water clarity is a
rare event in segments of some estuaries,
including many segments of the Indian
River Lagoon. The ratio of predicted area
gain to increased depth of the seagrass bed
might provide a cost-benefit guide for
prioritization of restoration efforts.

Although variation in water clarity (light
availability) explains about half the
variation in depth of seagrass, half the
variability is still unexplained. Possible
explanations of the other half of variability
may include other optical water properties
and non-optical properties (physical/
chemical/biological factors) (Koch 2001).
Some examples: In the IRL, potentially
compounding biological factors include
competition with macroalgae and grazing

77

Utility of Seagrass Indices

by manatees. Wavelength shifts in highly
colored waters (Gallegos 1993; Gallegos
and Kenworthy 1996); PAR may then not
accurately measure the amount of utiliz-
able light. Sdlinity may be too low
(Doering and Chamberlain 2000) for
seagrass survival, despite high light levels.
Wind-driven waves and boat wakes may
make sedimentstoo physically unstablefor
seagrass (Fonseca and Robbins 2001;
Lewis 2002). This wave energy would
interact with sediment properties such as
grain size and cohesiveness. Sediments
may be nutrient poor (Short 1987). All
conditions may be appropriate, but no
seagrass occurs because of recruitment
limitations of the various seagrass species
(Inglis 2000; Kenworthy 2000; Short et al.
2001). Also, none of the measurements are
made without error. Sources of error
calculating the depth-based seagrass index
include inaccuracies of position, locating
the “edge” of the bed, and bathymetric
contouring (Johansson 2002; Kurz 2002;
Virnstein et a. 2002). And to characterize
water clarity adequately, how frequently
light attenuation needs to be measured is a
nagging question. Hanisak (2001) found
that light measurementsevery 2 weeksgive
a good representation of conditions. For
analysis, however, there is little informa:
tion on the appropriate time intervals and
lag times for comparing snapshots of
seagrass status to water clarity status. For
example, is it most appropriate to use the
previous 6 months or 2 years or growing
season of water clarity data, and should the
older sampling be weighted less than more
recent sampling? Or should absolute light
intensity be used in analyses rather than
percent of surface light? Only more
intensive sampling (e.g., Hanisak 2001)
and time series analysis can answer these
guestions.

Although we normally tend to use statistics
based on central tendencies (i.e., average
values), seagrass presence in an area may
aso be limited by extreme conditions
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caused by rare or short-term events (Gaines
and Denny 1993; Galegos 2001). For
example, if light and all other factors are
suitable, but salinity is too low, seagrass
will not be present. Some of the limiting
rare events may include maor storms,
rainfall, controlled water releases, and
natural cycles. Besides extreme events, the
degree of variability, e.g., in salinity, can
also impact seagrass (Montague and Ley
1993).

As an example of the latter natural cycles,
the amount of seagrass biomass (plus
detritusand drift macroalgae), as measured
along atransect, reached very highlevelsin
the poorly flushed northern Indian River
(north end of segment IR1-3, Fig. 1) prior
to 1995. By summer 1997, virtually al of
the seagrass (about 120 ha) in the northern
portion of this segment had disappeared,;
the same area completely recovered by
summer 2001 (personal observation based
on fixed transectsand field surveys, Morris
et a. 2000). This cataclysmic loss and
recovery happened despite no major
changes in water quality. Thus, there may
be many reasons that average seagrass
conditions do not mirror average water
quality conditions.

CONCLUSIONSAND
RECOMMENDATIONS
Both seagrassindices, especially the depth-
based seagrass index, could be improved.
Recommendations for refining and im-
proving indicesinclude: better bathymetric
contouring—a difficult and expensive
task; more points measuring the edge of the
bed; ground-truthing of the “edge” of the
bed as measured from aerial photos versus
in the field (Johansson 2001; Virnstein et
al. 2001); and improvements in analytical
tools for comparing a snapshot of seagrass
condition to previous water clarity condi-
tions—e.g., appropriate lag times and
previous condition of seagrass. Standard
statistics are hampered by temporal and
gpatial auto-correlation of both seagrass
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and water quality data. Often, seagrass is
monitored on an annual or multi-year basis
and water quality onamonthly basis. There
is no clear or standardized approach for
comparing such “messy” data.

If factors besides water quality affect the
condition of seagrass, we cannot expect a
high degree of correlation between
seagrass and water quality. Suppose, for
example, that shrimp burrowing or sedi-
ment instability limits the deep edge of
seagrass. Then changes in water quality
may have no impact on the deep edge of
seagrass. ldentifying those areas where
factors other than light limit the depth of
seagrass and eliminating those from the
above analyses may vastly improve the
light-seagrass relationship and our under-
standing of it.

Although indices need to be improved,
seagrass indices, especially a depth-based
seagrass index, are useful tools for
characterizing segments and prioritizing
restoration needs (Johansson and Greening
2000; Steward 2001).
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COMPLEMENTARY USE OF DIFFERENT SEAGRASS
TARGETSAND ANALYTICAL APPROACHESIN THE
DEVELOPMENT OF PLRGSFOR THE INDIAN RIVER LAGOON

Joel S. Steward

ABSTRACT

Pollutant load reduction goals (PLRGS) can be developed using two different, but
complementary approaches. One approach is dependent on the use of a three-dimensional
mechanistic model of the Indian River Lagoon system that should be fully developed by
2002. Theother approach isaninference method (a.k.a. abasin spreadsheet model) that can
be used now for estimating pollutant loads based on land use and other relevant
characteristics that affect loading rates. Areal coverage (e.g., acres) of seagrass is the key
metric involved in the inference method approach, whereas, light measured at depth isthe
metric used in the application of the mechanistic model. The mechanistic model will be
applied toward the development of PLRGs based on their adequacy to meet the seagrass
light-depth target. The inference method is used to satisfy the immediate need of certain
local governments for planning targets or provisional PLRGs, which are intended to be
conservative approximations of desired pollutant reductions. The two approaches can be
used in complementary fashion to converge on a meaningful set of defensible, resource-

based PLRGs.

INTRODUCTION
Pollutant load reduction goals (PLRGS) for
the Indian River Lagoon (Figure 1) are
aimed at the improvement of water quality
or clarity for the sake of seagrass
restoration. Therelationship between water
quality and seagrass is well established
(Morris and Tomasko 1993). Therelation-
ship suggests that PLRGs should target
those primary “optical” pollutants whose
concentrations restrict the level of solar
light for seagrass growth. In the Indian
River Lagoon, total suspended matter and
chlorophyll a (i.e.,, phytoplankton) are
believed to be critical constituents that
significantly contribute to light attenuation
(Hanisak 2001; SIRWMD data analysis).
In turn, chlorophyll a concentrations or
phytoplankton abundance may be con-
trolled by nitrogen and/or phosphorus
(Phlips and others document 2000).
Therefore, total suspended solids(TSS), N,
and P are the pollutants of concern that will
beaddressed inthedevel opment of PLRGs.
(Dissolved organic matter— al so measured
as color—is another important constituent
that affects light penetration in certain
Lagoon areas. However, thereis no plan to
establish a ‘color’ PLRG because it is
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assumed that color concentrations can be
reduced by the reduction of base flow and
storm discharge volumesthat are needed to
meet TN, TP, and TSS PLRGs.)

PLRGsfor TSS, N, and Pwill be devel oped
using two different, but complementary
approaches. One approach is dependent on
the use of athree-dimensional mechanistic
model. This model represents the dynamic
and interactive ecological processes that
regulate light attenuation and, thus,
seagrassdistribution. The model result will
be some measure of light at depth in the
Lagoon. If the model-simulated light at a
particular depth matches the minimum
seagrass light requirement, then it is
assumed that seagrass coverage to that
depth is possible.

The other approach isan inference method;
a simple, mass balance algorithm (ak.a. a
basin spreadsheet model) for estimating
pollutant loads based on land use of a
specific year and other relevant character-
istics that affect watershed loading rates.
This approach sel ects the best-documented
year for maximum seagrass coverage—
1943 in this case (the earliest historical
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Figure 1. Map of Indian River Lagoon basin showing sub-basins and major lagoon segments
(Mosquito Lagoon; Banana River Lagoon; and north, central and south Indian River Lagoon)

period for which there is well-documented
seagrass coverage [Virnstein and Morris,
2000])—and appliesland use of that year to
estimate a watershed loading rate, also
referred to as an alowable loading rate.
Thisloading rate can then betranslated into
a load reduction when subtracted from a
current or projected loading rate.

Areal coverage (e.g., acres) of seagrassis
the key metric involved in the inference
method approach, whereas, light measured
at depth is the metric of choice used in the
application of the mechanistic model. Each
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metric defines a different type of seagrass
target and means by which the seagrass
resource can be monitored. Both ap-
proaches are similar in that they rely onthe
empirical analyses of monitoring data to
develop the targets and they provide
current assessments relative to seagrass
acreage, depths of coverage, and light
levels.

The two approaches are described in more
detall below, including how the two
approaches and their respective seagrass
targets are utilized in complementary
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fashion to develop provisional and final for the Lagoon (Steward and others 1996)

PLRGs. (Figure 2). The PLR Modéel result can be

expressed as light extinction or, more

MECHANISTIC MODEL practically, as a percentage of the sub-

APPROACH FOR DEVELOPING surface light at some targeted depth. Inthis

FINAL PLRGS case, sub-surface light is the light

Final PLRGs for the Lagoon will be penetrating the water surface and does not
derived from a 3-D mechanistic model, include the reflected incident light.

which is an integration of severa

established models: CH3D; wave and The component (sub-)models of the PLR
sediment transport model; CH3D-WQ; Model (Figure 2) are presently being
Gallegos optica model; and either Fong's calibrated and verified with extensive sets
or Montague’'s SAV model (Sheng 1999; of data collected in the Lagoon during the
Gallegos and Kenworthy 1996; Fong and past several years. Once calibrated and
Harwell 1994; Fong and others 1997; and verified, the real power of the model is
Montague, in development, 2001). This realized—its predictive capability. Given
integrated model, known as the Pollutant that capability, the model will be appliedin
Load Reduction (PLR) Moddl is, in effect, the assessment of recommended PLRGs
an enhanced light model that accounts for based ontheir level of adequacy to meet the
al the mgjor hydrodynamic, water quality, seagrass light-depth target. The model will
biological and optical processes that also be used to assess certain large-scale
interact to produce a submarine light result strategies proposed for achieving PLRGs

Pollutant
Loading

[ Hydrodynamic
Sub-Model
PLR :
«— ] Water Quality
M Od el Sub-Model
v

. SAV*/Nutrient
Water Quality Sub-Model

* Submersed Aquatic Vegetation

Light Attenuation
Sub-Model

LIGHT Attenuation*

LIGHT Requirements
Target: 25% surface irradiance
@1.7m depth
Does the model-predicted result
meet the target?

Figure 2. Schematic of the PLR Model and its component sub-models.
Pollutant loading isone of several inputsto this mechanistic model; the
major output isthe amount of solar light available at any given depth.
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(e.g., diversion of inter-basin drainage to
reduce loading or remova of causeway
bridges to increase flushing, etc.). This
model should provide a comprehensive,
objective, and scientifically defensible
means toward developing and achieving
final PLRGs.

Perhaps one disadvantage of this modeling
approach is the length of time required to
develop the framework of the integrated
PLR Model andtofully calibrate and verify
model results. PLR Model development
began in early 1995; its completion dateis
set for the end of 2002. The application of
the PLR Mode in the development of
recommended PLRGs should occur during
2002-2004.

THE INFERENCE METHOD
APPROACH FOR DEVELOPING
PROVISIONAL PLRGS
Awaiting the development and application
of the PLR Modé is not timely in some
instances. There isamore immediate need
on the part of certain local governmentsin
the Lagoon basin to use pollutant load
reduction estimates in their current water
management planning. Because of this
need, provisonal PLRGs are being
developed and provided to those local
governments. These provisional targets, as
aprecursor tothefinal PLRGs, areintended
to be conservative, within-order-of-magni-
tude approximations of pollutant reduc-
tions that may be necessary for seagrass
restoration. They are considered as plan-
ning targets that can be used to expedite
work on conceptual surface water manage-
ment designs. It is also intended that
provisiona PLRGs will be evaluated
through application of the PLR model, and
refined as necessary to produce final

PLRGs.

Because of this immediate need for
provisiona PLRGs, the method for their
development must be fairly rapid. If the
requisite land use data are available, then
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the inference method can be applied to
most watersheds in a matter of weeks to
produce reasonable load reduction esti-
mates for total nitrogen (TN), tota
phosphorus (TP), and TSS.

The expected utility of the inference
method, as applied to Lagoon watersheds,
is based on two major assumptions:

1. Restoration of seagrass coverage to
some historical period (e.g., 1943)
requiresthat thewater quality or clarity
of the Lagoon would need to be
restored to that historical period.

Water quality restoration would be
achieved by reducing the loads of
pollutants that affect water clarity to
levels consistent with that historical
period.

The inference method relies on a simple,
mass-balance agorithm known as the
Pollution Load Screening Model (PLSM)
(Adamus and Bergman 1995). The PLSM
incorporates land use and soil type data,
and rainfall-runoff coefficientsto calculate
annual, non-point, surface water loads of
TN, TP, and TSS. This spreadsheet model
is applied to generate three main outputs—
current loads (c. 1995), historical loads (c.
1943), and future or “build-out” loads (c.
2010 to 2020)—by varying the land uses
for each of the representative years. The
historical loads are considered the allow-
able loads. The difference between the
“build-out” and the historical or alowable
pollutant loads is the estimated load
reduction. It is important that the “build-
out” load estimates be considered in the
development of provisiona PLRGs to
provide some reasonable assurance that
allowable loading rates will not be
exceeded in the future.

Generating realistic results depends on the
accuracy of the input data (e.g., land uses,
runoff and pollutant concentration coeffi-
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cients). Refinements to the input data
relative to the current conditions in the
selected drainage basin are required to
achieve good PLSM estimates of current
pollutant loadings. These refinements are,
in effect, a calibration of the PLSM that
improves confidence in its ability to
hindcast and forecast loading estimates.
For example, data on current land use are
quality assured and corrected where
necessary. (Similar checks are made on
historical land use utilizing various photo
and map materials, and for future land use,
professional judgement isused to check the
reasonableness of land use transitionsfrom
present to future.) A Geographic Informa-
tion System or GIS becomes an invaluable
tool at this point. Also, rainfal-runoff
coefficients and pollutant concentrations
relative to the basin's soils and land uses
(especialy percent imperviousness) are
updated using results from recent studies
conducted in north and central Florida
(Hendrickson and Konwinski 1998; Harper
1994).

APPLICATION OF THE PLSM
INFERENCE METHOD TO THE
CRANE CREEK WATERSHED
Crane Creek is a tributary to the Indian
River Lagoon that drains approximately
13,450 acres of urban land in and around
Melbourne, Florida (Figure 3). The area of
the Lagoon receiving Crane Creek dis-
charge has suffered a 77% | oss of seagrass
coverage between 1943 and 1996
(SIRWMD data). According to the provi-
sional PLRG method and its assumptions,
historical loadings of TN, TP, and TSS
were based on 1943 land use (interpreted
by Dynamac Corp. 1997; archived at
SIRWMD). The historical loading esti-
mateswere al so based on an averageannual
rainfall volume of 55.25" calculated for
that time period (1932-1952, Titusville,

Florida; National Climatic Data Center).

Current and future loading estimates were
based on 1995 and projected 2010/20 land
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use data, respectively (SIRWMD GIS data
base and Brevard County Comprehensive
Land Use plans), and a recent period,
annual rainfall volume of 48.13" (1960-
1995, Melbourne Airport; National Cli-
matic Data Center).

Runoff coefficients were developed for the
recreational/open space and the transporta-
tion land cover classes since no literature-
derived coefficients were found to be
applicable. Runoff coefficients were de-
rived from the estimation of the pervious/
impervious surface ratio within the subject
land cover classes interpreted from 1995
digital orthographic quads. The appropriate
pollutant concentrations obtained from the
literature were then applied to caculate
annual loads.

Pollutant load reduction or treatment
coefficientswere applied to the current and
future loading estimates of TN, TP and
TSS. This was necessary because most
development since 1984 is required to
comply with regulatory stormwater treat-
ment criteria (Chapter 40C-42 of the
Florida Administrative Code). Treatment
coefficients were applied to areas where
land use changes occurred from the mid-
1980s to 1995 and then to 2010/20. The
earliest land cover information available
for the 1985-1995 time periodisfrom 1989
(SIRWMD ageria photography and GIS
database). Where changes in land use
between 1989 and current or future
conditions were detected, treatment coeffi-
cientswereassigned asfollows: TN =0.30,
TP = 0.50, and TSS = 0.70 (i.e, 30%
reduction TN, 50% reduction TP, and 70%
reduction TSS).

It is clear that extensive urbanization has
been occurring in the Crane Creek sub-
basin since 1943. Furthermore, develop-
ment and modifications in drainage
systems caused an expansion of the sub-
basin by about 660 acres. Thesefactorsare
responsible for the substantial increasesin
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Crane Creek !

Sub-basin

Figure 3. Location of the Crane Creek sub-basin in the Indian River Lagoon basin.

nutrient and TSS loadings to the creek
estimated by the PLSM. For example, TN,
TP, and TSSloadings have increased 77%,
159%, and 153%, respectively, from 1943
to 1995. These increases even take into
account the treatment coefficients for new
development since 1984/85. The increases
in nutrient and TSS loadings from 1995 to
c. 2010/20, also factoring in the treatment
coefficients are 20% (TN), 18% (TP), and
19% (TSS).

The provisional PLRGs are calculated by
taking the difference between the future
loading (with treatment coefficients) and
the 1943 loading (Figure 4). In terms of

86

area load rates, the provisional load
reductionsareup to 3.6 Ib/ac/yr TN, 0.6 Ib/
aclyr TP, and 140 Ib/ac/yr TSS. In short, the
provisiona PLRGs for the Crane Creek
basin represent a 53% (TN) and 67% (TP
and TSS) reduction in future or “ build-out”
annual loadings.

Good to excellent agreement was found
between PLSM-calculated and measured
resultsfor TN and TP ( 14%; Table1). But,
the PLSM result for TSS was approxi-
mately 130% above the measured result
(Table 1). Much of this large difference
may be explained by the sedimentation of a
portion of the incoming TSS load. In the
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Figure 4. Crane Creek sub-basin TSS loading: comparison between the 1943 and 2010 (“build-out”) TSS
loading; the difference between the two yields the provisional pollutant load target.
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Table 1. Comparison between PL SM-estimated and measured |oading rates, Crane Creek.

TN Ib/yr TP Iblyr TSS Iblyr
PL SM-estimates |oadings, 1995 117,400 15,400 2,436,700
Measured loadings (1991-1998) 125,700 13,400 1,050,000

case of Crane Creek, over 56% of the total
annual TSS load generated from the
various points of input to the creek
(represented by the PLSM result) may drop
out along the length of the creek to its
mouth (where the measured result istaken)
(Steward and Green document 2000).

COMPLEMENTARY USE OF THE
PLR MODEL AND INFERENCE
METHOD
Both approaches, the PLR Model and the
inference method, can be used in comple-
mentary fashion to determine final PLRGs
(Figure 5). However, before either ap-
proach is taken, two types of empirically

derived seagrass targets are determined:

1. The historical year coverage (acres)
that isthe maximum coverage found for
any given segment of the Lagoon. For
most of the Lagoon, the maximum
seagrass coverage that is documented
is based on 1943 aeriad photography
(Virnstein and Morris 2000).

The maximum depth to which seagrass
cangrowintheLagoon (1.7 m) and the
minimum amount of sub-surface light
that would allow seagrass to grow at
that depth (25% of sub-surface light;
seeMorrisand others, thispublication).
It's interesting to note that throughout
most of the Lagoon the maximum
depth extent of 1943 seagrass coverage
is about 1.7 m (SIRWMD mapped
bathymetry and seagrass coverages).

Establishing such seagrass targets enables
the meaningful use of both the inference
and mechanistic model approaches. The
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inference method approach assumesthat c.
1943 land use can be used to estimate the
alowable pollutant loading rates. Then,
those results can be evaluated via PLR
model simulation runs as a means to
determine a final and more redistic
solution. It may actualy mean model-
testing different sets of loading rates,
including the estimated 1943 rates, to
eventually “bracket in” on an optimum set
of final PLRGs.

The PLR model output is a light-at-depth
result; therefore, the seagrass light-at-
depth target will be used to assess whether
the result is desirable. If the 1943 loading
rates or some other set of proposed loading
rates produce the desirable result, then a
recommended final PLRG is close at hand.

CONCLUSIONS
There are clear advantages associated with
using multiple seagrass targets and
analytical approaches in the development
of PLRGs. These advantages are briefly
explained below.

 The adoption of different types of
seagrass targets alows the utilization
of different analytical approaches to
converge on a meaningful and
defensible PLRG. Useof asingletarget
may restrict one's options in the
selection of an analytical approach.

* The use of multiple seagrass targets
presumes that multiple aspects of the
resource will be monitored (e.g., areal
coverage and depth extent of seagrass,
light and “optical” pollutant levels).
This approach promotes a more
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Figure 5. Flow diagram showing the rel ationship among the complementary approaches
used to develop PLRGs with an emphasis on the inference method and the mechanistic

model approaches.

comprehensive understanding of
seagrass ecology, which leads to better
management of the resource.

The use of an inference method (i.e.,
basin spreadsheet models) allows the
rapid development of provisional
PLRGs that can be easily used in the
development of watershed plans.
These provisional PLRGs should be
considered as conservative approxima-
tions, which can help determine high-
end estimates for levels of treatment
and their associated costs.

Theinference method approach should
be coupled with a more robust
empirical or mechanistic model
approach to refine PLRG estimates,
particularly if costs to implement a
watershed plan become an issue (and
they usually are). The mechanistic
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mode! is recommended because of its
predictive capability.

The utilization of the analytical approaches
described above is believed to strike afair
balance between the immediate planning
needs of loca governments and the
restoration needs of the seagrass resource.
The next challenge is the establishment of
an equitable alocation of the PLRGs
among the major watershed sources of
pollutant loading. Allocation will likely
become a process unto itself which may
need be deliberated and agreed upon
among theregul atory agenciesand affected
local jurisdictions. Nonetheless, the PLSM
and the PLR Model can both serve a
purpose in the alocation process. The
PL SM canroughly estimatetheproportional
alocation of PLRGs among watershed
sources and then the PLR model can help
refine or optimize that allocation for the
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benefit of the seagrass resource.
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LIGHT ATTENUATION BY COLOR, CHLOROPHYLL A,
AND TRIPTON IN INDIAN RIVER LAGOON

David Christian, Y. Peter Sheng

ABSTRACT

Six synoptic sampling tripsweremadein thelndian River Lagoon (IRL) between April
and June 1997 to collect TSS (total suspended solids), color, chl-a (chlorophyll-a), and light
(photosynthetically active radiation [PAR]) data. These data were used to develop our
understanding of light attenuation dynamicsand for verification of anumerical light model.

Data from our study show that tripton (non-algal particulate matter calculated here
from TSSand chl-a corrected for pheophytin data) hasadominant effect on light attenuation
inthe IRL. When the average downwelling light attenuation coefficient (K PAR) for each
synoptic trip is plotted against average tripton concentration, a positive relationship is
found. A negative relationship isfound between average K (PAR) and average color, while
no clear relationship is found between K (PAR) and chl-a concentration. The relationship
between color and K (PAR) istheonly oneof thethreeto show significanceat the0.05level.
A positive relationship is also found between average wind speeds and average tripton
concentration. Even though thisrelationship isnot significant at the 0.05 level (p =0.1842),
it suggests that increased wind speed led to increased tripton concentration, probably as a
result of sediment resuspension and turbulent mixing.

Relative contributions of color, chl-a, and tripton to light attenuation were found to be
25.2%, 9.6%, and 60.5% of K (PAR), respectively.

A numerical light attenuation model based on Gallegos (1993) has been developed to
caculate K (PAR) using TSS, color, and chl-a. The model results compare well with data.

INTRODUCTION
Thelndian River Lagoon (IRL) isa341km
long lagoon on the east coast of Florida
between Jupiter Inlet to the south and
Ponce de Leon Inlet to the north. The IRL
averagesabout 1.7 min depth and rangesin
width from 0.4 km to 12.1 km (Steward et
al., 1994). It contains between 70,000 and
90,000 acres of seagrass beds (Virnstein
and Morris, 1996). The seagrass, aong
with macroalgae in the IRL, helps provide
habitat for fishes and invertebrates,
contributes to nutrient cycling and the
detrital food web, and helps stabilize
sediments and protect the shoreline (Busby
and Virnstein, 1993). The IRL seagrass
beds therefore contribute largely to the
estimated $1 billion annua economic
impact that fishing has on the region
(Virnstein and Morris, 1996). The amount
of photosyntheticaly active radiation
(PAR) reaching the seagrass is critical. If
poor water quality causes a decrease in
PAR reaching the seagrass, the total
amount of seagrass is aso likely to
decrease (Busby and Virnstein, 1993).
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In order to ensure water quality conditions
conducive to seagrass growth, the Univer-
sity of Florida (Sheng et a., 2000), with
support from the St. Johns River Water
Management District, is developing an
IRLPLR (Indian River Lagoon Pollutant
Load Reduction) Model. The goal of the
model is to determine pollutant load
reduction goals (PLRGs) for the IRL. The
IRLPLR model includes a hydrodynamic
model, asediment transport model, awater
quality model, a light attenuation model,
and a seagrass model. This paper describes
part of our effort in the understanding of
light attenuation dynamics and the devel-
opment of alight attenuation model.

METHODS
For this research, six sampling trips were
made to the Indian River Lagoon (IRL) on
a biweekly schedule between April 8 and
June 25, 1997. Forty-fivesites(numbered 1
to 45) throughout the IRL were sampled
each trip with the lower numbered sites
being toward the south. Samples for total
suspended solids concentration (TSS),
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color, and chlorophyll a concentration
(chl-a) were collected at each site using a
modified Niskin bottle at 20% and 80% of
the total depth using Quality Assurance
Quality Control (QAQC) procedures out-
lined in Melanson and Sheng (1997). For
data analysis and modeling purposes, the
upper and lower measurements were
averaged to represent average conditions
throughout the water column.

Photosynthetically active radiation (PAR),
used to calculate light attenuation, was
measured using Licor 4 sensors. On the
first trip the light sensors were deployed
three times at each site. The first deploy-
ment had one just below the surface and
one at 20% of total depth. The second
through fifth trips had the sensors deployed
at 20% of total depth, 50% of total depth,
and 80% of total depth. The sixth sampling
trip deployed the sensors at just below the
surface, 50% of total depth, and 80% of
total depth. At least three repetitions were
done for each site when possible. The
outputs from the sensors were stored in
Licor Dataloggers in the fied, and
converted to light measurements using
calibration curves back at the lab.

The light attenuation, K (PAR), was
calculated using the Lambert-Beer Equa:
tion,
(Eq. 1) I, = 1, *exp(-K,(PAR)*2)

where | is the light just below the water
surface, | isthelight at depth z, and zisthe
depth of interest. Equation (1) can be
rearranged to calculate K (PAR):

(Eq.2)  K,(PAR) = -1/zIn(1/1)

For our caculations, z is the distance
between the upper and lower measure-
ments, | is the lower light measurement,
and | jis the upper light measurement.
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Tripton was calculated using TSS and
chlorophyll a data. A relationship between
chlorophyll a corrected for pheophytin and
dry phytoplankton weight of 1:100 was
assumed (Phlips et a., 1995). The dry
phytoplankton weight was then subtracted
from the TSS data to obtain a tripton
concentration.

For partitioning of K (PAR) into compo-
nents, it was assumed that K (PAR) is the
sum of K,(PAR). ... K,(PAR)
K,(PAR) and K (PAR) .
K,(PAR)., . IS taken to be 0.0384 m™*
(Lorenzen, 1972). K (PAR)_,, Was calcu-
lated by multiplying color in Pt units by
0.014 Pt*m™* (McPherson & Miller, 1987).
K, (PAR), , wascalculated by multiplying
chlorophyll a concentration (not corrected
for pheophytin) by 0.016 m?*mg* (Phlips et
al., 1995). K (PAR);,,, Was then calcu-
lated by subtracting the others from
K,(PAR) calculated from measured light
data

Color?

Chl-a’

Average values for tripton, chlorophyll a,
color, and K (PAR) were plotted against
location to determine spatial trends.
Average K (PAR) for al of the sites for
each trip was plotted against tripton, color,
and chl-a averaged for each trip.

TSS, chlorophyll a, and color were then
used as inputs for a numerica light
attenuation model based on a spreadsheet
model for the Indian River Lagoon
developed by Gallegos (1993) and trans-
lated into FORTRAN by Kornick (1998).
The output from the model, which aso
takes into account attenuation by water,
was comparedto theK (PAR)swhichwere
calculated from light measurements.

The numerical model was chosen duetoits
robustness. Thismodel calculatesK (PAR)
using the equation:



(Eq. 3) K,(PAR) = 1/p [a*+G(u,)ab]*

where | is the cosine of the solar zenith
angle, G(l,) isafunctionwhich dependson
the cosine of the solar zenith angle and the
photic depth of interest, aisabsorption, and
bisscatterance(Kirk,1984). Thescatterance
was calculated from suspended particles
expressed as turbidity. The absorption is
the sum of absorption due to the water
itself, phytoplankton, dissolved yellow
matter, and detritus. Absorption due to
water was taken from literature values
(Smith and Baker, 1981). Absorption due
to phytoplankton was estimated by
multiplying the inputted chlorophyll a
concentration by the literature values for
chlorophyll-specific absorption (Prieur
and Sathyendranath, 1981). Color in Pt
units is the value used to find absorption
due to dissolved organic matter. The color
measurements were done using the Hazen
method in which the water color is
compared visualy to standard Pt-Co
solutions (Kornick, 1998). The color value
is used to calculate the absorption of
dissolved yellow matter at 440 nm
wavelength. Turbidity wasthen used again
to calculate absorption by detritus.

For the above calculations, four adjustable
coefficients are used. The first is the
spectral slope used to find the absorption
due to dissolved yellow matter at wave-
lengths other than 440 nm. The other three
are used in the calculation of absorption by
detritus. The first is the longwave
absorption cross section of the particle; the
second is the absorption due to detritus at
400 nm; and the third is the spectral slope
used to caculate the absorption at
wavelengths other than 400 nm.

The coefficients caibrated by Gallegos
(1993) inthe Indian River Lagoon werefor
two different sites. The coefficients used
here were recalibrated using Gallegos's
coefficients as a basis (Christian, 2001).
The model was originaly developed for
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usewith turbidity asopposedto TSS. Since
the suspended sediment portion of the
IRLPLR model models TSS, TSSisinput,
and then converted to turbidity for use in
the light attenuation model.

Sediment size varies from the southern
portion of the lagoon to the northern
portion. From site 22 north to site 45, the
sediment size staysfairly stablewithaD,,
of about 0.14 mm. We assume that
sediment size plays a role in the
relationship between TSS and turbidity. In
order to account for this, a relationship
between TSS and turbidity was found for
this region using data provided by the St.
Johns River Water Management District
Water Quality Monitoring Network:

Turbidity =(0.4149*TSS) -0.1754
(r? = 0.8955)

(Eq. 4)

Tothe south of site 22, the lagoon sediment
Size varies greatly. Insufficient data were
available to create al of the relationships
needed. Therefore, the relationship found
by Gallegos (1993) was used:

(Eg. 5) Turbidity = (0.209*TSS) +0.71

RESULTS

The average K (PAR) throughout the IRL
for each trip was graphed against the
average tripton, color, and chlorophyll a
concentrations throughout the lagoon for
each trip to see if there were any lagoon
wide temporal trends. As shown in Figure
13, theaverage K (PAR) for each sampling
trip throughout the IRL is positively
correlated with theaveragetripton through-
outthelRL for eachtrip. Itisnot significant
a the 0.05 level (p = 0.0790). Average
K,(PAR) for each trip related to average
color with an r> = 0.7671, but with a
negative correlation (Figure 1b), while the
average K (PAR) for each trip was poorly
correlated to average chlorophyll a
concentration for each trip with an r? of
essentially O (Figure 1c). The relationship
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between color and K (PAR) is significant
a the 0.05 level (p = 0.0222), but the
relationship between chl-a and K (PAR) is
not (p = 0.9840).

Theaveragetripton concentration through-
out the lagoon for each sampling day was
also plotted against the daily average wind
speed averaged from three locations
around the IRL (NASA Shuttle Facility,
Melbourne Airport, and Patrick Air Force
Base). The tripton concentration averaged
for each trip had a positive correlation to
the daily averagewind speed (Figure 1d). It
isnot, however, significant at the 0.05 level
(p=0.1842). The average valueswere used
for plotting tripton against wind speed
since only daily averaged wind speeds
were available. Since sampling occurred
throughout the day, wind variations at
different times of day did not alow for
plotting of each site. The other plots were
done the same way for uniformity.

Figures 2a-c show thedatafrom all stations
and all sampling datesfor the relationships
between K (PAR) and tripton, color, and
chlorophyll a, respectively. Theserelation-
ships show positive relationships between
tripton and K (PAR) and chl-a and
K,(PAR). Both are statistically significant
(p < 0.0001 for each). Ther?for the tripton
relationship is 0.3774, while for chl-ait is
only 0.0691, showing no rea correlation.
Color again shows a negative relationship
with K (PAR) and whiletherelationshipis
statistically significant (p = 0.0003), the r?
for al of the datais only 0.0569, showing
no real correlation.

When the percentage of K (PAR) due to
color, chlorophyll a concentration, and
tripton concentration are each plotted
against K (PAR) (Figures 3a-c) a division
isseenatK (PAR) =1 m. BelowK (PAR)
=1nmr?, color and chlorophyll a concentra
tion have a greater influence on K (PAR)
than at higher K (PAR)s accounting for
30.1% and 10.8%, respectively. Tripton
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accounts for 53.5% of K (PAR). Above
K,(PAR) =1, however, tripton accountsfor
75.4% of K (PAR), while color and
chlorophyll a concentration account for
only 14.7% and 7.1%, respectively.
Overal, tripton accounts for 60.5%, while
color and chlorophyll a account for 25.2%
and 9.6%, respectively. Each variable was
averaged over al six trips for each site.
These averages were plotted against the
site numbers (with lowest numbered sites
inthe south) to determine any spatial trends
throughout the sampling period (Figures
da-d).

The results of the numerical light
attenuation model run are shown in Figure
5. The model results compare to the data
with an root mean squared error of
0.39 m.

DISCUSSION
Possibly the most interesting result wasthe
negative trend when the average K (PAR)
versus average color. Thisrelationship had
the highest r? of the regressions performed
on the averages at 0.7671. It also shows
significance at the 0.05 level (p = 0.0222).
The plot of all of the K (PAR) data versus
color data shows a negative trend as well,
but unlike the average values, an extremely
weak correlation (r? = 0.0569). Color is
considered an important factor in light
attenuation in the numerical model, and
common sensewould dictatethat increased
color would increase light attenuation.
Indeed, color contributed 25.2% of
K, (PAR), second to the 60.5% of K (PAR)
contributed by tripton. A possible explana
tion for why color may be lower at the
higher K (PAR) values may be due to the
dominant role played by tripton. Tripton
has the dominant influence on K (PAR) at
higher K (PAR)s. Hence tripton may be so
dominant that it overwhelmed the effect of
color. Figures 6a-b show trends supporting
this hypothesis. Figure 6a shows that as
average daily wind speed increased, color
decreased. In ashallow estuary such asthe
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IRL, wind can cause suspension of
sediment, as seen in Figure 1d. Figure 6b
showsthat as averagetripton concentration
increased during the sampling trips,
average color decreased.

McPherson and Miller (1987) found the
percent contribution of each component to
K,PAR) for Charlotte Harbor, Florida.
Their findings show tripton accounted for
72.5% of K (PAR), color from dissolved
matter accounted for 21%, and suspended
chlorophyll  accounted for 4%.
Phlipset a. (1995) found percent contri-
butionsin Florida Bay. Their results show
tripton accounted for 75% of K (PAR),
chlorophyll containing particles accounted
for 14%, and color accounted for 7%. Both
show a higher percentage due to tripton
than in the IRL. Percent due to color in
Charlotte Harbor was comparable to the
IRL, while it was much lower in Florida
Bay. Chlorophyll a accounted for a higher

102

percentage of K (PAR) in the IRL thanin
Charlotte Harbor, but less than in Florida

Bay.

Figure 1d shows there is a positive
correlation between the average daily wind
speed and tripton concentration, but with
an r? = 0.4095. It is not significant at the
0.05 level (p =0.1842) Many factors may
come into play here. While daily average
wind speed was obtained, we could not
obtain either wind direction, or wind speed
at the exact time of sampling. SincethelRL
is much longer than it is wide, wind
direction would have a great effect on
resuspension. Wind out of the north or
south would have amuch greater fetch than
wind out of the east or west, thusbeing able
to create more resuspension. Also, know-
ing the wind at the time and place of each
samplewould have improved thisanalysis.
While it may have been cam in the
morning when sampling was done, it may
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have become very windy in the afternoon.
Hence daily average wind would not
necessarily give the best picture of what
was happening during sampling.

The importance of tripton to light
attenuation is also seen in Figures 4a and
4d. Figure 4a shows an increase in tripton
concentration at the higher numbered sites
in the north. Figure 4d shows a similar
increase in K (PAR) at the same sites.

The high percentage of K (PAR) due to
tripton indicates how important a role
suspended particleswould play inany light
attenuation model for the IRL. Tripton
makes up a large portion of TSS which is
used as a input for the numerical model
used here. Therefore, the tripton results
presented here are al so very relevant to the
modeling. Turbidity must be calculated
from the TSS concentrations for use in the
model. Gallegos(1993) cdibrated his
model originally for turbidity because it
provided a better fit for the datathan TSS.
Since turbidity would take into account
sediment size, future work should concen-
trate on creating better relationships for
TSS and turbidity, taking into account
different sediment sizes.

CONCLUSIONS
Based on the analysis of data collected
during April to June 1997, we can conclude
that tripton concentration, color, and
chlorophyll a concentration all vary both
temporally and spatialy inthe Indian River
Lagoon. Of the three, tripton has the
greatest influence on the light attenuation
coefficient. Overall, tripton accounted for
60.5% of K (PAR), while color and
chlorophyll a account for 25.2% and 9.6%
respectively. If K (PAR)is below 1 m,
color and chlorophyll a have a relatively
greater influence on K (PAR), accounting
for 30.1% and 10.8%, respectively, while
tripton accounts for 53.5%. At K (PAR)
greater than 1 m?t however, tripton
accounts for 75.4% of K (PAR), while
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color and chlorophyll a each account for
only 14.7% and 7.1% respectively. This
dominance of tripton may explain why the
lagoon wide averages for each sampling
trip showed a decrease in color at higher
K, (PAR)s. The tripton concentration in-
creased at the same time and could be
increasingtheK (PAR), eventhough color,
another congtituent of light attenuation, is
lower.

Thoughtherelationshipisnot significant at
the 0.05 level, tripton concentration
showed a positive correlation with daily
average wind speed, even though thewinds
were averaged and direction of the winds
were not taken into account. This suggests
the role of wind-induced sediment
resuspension. Anincreasein the number of
data points is needed to better show this
relationship.

The significant effect of tripton on light
attenuation has major implications on
management strategy. A few strategies are
suggested here to reduce thetripton related
light attenuation. First of all, one may want
to reduce theloading of muck intothe IRL.
The next step isto identify areas with high
wave-induced resuspension of sediments,
and consider removal or capping of fine
sediments. L ast but not |east, one may want
to quantify the sediment resuspension due
to boating activities and develop a strategy
to minimize boat-induced resuspension.

A numerical light model capable of
estimating K (PAR) in the Indian River
Lagoon has been developed. Our results
suggest that the effect of sediment size on
light attenuation should be further investi-
gated.
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ABSTRACT

The Florida Bay ecosystem has changed substantially in the past decade, and
aterations in the seagrass communities have been particularly conspicuous. In 1987, large
areas of Thalassia testudinum (turtlegrass) began dying rapidly in western Florida Bay.
Although therate has slowed considerably, die-off continuesin many parts of the bay. Since
1991, seagrasses in Florida Bay have been subjected to decreased light availability due to
widespread, persistent microalgal blooms and resuspended sediments. In light of these
recent impacts, we determined the current status of Florida Bay seagrass communities.
During the summer of 1994, seagrass species composition, shoot density, shoot
morphometrics and standing crop were measured at 107 stations. Seagrasses had been
quantified at these same stations 10 yr earlier by Zieman et al. (1989). T. testudinumwasthe
most widespread and abundant seagrass species in Florida Bay in 1984 and 1994, and
turtlegrass distribution changed little over the decade. On a baywide basis, T. testudinum
density and biomass declined significantly between surveys, mean short-shoot density of T.
testudinum dropped by 22% and standing crop by 28% over the decade. T. testudinum
decline was not homogeneous throughout Florida Bay; largest reductions in shoot density
and biomass were located principally in the central and western bay. Percent loss of T.
testudinum standing crop in western Florida Bay in 1994 was considerably greater at
stations with the highest levels of standing crop in 1984 (126-215 g dry wt m?) than at
stations with lower levels of biomass. While turtlegrass distribution remained consistent
over time, both the distribution and abundance of two other seagrasses, Halodule wrightii
and Syringodium filiforme declined substantially between 1984 and 1994. Baywide, H.
wrightii shoot density and standing crop declined by 92%, and S filiforme density and
standing crop declined by 93% and 88%, respectively, between surveys. Patterns of seagrass
loss in Florida Bay between 1984 and 1994 suggest die-off and chronic light reductions
were the most likely causes for decline. If die-off and persistent water-column turbidity
continue in Florida Bay, the long-term future of seagrassesin the bay is uncertain.

INTRODUCTION
Seagrasses are characteristic of shallow
coastal waters worldwide, however, few
areas contain meadows as extensive as
those found in Florida Bay (Iverson and
Bittaker 1986, Zieman. et al. 1989).
Seagrass beds, dominated by Thalassia
testudinum Banks ex Konig (turtlegrass),
historically covered most of the subtidal
mud banks and basins in Florida Bay
(Zieman et a. 1989). South Florida
seagrasses provide food and/or shelter to
numerous fish and invertebrate species in
the region, including the economically
important pink shrimp, stone crab and
spiny lobster (Davis and Dodrill 1989,
Holmaquist et al. 1989a, Thayer and Chester
1989, Tilmant 1989, Robblee et a. 1991).
A variety of wading birds as well as
endangered species such as bald eagles,
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manatees, crocodiles and sea turtles also
depend, in part, on seagrass communities
(Holmquist et a. 1989b, Mazzotti 1989,
Boesch et a. 1993). Declines in seagrass
habitat, or changesin the species composi-
tion of seagrasseswithin FloridaBay could
have serious consequencesfor theeconomy
and ecology of South Florida (Robblee et
a. 1991, Thayer et al. 1994, Thayer €t al.
1999).

During the past decade, many components
of the FloridaBay ecosystem have changed
substantially, and alterations in the
seagrass communities have been particu-
larly conspicuous (Boesch et al. 1993,
Butler et al. 1993, Fourqurean and Robblee
1999). Extensive areas of Thalassia
testudinum began dying rapidly during the
summer of 1987, particularly in western
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Figure 1. Florida Bay showing the locations of the 107 study sites. Areas with coarse stippling represent
carbonate mud banks. Finely stippled areas respresent islands and the mainland.

Florida Bay (Robblee et a. 1991).
Although therate has slowed considerably,
turtlegrass die-off continuesin many parts
of the bay. The patchy mortality character-
istic of die-off is very different from the
gradual thinning and loss of seagrasses due
to increased water-column turbidity expe-
rienced in many other parts of theworld. In
T. testudinummeadows affected by die-off,
there is often a sharp transition between
die-off patches and visuadly healthy
seagrasses. Factors that may contribute to
T. testudinum die-off are physiologica
stressors such as elevated water tempera-
ture and prolonged hypersalinity, exces
Sive seagrass biomass leading to increased
respiratory demands, hypoxia and sulfide
toxicity, and disease. The causative
mechanism behind die-off remainsincom-
pletely understood (Robblee et al. 1991,
Carlson et a. 1994, Durako 1994, Durako
and Kuss 1994, Fourgurean and Robblee
1999).

While die-off appears to affect only
turtlegrass, an ecosystem change relevant
to al Florida Bay seagrass species is the
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widespread decline in water clarity that
beganin 1991 (Boyer et al. 1999, Stumpf et
al.1999). Thisincreased light attenuationis
due principally to microalgal blooms and
resuspended sediments, and is most severe
in the western and central bay (Phlipset al.
1995, Phlips and Badylak 1996). Environ-
mental changes that lead to reductions in
available light have been implicated in
seagrass declines worldwide (Peres and
Picard 1975, Cambridge and McComb
1984, Orth and Moore 1984, Giesen et al.
1990, Dennison et al. 1993, Onuf 1994).
Thus, the turbid conditions that have
become apparent in many parts of Florida
Bay over the past few years may aso
negatively affect seagrasses (Thayer et al.
1994, Phlips et al. 1995, Fourgurean and
Robblee 1999).

Because seagrasses have been subject to
several major ecosystem changes in the
recent past, we determined the current
status of Florida Bay seagrass communi-
ties. During the summer of 1994, seagrass
species composition, shoot density, shoot
morphometrics, and standing crop were
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measured at more than 100 stations in
Florida Bay. Seagrasses had been quanti-
fied at these same stations 10 yr earlier by
Zieman et al. (1989) to establish abaseline
for long-term monitoring of Florida Bay
macrophyte communities. Revisiting the
stations originaly sampled in 1984
enabled usto update information regarding
the distribution and abundance of seagrass
communitiesin Florida Bay, and provided
us with the unique opportunity to assess
changes that have occurred since the onset
of turtlegrass die-off and persistent water-
column turbidity.

MATERIALSAND METHODS
Seagrasses

Seagrasses were quantitatively sampled
during June 1994 at 107 stationsdistributed
throughout most of FloridaBay (Fig. 1; see
Fourgureanand Robblee 1999 for adetailed
description of Florida Bay). As previously
stated, seagrasses at these stations were
sampled by Zieman et a. (1989) in the
summer of 1984. Four seagrass cores (15
cm diameter) were obtained at each station
by haphazardly choosing sampling loca
tions several meters off the bow, stern, and
port and starboard of the boat. Cores were
washed free of sediment inthefield, stored
in plastic bags, and frozen for subsequent
analysis. Inthelaboratory, seagrasseswere
sorted by species, and short-shoot density
and standing crop were determined from
thematerial in each core. Plant material for
standing crop (leaf dry weight nr?)
estimateswaswashed in 10% HCI, dried at
60°C, and weighed. The number of blades
per shoot, and blade lengths and widths
were determined for Thalassia testudinum
shoots. Sediment depth was measured at
each station with a stainless steel probing
rod, and water depth was measured with a
PV C pole marked in 1-cm increments.

Statistical Analyses
Paired t-tests were used to assess baywide
differencesin shoot density, blade lengths,
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number of blades per shoot, and standing
crop between summer 1984 and 1994.
Wilcoxon-Signed-Rank analyseswereused
in lieu of t-tests when data could not be
transformed to meet assumptions of
normality. Stations were initialy divided
into three depth categories (0.25-1.25 m,
>1.25- 225 m, and >2.25 m) to assess
differences in seagrass parameters with
respect to water depth in 1984 and 1994.
One-way ANOVA revealed that the latter
two categories did not differ significantly
from each other, and stations with depths
>1.25 m were combined; t-tests were used
to assess differences in seagrass param-
eters with respect to the two water depth
categories (<1.25 m versus >1.25 m) for
1984 and 1994. Mann-Whitney Rank Sum
analyses were used in lieu of t-tests when
data could not be transformed to meet
assumptions of normality and homogene-
ity of variance. Two-way ANOVA was
used to investigate possible date x depth
interactions. The effect of water depth on
percent change in Thalassia testudinum
standing crop between 1984 and 1994 was
assessed by Mann-Whitney Rank Sum
anadysis. Relationships between water
depth and sediment depth, and seagrass
density and standing cropin 1984 and 1994
were explored by linear regression analy-
Sis.

Zieman et al. (1989) divided Florida Bay
into six regions based principally on the
distribution and abundance of macrophyte
communities (Fig. 2; see Zieman et al.
1989 for a detailed description of these
regions). Paired t-tests and Wilcoxon-
Signed-Rank analyses were used to assess
differencesin shoot density, blade lengths,
and number of blades per shoot and
standing crop between summer 1984 and
1994 within each region. No attempt was
made to address differences in seagrass
parameters among regions due to the
substantial variation in number of stations
within regions (range = 8-37).
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Figure 2. Location and extent of ecological regions within Florida Bay-l:.)&d on macrophyte distribution

and abundance (after Zieman et a. 1989).

Initial turtlegrass die-off was reported to
occur primarily in the densest seagrass
bedsinwestern FloridaBay (Robbleeet al.
1991). Stations in western Florida Bay
were divided into three density categories
based on the 1984 standing crop (low
biomass: 10-50 g dry wt m2, n=19;
medium biomass. 51-125 g dry wt m?
n=26; and high biomass: 126-215 g dry wt
m2, n=20). Kruskal-Wallis one-way
ANOVA on ranks was used to assess
differences in percent biomass change
among the three standing crop categories
measured in 1994. Dunn's multiple
comparison procedure was used to isolate
treatments where significant differences
occurred. Stations with mean standing
crops <10 g m2in 1984 were not included
in the analysis due to extreme variation in
percent change.

RESULTS
Baywide Changes
in Seagrass Communities
Thalassia testudinum
Thalassia testudinum was the most
widespread and abundant seagrass species
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in Florida Bay during both 1984 and 1994
(Tablel). Turtlegrass distribution changed
little over the decade; T. testudinum was
present at 102 stations in 1984 and at 99
stationsin 1994. Geographic patterns of T.
testudinum abundance (i.e. short-shoot
densities and leaf standing crop) were also
similar between surveys. Shoot densities
were generally lowest in northeastern
Florida Bay, and increased towards the
southwest, where highest densities were
observed (Figs. 3a and 3b). Shoot density
was positively associated with standing
crop (1984: r=0.62, p <0.001; 1994
r’=0.74, p <0.001), thus geographic
patterns in turtlegrass standing crop
followed those for density (Figs. 4a and
4b). Geographic variation in T. testudinum
abundancein Florida Bay correspondsto a
gradient of increasing sediment depth from
northeast to southwest (see Zieman et al.
1989); turtlegrass shoot density (1984:
r=0.35, p<0.001; 1994:r?= 0.30, p<0.001)
and standing crop (1984: r>=0.34, p<0.001;
1994: r2=0.30, p<0.001) were positively
related to sediment depth in both years
(Fig. 5). Relationships between turtlegrass
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Table 1. Percent occurrence, short-shoot densities and standing crop of seagrassesin Florida Bay in 1984

and 1994.
SPECIES
Thalassia Halodule Syringodium

% Occurrence (n=107)

1984 95.3 47.7 11.2

1994 92.5 13.1 3.7
Baywide Standing Crop (g dry wt m2 + SE)

1984 63.9+ 55 38+11 41+17

1994 46.0+ 4.0 03+0.2 05+0.3
Standing Crop Where Present (g dry wt m2 + SE)

1984 67.1+ 5.6 75+20 36.8+10.8

1994 482+4.1 06+04 5637
Baywide Shoot Density (# m2 + SE)

1984 694.7 + 47.5 267.5+ 80.0 83.3+34.9

1994 539.3+ 49.5 225+ 110 56+38
Shoot Density Where Present (# m?2 + SE)

1984 7205+ 47.8 550.1 + 156.0 742.4 + 2453

1994 565.7 + 50.5 425+ 221 495+ 318

abundance and sediment depth observedin
1984 closely resembled those observed in
1994,

The ranges in mean shoot density and
standing crop remained similar at the 107
stations over the decade (1984: 0-2133
shoots m? and 1994: 0-2137 shoots m?;
1984: 0—215 g dry wt nr2 and 1994: 0-185
g dry wt m?). However, abundance was
lower at many of the stations in 1994 than
in 1984 (Figs. 3c and 4c), and on abaywide
basis, Thalassia testudinum density and
biomass declined significantly between
surveys. Mean short-shoot density of T.
testudinumin FloridaBay dropped by 22%
(694.7+47.5 to 539.3+49.5 shoots m?
p<0.001), and standing crop by 28% over
the decade (63.9+5.5 t0 46.0+4.0 g dry wt
2, p<0.001) (Table 1). When considering
only the 102 sites where turtlegrass
occurred, meandensity fell from 720.5+47.8
to 565.7+50.5 shoots m? (p<0.001) and
standing crop from 67.1+5.6 to 48.2+4.1 g
dry wt m?(p<0.001). T. testudinumdecline
was not homogeneous throughout the bay;
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most of the stations with the largest
reductions in shoot density and biomass
werelocated in central and western Florida
Bay (Figs. 3cand 4c). Although therewasa
significant decline baywide, turtlegrass
abundance actually increased at a number
of stationsfrom 1984 to 1994, especially in
the eastern bay.

The mean number of turtlegrass blades per
shoot did not changein Florida Bay during
the decade (2.6+£0.8in 1984 versus 2.6+0.7
in 1994, p= 0.269; range at 107 stations
1.9-4.1in1984, and 1.7-5.2in 1994). The
range in blade length was also consistent
over time (3.2-31.7 cm in 1984, and 3.9-
31.0 cm in 1994); however, on a baywide
basis, mean blade length declined by 28%
between surveys (12.1+0.8 to 8.7+0.4cm,
p<0.001).

Mean turtlegrass density was significantly
higher in shallow ( 1.25 m, n=47) versus
“deep” (>1.25 m, n=60) waters of Florida
Bay in1984 (932.0+70.5 versus508.9+53.4
shootsn?, p=0.001) and 1994 (779.2+88.5
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Figure 3. Short-shoot densities (#m?) of Thalassia testudinumin 1984 (A) and 1994 (B) at
the study locations within Florida Bay. Percent change in T. testudinum shoot densities at

the study locations (C).

versus 351.4+41.3 shoots m?, p=0.019).
Results were similar for leaf standing crop
(shallow versus deep: 85.8+8.1 versus
46.8+6.8 g dry wt m?, p<0.001in 1984, and
63.0£6.6 versus 32.7+4.2 g dry wt m?,
p<0.001 in 1994). Although T. testudinum
abundance varied significantly with both
date (1984 versusl994) and water depth
(shallow versus deep), results of two-way
ANOVA reveaded no significant date x
depth interaction for shoot densities (p=
0.734) or standing crop (p=0.494). Neither
T. testudinum blade length (shallow versus
deep: 12.5+1.0 versus 10.8+0.9 cm, p=
0.208 in 1984, and 8.6x0.5 versus
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8.9£0.7cm, p=0.73in 1994), nor number of
blades per shoot (shallow versus deep:
2.7+0.1 versus 2.6x0.1, p=0.421 in 1984,
and 2.6+0.1 versus 2.6£0.1, p= 0.972 in
1994) varied significantly with water
depth.

Percent change in Thalassia testudinum
standing crop in western Florida Bay in
1994 varied significantly with regard to
levels of leaf biomassin 1984 (p = 0.004;
Fig. 6). Mean biomass reduction in 1994
was considerably greater at stations with
high levels of standing crop in 1984 (52%
decline) than at stations with medium
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Figure 4. Standing crop (g dry wt m) of Thalassia testudinumin 1984 (A) and 1994 (B)
at the study locationswithin Florida Bay. Percent changein T. testudinumstanding crop at

the study locations (C).

levels of standing crop in 1984 (12%
decline). Leaf biomassat stationsinthelow
biomass category in 1984 remained almost
unchanged over the decade (0.5% in-
crease).

Halodule wrightii Ascherson
Halodule wrightii (shoalgrass) was less
widespread than Thalassia testudinum in
FloridaBay in 1984, occurring at only 48%
of the stations surveyed (Table 1). Short-
shoot densities generally increased from
eastern to western Forida Bay, and
maximum H. wrightii abundance was
reached in the northwestern bay in both

113

1984 and 1994 (Figs. 7a and 7b). While
turtlegrass distribution remained consis-
tent over time, shoalgrass distribution
declined substantially between surveys. In
1994, H. wrightii wasfound at only 12% of
the sampling locations, and at considerably
reduced abundances (Fig. 7c). Baywide,
mean short-shoot density dropped from
267.5+80.0 to 225+11.0 shoots m?
between surveys (p<0.001; range = 0-6400
shoots m2in 1984 , and 0-962.2 shoots m
2 in 1994). Patterns for standing crop
closely followed those for density:
shoalgrass leaf biomass declined from
3.8£1.1 g dry wt m? to 0.3+0.2 g dry wt
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m2from 1984 t0 1994 (p<0.001; range=0—
87.5gdry wt m?2in 1984, 0-21.3 g dry wt
m2in 1994). When considering only the 52
sites where shoalgrass occurred, mean
density fell from 550.1+156.0 shoots m2to
42.5+22.1 shoots m? (p<0.001), and
standing crop from 7.5£2.0 g dry wt m? to
0.6£0.4 g dry wt m?2 (p<0.001) over the
decade.

Syringodium filiforme Kutzing
The distribution of Syringodium filiforme
(manatee grass) wasthe most limited of the
three seagrass species in Florida Bay. In
summer 1984 S filiforme was present at
only 12 stations in western Florida Bay
(Table 1; Fig. 83). A decade later, S
filiformewasrestricted to four stations, and
at considerably reduced abundances (Figs.
8b and 8c). Mean short-shoot density fell
93% between surveys, from 83.3+34.9
shoots M2 to 5.6+3.8 shoots m2 (p<0.001,
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range = 0—2366.7 shoots m?in 1984 , and
0-382.1 shoots m? in 1994). Results were
similar for standing crop, which declined
from 4.1+1.7 g dry wt m? in 1984 to
0.5£0.3 g dry wt m2in 1994, (p = 0.003,
range=0-99.3 g dry wt m2in 1984, 0-19.2
g dry wt nr2 in 1994), an 88% reduction.
When considering only the stations where
manatee grass occurred, mean density fell
from 742.4+245.3 shoots m? in 1984 to
49.6+31.8 shoots m?in 1994 (p = 0.001),
and standing crop from 36.7+11.3 gdry wt
m2in 1984 t0 4.3+2.1 g dry wt m2in 1994
(p =0.017).

Regional Changes
in Seagrass Communities
Thalassia testudinum
Regional analyses again illustrated an
increase in turtlegrass abundance from
northeastern to southwestern Florida Bay
(Figs. 9a, 9b). Mean shoot densities of
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Figure 6. Percent change in Thalassia testudinum
standing crop in 1994 with respect to 1984 biomass
category.

Thalassia testudinum generally declined in
al regions except the East Central region
between 1984 and 1994 (Fig. 94). Densities
became significantly lower in the Main-
land (p = 0.047, 474.0£151.1 shoots m2in
1984 versus 206.4+63.6 shoots m? in
1994), Interior (p = 0.010, 714.1+80.8
shoots m? in 1984 versus 422.3+96.9
shoots m? in 1994) and Gulf (p= 0.001,
809.0£66.8 shoots m2 in 1984 versus
560.0£82.0 shoots m? in 1994) regions
between surveys. Resultsfor standing crop
resembled those for density (Fig. 9b);
however, declines in biomass over the
decade were significant only in the Gulf
region (p<0.001, 101.1+9.0 g dry wt m2in
1984 versus58.7+6.6 g dry wt m2in 1994).
Discrepanciesintheamount of reductionin
density versus biomass within particular
regions appeared to reflect corresponding
changes in blade length between surveys
(Fig. 9¢). Mean blade length fell by 32%in
the Gulf region between 1984 and 1994
(18.2+1.2 versus 12.5+0.8 cm, p<0.001),
but by only 18% and 19.5%, respectively,
inthelnterior (11.7+1.0 cm versus 9.6+0.8
cm, p = 0.007) and Mainland regions
(9.7x1.4cmversus 7.8£0.5 cm, p = 0.222).
Blade lengths aso became significantly
shorter in the Atlantic region over the
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decade (p<0.001, 11.8+0.8 cm versus
7.9£0.5 cm). Number of blades per shoot
did not differ between surveys in any
region of Florida Bay (Fig. 9d).

Halodule wrightii

Halodule wrightii was present in al
regions of Florida Bay in 1984, but was
abundant only in the Mainland, Interior,
and Gulf regions. Shoalgrass abundance
generally became lower in al regionsfrom
1984 t0 1994 (Fig. 10). Aswith turtlegrass,
H. wrightii shoot densities declined
significantly in the Gulf region between
surveys (p<0.001, 350.2+110.2 shoots nr2
in 1984 versus 7.7+4.2 shoots m2in 1994).
Patterns were similar for shoalgrass
standing crop, which decreased by more
than 97% inthe Gulf region over the decade
(p<0.001, 5.8+1.6 g dry wt m? in1984
versus 0.2+0.1 g dry wt m? in 1994).
Standing crop also decreased significantly
from 1984 to 1994 in the Northeast region
(p = 0.016, 0.63+0.3 g dry wt m2in 1984
versus 0.04+0.04 g dry wt m2 1994).

Syringodium filiforme
Syringodium filiforme was present only in
deeper waters of the Gulf region in both
1984 and 1994 (Fig. 11). The abundance of
manatee grassin thisregion of Florida Bay
decreased significantly over the decade. S.
filiforme density declined from 240.8+96.5
shoots M2 in 1984 to 16.1+10.7 shoots m
in 1994(p<0.003), and standing crop from
11.9+4.6 dry wt m?in 1984 to 1.4+0.8 g
dry wt n12in 1994(p = 0.003).

DISCUSSION
Although the Florida Bay ecosystem
changed considerably between 1984 and
1994, Thalassia testudinum continued to
bethe dominant seagrass speciesinthebay,
and its distribution at the study locations
remained amost unchanged between
surveys. Spatial patterns of turtlegrass
abundance did not change over the decade;
shoot densities and standing crop contin-
ued to increase from the northeastern to
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Figure 7. Short-shoot densities (#m2) of Halodule wrightii in 1984 (A) and 1994 (B) at
the study locations within Florida Bay. Percent change in H. wrightii shoot densities at

the study locations (C).

southwestern bay following gradients in
sediment depth (Zieman et al. 1989) and
phosphorus availability (Fourqurean et al.
1992). T. testudinum shoot density and
biomass fell significantly over the decade,
especialy in western and central Florida

Bay.

A variety of factors may have influenced
turtlegrass decline in Florida Bay between
1984 and 1994, but the most likely causes
for loss were Thalassia testudinum die-off
(most extensive from 1987 to 1990), and
decreased water clarity due to sediment
resuspension and phytoplankton blooms
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(1991-1997). Establishing the relative
contribution of die-off versusreduced light
availability to the turtlegrass decline
observed here is problematic because: 1)
die-off was patchily distributed, thus there
was no way to accurately identify stations
where die-off actually occurred; and 2)
long-term data regarding light conditions
inFloridaBay are scarcesincewater clarity
was of little concern prior to 1991.
Although it is not possible to definitively
establish cause and effect relationships,
examining observed patterns of seagrass
loss in Florida Bay relative to expected
patterns of decline from turtlegrass die-off
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Figure 7. Short-shoot densities (#m?) of Syringodium filiforme in 1984 (A) and 1994 (B)
at the study locations within Florida Bay. Percent changein S filiforme shoot densities at

the study locations (C).

(see Robblee et a. 1991, Durako et al.
1994), and decreased light availability (see
Peres and Picard 1975, Cambridge and
McComb 1984, Orth and Moore 1984,
Giesen et a. 1990, Dennison et al. 1993,
Onuf 1994) lendsinsight. If the majority of
seagrass deterioration in Florida Bay
between 1984 and 1994 was due to die-off,
one would expect to see: 1) declinesin T.
testudinum primarily in western and
central FloridaBay; 2) greatest mortality in
very denseturtlegrass beds, located mainly
in shallower water along basin margins; 3)
patchy rather than widespread declines in
T. testudinum abundance in western and
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central Florida Bay; and 4) no decline in
Halodulewrightii or Syringodiumfiliforme,
which apparently were not affected by the
die-off. If reduced light availability were
responsible for turtlegrass decline, then
one would expect to see: 1) T. testudinum
declinesin regions that were unaffected by
die-off; 2) widespread reductions in
turtlegrass density and biomass rather than
localized declines;, and 3) larger T.
testudinum declines in deeper water dueto
increased light attenuation with depth.
Although T. testudinum may require higher
levels of irradiance for survival than H.
wrightii or S filiforme (Fourqurean 1992),



Hall, Durako, Fourqurean, Zieman

Thakassia Shoot Derity (8 )

] i 2

-

Mean Thalasain Blade Langth (cm)

L=]

Thadassia Standing Grog (g m 2)

MA

NE EC

Reghon

L] AT 3U

Mean Thalassio Blades Sl'm-ut"I

=

L

E
Regian

L1 HE [, ] AT au

Figure 9. Thalassia testudinum short-shoot densities (A), standing crop (B), blade lengths (C), and blades per
shoot (D) in 1984 and 1994 within the six ecological regions of Florida Bay.

given sufficient light reduction, one would
also expect to see: 4) deterioration of H.
wrightii and S. filiforme as well as T.
testudinum; and 5) more severelossesin H.
wrightii and S filiforme than in T.
testudinum because of the smaller below-
ground reserves in the former two species
(Hall et al. 1991, Czerny and Dunton
1995). Patterns of seagrass loss in Florida
Bay between 1984 and 1994 were partially
consistent not only with predictions
associated with die-off, but aso with those
expected from chronic light reduction.

Thalassia testudinum shoot density and
standing crop decreased substantially in
western and central Florida Bay in areas
where both die-off (Robblee et al. 1991)
and light reduction (Phlips et a. 1995,
Boyer et al. 1999, Stumpf et a. 1999)
occurred between 1984 and 1994. How-
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ever, large turtlegrass losses also occurred
in locations with no reported die-off, but
where water clarity had deteriorated since
1991. These results concur with those of
Zieman et a. (1999), who found T.
testudinumabundance declined at both die-
off and control (no die-off) stations in the
western bay from 1989 to 1995. In
addition, the distribution and abundance of
Halodule wrightii and Syringodium
filiforme declined drastically during the
10-yr period. Such declines in seagrass
abundance are commonly observed as the
result of decreased light availability in
estuaries worldwide (Peres and Picard
1975, Cambridge and McComb 1984, Orth
and Moore 1984, Giesen et a. 1990,
Dennison et al. 1993, Onuf 1994). Along
with substantial reductionsin shoot density
and biomass, T. testudinum blades became
shorter in Florida Bay over the decade. T.
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Figure 10. Halodule wrightii short-shoot densities
(A) and standing crop (B) in 1984 and 1994 within
the six ecological regions of Florida Bay.

testudinum blade lengths have been shown
to decline significantly in response to
experimental shading (75% reduction of
ambient light) in Tampa Bay, Florida
(Carlson and Acker 1985). Experimental
light reductions of >50% also caused
declines in blade lengths of Posidonia
sinuosa Cambridge and Kuo (Neverauskas
1988, Gordon et al. 1994), aseagrassthatis
structurally similar to T. testudinum (i.e.
both seagrass species have relatively large
belowground reserves, Czerny and Dunton
1995). However, significant declinesin T.
testudinum blade lengths also occurred in
the Atlantic region of Florida Bay, where
light levels appeared to have changed very
little between 1984 and 1994 (Phlips et al.
1995, Boyer et a. 1999, Stumpf et al.
1999), but where die-off was present.
These results suggest that die-off probably
played a role in turtlegrass decline in
Florida Bay over the decade, but that
increased light attenuation was also an
important controlling factor.
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Figure 11. Syringodium filiforme short-shoot densi-
ties (A) and standing crop (B) in 1984 and 1994
within the six ecological regions of Florida Bay.

Our findings regarding Thalassia
testudinum decline in shallow ( 1.25m)
versus deep (>1.25m) water raises ques-
tions concerning the role of light reduction
in Florida Bay seagrass loss. Turtlegrass
shoot density and standing crop declined
significantly in both shallow water and
deep water between 1984 and 1994, but the
relative amount of decline was not
substantidly greater in deep than in
shallow water. These results would seem
inconsistent with reports of seagrass loss
due to reduced light in many other
estuaries, where declines were generally
most severe in the deepest growing
seagrasses (Orth and Moore 1983, Cam-
bridge and McComb 1984, Giesen et al.
1990, Dennison et a. 1993, Onuf 1994,
Fletcher and Fletcher 1995). Larger and
more rapid declines were measured at the
deep versus the shallow edge of a T.
testudinum meadow in Tampa Bay,
Florida, in response to experimental
shading (60%—65% reduction of ambient
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light; Hall et al. 1991). In the aforemen-
tioned systems, the maximum depth of
seagrasses was controlled by light avail-
ability, thus any reduction in the amount of
light reaching the deepest growing
seagrasses should have resulted in declines
in density and biomass. This was not the
case in western and central Florida Bay,
where before 1991, T. testudinum growing
at approximately 3 m (the deepest stations
sampled in these surveys) was not light-
limited (see Fourqurean and Zieman 1991).
Perhaps T. testudinum declines that
occurred in Florida Bay between 1984 and
1994 were no greater in deep than in
shallow water, because, prior to the
turbidity increases that began in 1991, T.
testudinum meadows in the deeper areas of
western and central Florida Bay were well
above the light-limited maximum depth.
The more pronounced declines in deeper
versus shallower water typically seen in
response to decreased water clarity may
have not yet been evident after only 3 yr
due to the high belowground reserves and
long life-spans of T. testudinum short-
shoots. Recruitment and mortality rates of
T. testudinum short shoots estimated in
1994 using reconstructive aging tech-
niques (see Durako 1994) indicated that
density declines should become larger in
deeper (> 1m) versus shalower (< 1m)
water in western Florida Bay (Durako
unpublished data). The pattern of equal
declinein both shallow and deep sites may
be the consequence of two separate causes
of declinein T. testudinum: an early lossin
mostly shallow water (Robbleeet al. 1991)
due to the poorly understood die-off
phenomenon, followed by a subsequent
loss in deeper water attributable to chronic
light reduction.

The differences in percent change in 1994
Thalassia testudinum standing crop among
1984 biomass categories were dramatic.
The remarkably large decline in standing
crop at stations in the high biomass
category was consistent with previous
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accounts concerning the primary locations
affected by die-off in western Florida Bay.
The prevalence of die-off in dense T.
testudinum beds may be related to hypoxia
and sulfide toxicity in combination with
reduced photosynthetic rates due to blade
damage caused by a dlime mold
(Labyrinthula sp.) (Durako and Kuss
1994), which has been isolated from T.
testudinum in die-off patches (Porter and
Muehlstein 1989). Sulfidelevelsin Florida
Bay are quite high relative to other Florida
estuaries (Carlson et a. 1994), and
seagrasses must trangl ocate photosyntheti-
cally produced oxygen to belowground
tissues to avoid the effects of hypoxia and
sulfidetoxicity. T. testudinummay be more
vulnerableto sulfide-induced hypoxiathan
Halodulewrightii or Syringodiumfiliforme
due to its high ratio of belowground to
aboveground biomass (Fourqurean and
Zieman 1991, Carlson et al. 1994). Blade
lesions produced by Labyrinthula sp.
reduce T. testudinum photosynthesis,
making it more susceptible to hypoxia and
sulfide toxicity, which is generally consid-
ered the proximal cause of death in die-off
(Durako and Kuss 1994, Fourqurean and
Rabblee 1999). Infection of T. testudinum
by Labyrinthula sp. in FloridaBay appears
to be density dependent, and is quite likely
transmitted by leaf-to-leaf contact (see
Muehlstein 1992), perhaps explaining the
predominance of die-off in dense beds.
Environmental stressors that weaken
seagrasses (e.g. elevated water tempera-
tures and hypersalinity) may increase the
probability of infection by Labyrinthula
(Short et a. 1988). While these results
suggest die-off contributed to the signifi-
cantly higher percent lossesmeasuredin T.
testudinum beds with high levels of
standing crop, the areal extent of T.
testudinum decline measured in 1994
exceeded regions of reported die-off.
Lower photosynthetic rates due to wide-
spread light reduction may have aso
played a role in the larger declines
measured in the dense T. testudinum beds
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of western and central Florida Bay.
Reduction in available light by resus-
pended sediments and algal blooms likely
depressed turtlegrass photosynthesis and
subsequent translocation of oxygen to the
rhizosphere, and could have led to T.
testudinum decline through increased
effects of hypoxia and sulfide toxicity (see
Goodman et al. 1995). Dense T. testudinum
beds might also have been more acutely
affected by reduced light than sparser beds
as the result of greater self-shading.

The seagrasses Syringodium filiforme and
Halodule wrightii also declined in Florida
Bay over the decade, but unlike Thalassia
testudinum, S filifome and H. wrightii
declined at almost every station wherethey
occurred in 1984. Declines in all seagrass
species within the bay, and larger declines
in S filiforme and H. wrightii than in T.
testudinum suggests decreased water
clarity contributed to seagrass losses in
Florida Bay between 1984 and 1994. The
declines in S filiforme and H. wrightii in
western and central Florida Bay were
probably related to the increased light
attenuation that has occurred in these areas
since 1991 (Phlips et al. 1995, Boyer et
al.1999, Stumpf et al. 1999). Both Robblee
et a. (1991) and Thayer et a. (1994)
suggested that H. wrightii rapidly colo-
nized die-off patches in western Florida
Bay. However, during subsequent visits to
their study sites in 1993, Thayer et d.
(1994) found no seagrassesin previousdie-
off patches. These authors suggested that
the decreased water clarity that began in
1991 limited seagrass recolonization in
die-off areas. While declinesin H. wrightii
inwestern Florida Bay appear to berelated
to increased light attenuation, shoalgrass
abundance also decreased at a number of
stations in eastern Florida Bay where the
light climate appears to have changed very
little during the past decade (Phlips et al.
1995, Boyer et al. 1999, Stumpf et al.1999).
Zieman et a. (1989) suggested that long-
term reduction of freshwater inflow may
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have played a role in the decline of
shoalgrass in eastern Florida Bay during
the past severa decades. Higher, more
stable salinitiesmay promote T. testudinum
over H. wrightii, especially inareas of clear
water. T. testudinum abundance actually
increased at anumber of stationsin eastern
Florida Bay between 1984 and 1994,
supporting the suggestion of Zieman et al.
(1989). Reduced phosphorus availability
due to less freshwater inflow over many
decades might also be involved in the
decline of H. wrightii in eastern Florida
Bay (Powell et al. 1989). It must be noted
that we compared two snapshots of Florida
Bay seagrass communities taken 10 yr
apart. Because H. wrightii distribution and
abundance can vary substantialy over
short time periods (Zieman 1982, Thayer et
a. 1994, Fourqurean et a. 1995), and S
filiforme was encountered at only a few
stations, declinesin these seagrasses might
be attributed to random variation or
seasonal fluctuations in abundance. How-
ever, the magnitude and extent of H.
wrightii and S. filiforme declines between
1984 and 1994 suggest that seagrass |osses
were the result of significant environmen-
tal change rather than random effects.

The patchy distribution of die-off in
Florida Bay coupled with the haphazard
placement of stations in 1984 may have
influenced our ability to assess the full
extent of die-off in the decline of T.
testudinum. For example, only two of the
107 stations we surveyed were located in
Rankin Lake (seeFig. 1), which was one of
the basins most severely affected by die-
off. Thus, the chance of encountering
stations in die-off patches was lower than
would be expected with amore widespread
controlling factor like reduced light. Even
if increased light attenuation rather than
die-off was the direct factor leading to T.
testudinum loss a most stations in the
present study, die-off probably played a
major role in seagrass decline through its
secondary effects on water clarity. T.
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testudinum die-off in western Florida Bay
led to extensive areas of exposed
sediments, which apparently caused the
widespread turbidity now present in this
region (Phlips and Badylak 1996, Stumpf
et a. 1999). In addition, nutrients released
to the water column through the
remineralization of dying seagrasses and
sediment resuspension in central Florida
Bay may have contributed to algal bloom
development. Die-off and persistent water
column turbidity continue to affect
seagrasses in Florida Bay, and recent
observations (Durako and Hall, unpub-
lished data) indicate continued dramatic
losses of T. testudinum in western Florida
Bay. Thus, the long-term future of
seagrasses in Florida Bay is uncertain.
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF SEAGRASSAND BENTHIC HABITATS
WESTWARD OF THE PATCH REEF SYSTEM BOUNDARY IN
BISCAYNE NATIONAL PARK, FLORIDA, USA

Roy R. Lewis|ll, Ann B. Hodgson, Marcus Tooze, Curtis D. Kruer

ABSTRACT

The purpose of thisstudy wasto map the distribution of seagrasses and benthic habitats
lying between the patch reef system that demarcates the eastern boundary of Biscayne
National Park and thewestern shoreline of the Park. The park encompasses a55,000-hectare
marine ecosystem embayment of the Atlantic Ocean, offshore southeast of Miami on the
eastern coast of Florida, USA. Benthic habitats were delineated using RGB color aerial
photographs acquired of the study areain 1997. Photographs were mosaiced, imported into
ARCInfo softwareand rectified. Photographic signaturesof delineated polygons of seagrass
and benthic habitats were verified by diving throughout the mapping study area, then map
accuracy was verified again by diving using draft habitat delineation maps produced in
1999. A digital GI Smap of the seagrassand benthic habitat distributioninthe study areawas
produced. This study presentsanovel classification of the benthic habitat typesin Biscayne
National Park and provides a contemporary, detailed map of the benthosin the Park. Eight
habitat type classes in three categories: seagrasses, live bottom and bare sand, were
identified and 49,811.36 hectares of all types of benthic habitats were mapped. The
dominant habitat was moderately dense to dense seagrass distributed over 25,445.93 ha of
the area. Lesscommon habitatsincluded dense patches of seagrassin ahard bottom matrix,
moderate to dense discontinuous seagrass with blowouts or sand or mud, and sand or mud
with small, scattered seagrass patches. Hard bottom habitats covered 13,793 ha, and bare
sand occurred on 441 ha. Anthropogenic factors including stormwater runoff, propeller
scarring and boat groundings appear to be significantly degrading portions of the Park’s

benthos.

INTRODUCTION

This study was conducted to map, using
aerial  photography, the distribution of
seagrasses and benthic habitats westward
of the patch reef system that demarcatesthe
eastern boundary of Biscayne National
Park, and to develop a digital geographic
information system (GIS) map, in
ARCView/ARCInfo format, of the habitat
distributions in the study area. The east
coast of Floridais a high-energy shoreline
bounded by areas characterized as lagoons
behind barrier islands (Seaman 1985) and
typically affected by semi-diurnal tidesthat
are 0.6 m or greater (Livingston 1990).
Seagrass beds, tidal flats and marshes, soft
sediments, hard substrates, shellfish beds,
and a series of transition zones including
those affected by people characterize the
inshore marine system.

Biscayne Bay, located on the southern
Atlantic coast of Florida, is a shalow
lagoonal embayment comprised of estua

125

rine seawater diluted by land runoff
(Livingston 1990). Thedrainage areaof the
Biscayne Bay system is a watershed of
approximately 480 knv, located south of
the Indian River watershed, which dis-
chargesto aseriesof canalsand riverswith
a combined average daily flow of 91 m¥/s,
athough much of the natural drainage
pattern has been altered by urbanization
and anthropogenic influences. Deteriora
tion of seagrass in northern and southern
Biscayne Bay was reported in the 1960s-
1970s (McNulty 1961, Zieman 1970) and
continues due to ongoing population
growth in the Miami-Homestead, Florida
area. The bay substrate is composed
primarily of shell and cord (CaCO,)
fragments (Fernald 1981) which supports
extensive beds of turtle grass (Thalassia
testudinum), and other seagrass species
including manatee grass (Syringodium
filiforme), which occurs in mixed seagrass
beds or monospecific patches (Jaap and
Hallock 1990), stargrass (Halophila



Lewis, Hodgson, Tooze, Kruer

engelmannii), shoal grass (Halodule
wrightii), and widgeon grass (Ruppia
maritimae) (Livingston 1990). The sedi-
ment depth affects the distribution of
seagrass species (Fonseca et al. 1981,
Scoffin 1970, Zieman 1972). Several types
of calcareous green agae occur in
subtropical seagrass communities includ-
ing Halimeda, Penicillus, Rhipocephalus,
and Udotea (Jagp and Hallock 1990).
Shallow water (<6 m) live-bottom commu-
nities of sponges, soft coral and benthic
organisms occur throughout the bay, and
soft bottom (unvegetated) areas support
microorganisms, meiobenthic organisms,
and macrobenthos.

Biscayne National Park includes 708 km?
(Jaap and Hallock 1990) within a marine
embayment. Benthic habitats had been
mapped and classified in this region of the
Florida coast previously (Milano 1983,
NOAA and FDEP/FMRI 1995), however,
the U. S Nationa Park Service is
responsiblefor the management of the park
and determined in 1997 that an updated
map of the benthic habitats of Biscayne
National Park was needed to alow the
agency to manage benthic resources.

METHODSAND MATERIALS
GIS Map Production
Aeria photography of the study area was
flown on 10 November, 1997 along twelve
parallel flight lines running north to south
across the study area during low tide using
Eastman Kodak Aerocolor HS S0358 film
(Aerial Cartographics of America, Inc.,
Orlando, FL). Weather conditions during
the flight were clear and surface winds
were less than 5 mph. Photographs were
scaled to 1":12,000' and polygons were
delineated under 10x magnification using a
2.0 rapidograph pen on clear acetate
overlaysregistered to 147 unrectified color
diapositives. Individually delineated poly-
gons were uniquely labeled. Initial field
checking was conducted by surveying 160
sampling stations with an underwater
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viewing scope or by diving on 3-4 Apiril,
and 8, 11-13 May 1998 to confirm the
photographic signatures of the delineated
benthic habitats. Features and habitats not
identifiable in the diapositives were not
mapped.

Acetate overlayswere mosaiced into ‘tiles
and matched. Polygons were digitized in
ARCInfo Version 7.2.1 (Environmental
System Research Institute, Redlands, CA).
One ground control point (GCP) per
photograph was collected from USGS
Digital Ortho Quarter-Quads (DOQQS)
and additional ground control points were
synthesized from obvious features on the
aeria  photography and some ground
control targets installed prior to the aerial
photography. Tileswererectified using the
GCPs to a Universal Transverse Mercator
(UTM) projection, edge-matched, merged,
and labeled. A digital boundary file
provided by Biscayne National Park and
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration (NOAA) navigational charts
for Biscayne Bay were used to establish the
mapping boundary of the study area. A
metadata file was attached to the digital
mapping file (FGDC 1995). The draft
seagrass and benthic habitat delineation
map (scale: 1":10,742") was overlaid with
an ARCView-generated grid of stratified
random sample points and mapping
accuracy was sampled March 5-10, 1999
using a Polar research boat outfitted with a
Garmin 75 DGPS (Garmin International,
Olathe, KS, USA) to locate the pre-plotted
sample points in the field. Direct observa-
tion, underwater viewers and subsurface
diving were used to confirm the mapped
delineations. In a datistical sample
cumulative mapping accuracy was 85%
(p=0.10).

Benthic Habitats Classification System
The study area included benthic habitats
westward from the patch reef boundary in
Biscayne National Park, Dade County,
Florida, USA. Seagrasses and benthic



habitats were classified according to their
community characteristics using a modifi-
cation of existing habitat classification
systems (FloridaMarine Research I nstitute
1998). Three major categories: seagrasses,
hard bottom, and bare substrate, were
mapped. Seagrass habitats were separated
into classes based on seagrass density,
distributional patchiness, and type of
substrate present (i.e.,, “soft bottom” or
“hard bottom™). The special class modifier
“b” was used to indicate a polygon that
occurred in a “bank” or periodically
exposed condition where seagrasses were
present as intertidal seagrass banks or
“flats’. Theresulting systemincluded eight
habitat type classes, and one specia class
modifier. Patch reefs that occurred in the
oceanside zone near the eastern project
limit were mapped as hard bottom with
some seagrass and appeared as distinctive
features when compared to inshore hard
bottom areas. Seagrass species were not
differentiated during mapping. Certain
areas were mapped and labeled as
““unmappable / uninterpretable” because
the habitat type occurring in those areas
could not be determined due to poor water
clarity, water depth, or sun glare on the
photographic images. Descriptions of the
mapped habitat types are provided in the
following paragraphs.

Continuous Seagr asses

Continuous seagrass is the dominant, and
diverse, habitat type in Biscayne Bay; the
distinguishing characteristic is continuous
seagrass in monotypic or mixed beds of
varying densities.

Moderate to dense, continuous beds
(SD): Continuous Thalassia testudinum,
Syringodium  filiforme, and Halodule
wrightii occurs individualy or in mixed
bedswith 95100% cover fromtheintertidal
zone to about 7 m (offshore). The seagrass
beds have widespread occurrence and
diverse signatures. Halodule was most
common in the southwest and west side of
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the Bay, Syringodiumwas most commonin
the eastern Bay and offshore, and Thalassia
was found throughout the Bay. Substrates
underlying these beds are typically soft but
may be only a thin layer over rock.
Macroalgae of various species (eg.
Halimeda sp., Panicles sp., Udotea sp.,
Avrainvillea sp., and various red algage) are
commonly found in these beds. Sparse
seagrass in patches may be a component as
well.

Spar se, continuous beds (SS): Seagrasses
(Thalassia sp. or Halodule sp.) occur in
these areasin low density (d50 shootsm?),
typically in shallow protected bays where
physical conditions or the substrate limits
development. These areas were often hard
to distinguish on aerial photographs from
hard bottom or bare bottom habitats.

Patchy Seagrass

A common and diverse habitat type in
Biscayne Bay, the distinguishing charac-
teristic is some amount of identifiable
seagrass in amatrix of other bottom types.
These areas are often the result of
depressional basins or creek-like features
in the hard bottom seabed that accumulate
sediment or contain organic deposits from
mangrove communities occurring during
lower sea level. Greater sediment depth
allows seagrass development in an area, or
allows denser seagrasses as compared to
surrounding areas.

Dense patches of seagrassin a matrix of
gpar se seagrass (SPS): Patches occur as
depressional features where deep sediment
allows denser development of seagrasses
than on surrounding bottoms where only a
thin layer of sediment is present supporting
gparse seagrass. Dense patches are difficult
to discern on aerials from seagrass patches
in hard bottom and may be more common
in deeper parts of the Bay than mapped.

M oder ate to dense, discontinuous beds
(>50%) with blowouts and/or sand or
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mud (SDB): Discontinuous Thalassia,
Syringodium, or rarely Halodule, individu-
aly or in mixed bedswith open, essentially
unvegetated areas composed of sand or soft
substratesistypically found on theeast side
of the Bay and offshore where the bottom
substrates are other than rock. The
occurrence of discontinuous beds ranges
fromtheintertidal zoneto about 6 m depths
offshorein moderateto hightidal current or
wave energy regimes. Natural blowouts or
patches are dispersed as holes or bare areas
in otherwise continuous seagrass beds,
especially near the entrance to tidal
channels and passes. Vessel impacts
(groundings or scars) resulting in sizeable
open, unvegetated areasin seagrassare al so
mapped as patchy on someintertidal banks.

Dense patches of seagrass (>50%) in a
matrix of hard bottom (SPH): One of the
most common categories in the western
Bay and in channel passesto the east, open
patches of hard bottom occur in areas
where a thin sediment layer over flat
natural rock precludes continuous devel op-
ment of seagrasses. Open hard bottom
patches may include sparse seagrass,
considerable macroal gae, sponges, and soft
corals.

Dominantly sand/mud with small scat-
tered seagrass patches (<50% cover)
(SPP): Sand or soft bottom areas with
recognizable seagrass patches are often
found in high-energy locations but also in
deeper regions of the north Bay. The
substrates may vary from sand to mud, and
macroal gae, either fixed or drifts, may bea
significant component. The offshore fea-
tures tend to be sandier and protected, and
deeper inshore areas tend to be muddier
substrates.

L argely macroalgal cover with scattered
seagrass patches (SPA): This is an
unusual category in South Florida where
scattered seagrass patches are a significant
habitat component, but the dominant
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background habitat is macroalgae. Algal
cover may be a bank of Halimeda sp.,
Penicillussp., Udotea sp., Avrainvillea sp.,
or Caulerpa sp., depending on the exposure
and substrate. This habitat type is difficult
to identify and delineate on photographic
images.

Hard bottom (HS)

Hard bottom with perceptible seagrass
(<50% cover) is one of the most common
classes mapped in the Park. Seagrasses
usually occur in patches, depressions and
basins in hard bottom where adequate
sediments have accumulated, but consti-
tute <50% of visible bottom coverage and
often much less. Hard bottom may be
mostly unvegetated, and may include
solitary hard corals and soft coras, but
most oftenincludesavariety of macroalgae
as well as sponges. Large areas of HS in
western and central portions of the Bay
may also include sparse seagrass (usually
shortbladed Thalassia sp.) or may include
no seagrass over relatively large aress.
These areas are considered a hard bottom
class, astherock substrateisthe controlling
influence.

Bare Substrate (BS)

This substrate consists of bottom areas
composed usually of either sand or athin
layer of sand over rock, but in protected
areas it may consist of mud or soft marl.
The areas appear unvegetated but may
include some macroalgae, and may include
large blowouts in open water seagrass
habitats. Bare bottom is most common in
the northeast area of the Park.

Unmappable/Uninter pretable (U)

The classification ‘unmappable/
uninterpretable’ was used to designate
areas where the water depth obscured the
photointerpretation of the substrate and/or
the substrate condition was uninterpretable
due to turbidity, albedo, etc. These areas
occurred in most narrow or deep tidal
channels and the deepest portions of the



Bay, especially in the northeast Bay where
turbid water is common.

Special Modifier —Intertidal Banks(Xb)
Banks are typicaly intertidal seagrass
habitats, even if they are intertidal only on
the lowest of spring low tides. Intertidal
banks are present along most shorelines of
Biscayne Bay and on large bank featuresin
the northern Bay and mid-Bay. Banks
possess a distinctive signature on aeria
photographs as compared to the surround-
ing bottom. Sometimesthinned or “ burned”
off areas with reduced seagrass density are
visible on bank tops. Intertidal banks may
also include hard bottom habitats along
island shorelines that appear to be
intertidal.

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION
A total of 52,947.75 hectareswere mapped,;
the area of land polygons was then
subtracted resulting in atotal of 49,811.36
hectares of al types of benthic habitats,
which included eight habitat type classes,
andtheclass" unmappabl e/uninterpretabl €’
(Figurel). A comparison of theareal extent
of each habitat type by acres and hectares
and percent of total mapped benthic habitat
is summarized in Table 1. The dominant
habitat was moderately dense to dense
seagrassthat wasdistributed over 25,445.93
ha, of which 9.76% occurred on banks. This
category included all seagrass species, as
the species were not differentiated during
the delineation. Less common habitats
were4,936.85 ha(0.57% in banks) of dense
patches of seagrassin ahard bottom matrix
(SPH), 2,934.05 ha (30.26% in banks) of
moderate to dense discontinuous seagrass
with blowouts or sand or mud (SDB), and
1,339.51 ha (0.94% in banks) of sand or
mud with small, scattered seagrass patches
(SPP). Uncommon habitat was 53.11 ha of
gparse continuous seagrass (SS) (none of
this habitat occurred in banks), and 127.99
ha (89.76% occurred in banks) of dense
patches of seagrass in a matrix of sparse
seagrass (SPS). Hard bottom (HB) habitats
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covered 13,793 ha (2.07% in banks), and
bare sand (BS) occurred on 441.10 ha. The
majority of the bare sand occurred in the
northeast corner of the Park in the cut north
of and eastward of Soldier Key. Overal
mapping was very accurate and the
category ‘unknown’ (U) was assigned to
only 1.46% (729.41 ha) of the mapped
benthic area.

Some areas of the Bay were difficult to
photo-interpret as aresult of water quality
conditionswhich obscured benthic features
or as a result of indistinct feature
signatures. These areas included portions
of thewest side of the Bay wheredark water
appeared in images, probably as the result
of canal drainage, and portions of the
southwest Bay where hard bottom and
sparse seagrass classes were difficult to
separate. In the northern and mid-Bay deep
water and poor water clarity affected
photointerpretation, especialy in differen-
tiating areas of sparse seagrass and hard
bottom, and on the inside of the east Bay
islands intertidal communities (including
seagrass and hard bottom habitats) were
difficult to delineate.

CONCLUSIONS

Thisstudy presentsanovel classification of
the seagrass and benthic habitat types in
Biscayne National Park. Results of this
mapping elucidate the spatial distribution
of the marine landscape in the study area
within Biscayne National Park. Benthic
habitats are generally distributed as an
oblong basin of hard bottom surrounded
and interspersed with continuous and
patchy seagrass of varying densities in
microhabitats determined by water depth,
light penetration, temperature and other
factors that affect seagrass community
distribution.

Physical dteration of periphera water-
sheds, the release of agricultura and
industrial wastes, the lack of control of
stormwater runoff from municipal devel-
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Table 1. Summary of acreages (hectares) of seagrass and benthic habitat types within the area mapped west-
ward of the patch reef system boundary in Biscayne National Park as delineated in March 1997.

HABITAT
CODE ACRES HECTARES :

SD 56,739.01 22,961.49
SDb 6,139.23 2,484.44
SS 131.21 53.11
SPS 32.36 13.10
SPSh 283.89 114.89
SDB 5,056.48 2,046.25
SDBb 2,193.79 887.80
SPH 12,153.89 4,918.63
SPHb 69.72 28.22
SPP 3,278.66 1,326.86
SPPb 31.27 12.65
HS 33,380.01 13,508.44
HSb 704.19 284.97
BS 1,089.97 441.10
LAND 7,750.18 3,136.39
U 1,802.34 729.41

Total Mapped Area 130,837.19 52,947.75

Total Mapped 123,087.01 49,811.36

Benthic Area

L egend:
SD moderate to dense continuous seagrass

SDb moderate to dense continuous seagrass on banks

SS sparse continuous seagrass

SPS patches in amatrix of sparse seagrass

SPShb  patchesin amatrix of sparse seagrass on banks

SDB moderate to dense continuous beds (>50%) with blowouts

SDBb  moderate to dense continuous beds (>50%) with blowouts on banks
SPP dominantly sand/mud with small scattered seagrass patches

SPPb  dominantly sand/mud with small scattered seagrass patches on banks
SPH dense patches of seagrass (>50%) in a hard bottom matrix

SPHb  dense patches of seagrass (>50%) in a hard bottom matrix on banks
HS hard bottom

HSb hard bottom on banks

BS bare substrate

Land land

U unmappable/uninterpretable

opments and boating impacts due to
propeller scarring and boat groundings
remain the chief threats to the inshore
marine systems of Florida (Livingston
1990, Sargent et al. 1995). The widespread
occurrence of prop scar damage from
increasing boating activities in shalow
water has resulted in 11,220 acres of prop
scarring in Dade County marine waters,
much of it in Biscayne Nationa Park
(Sargent et a. 1995). Widespread de-
creases in water clarity in the northeast
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region of the Park inwatersreceiving urban
runoff from the Miami-Homestead area
were noted in this study. Strong enforce-
ment and rapid restoration of propeller
scars and grounding sites should be a
priority management activity. It is antici-
pated that the production of this habitat
classification map will provide a baseline
against which the effectiveness of future
marine resource management actions can
be quantitatively measured.
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RESPONSES OF SUWANNEE RIVER TIDAL SAV TO
ENSO-CONTROLLED CLIMATE VARIABILITY

E.D. Estevez, J. Sprinkel , R.A. Mattson

ABSTRACT

Submerged aguatic vegetation (SAV) of the tidal Suwannee River, Florida, was
studied from January 1998 to January 1999, and in June 2000. Beds of SAV occurred in
association with tidal freshwater and brackish marshes. Fifteen species of vascular plants
were found. Delta shoals near the river's mouth contained fewest species and species
richness was greatest near the intersection of East Pass. Species number increased at an
overall rate of about 2 species per upriver kilometer. Downstream limits of species
corresponded to patterns of mean salinity and salinity variability. Upstream limits were set
by the availability of shallow substrata suitable for SAV. Within the range of SAV,
maximum bed widths alternated banks with proximity to the Gulf, possibly reflecting
geomorphic control. Based on percent cover data at 15 sites, species with greatest
frequencies, densitiesand abundancesweretapegrass, Vallisneriaamericana, strapleaf sag,
Sagittaria kurziana, and Eurasian water milfoil, Myriophyllum spicatum. Tape grass and
strapleaf sag had highest cover values in middle-river reaches whereas highest
Myriophyllum cover was upstream. Plant cover was high at the onset of the study, at atime
of record river flows associated with El Nifio floods. Plant cover decreased from June to
September 1998 asdecreasing river flowsand Hurricane Earl’ sstorm surge elevated salinity
levelsin the lower river. Biomass was measured at 6 stations from Alligator Pass toward
Gopher River. Total above and bel ow-ground biomassfor all species combined was |lowest
at stations closest to the Gulf. Combined above-ground biomass was greatest in the middle
river whereas maximum bel ow-ground biomass included middle and upper river stations.
Above-ground biomass for the dominant species generally corresponded to spatial patterns
in cover, and declined during September’s high salinity episode. A La Nifia drought
persisting throughout 1999 and thefirst half of 2000 led to afollow-up sampling tripin June
2000, a period of record low flows. Species richness, plant cover, and biomass were lower
than previously measured, although one new species, Ruppia maritima, was collected.
Responses were consistent with elevated sdlinities caused by the drought. Overall,
geological, hydrological and chemical factors control the downstream limit and abundances
of SAV inthetidal river. Salinity variation may also be a controlling factor. Permanently
reduced flows of the river will increase salinity in the lower river and could cause an
upstream retreat and overall reduction of SAV beds. Upstream SAV beds of the Suwannee
estuary have the greatest speciesrichness owing to their tidal freshwater situation. A loss of
speciesin this community might not reduce total bed area, but cover, biomass, and habitat-
level diversity could be affected adversely.

INTRODUCTION
Tidal fresh water environments are
common across the coastal plain of the
southeastern United States (Odum et al.,
1984) but are comparatively rare along the
Florida peninsula because many rivers are
smal and have low flows and long
upstream tidal excursions. The general
effect of gradua sealevel rise has
compressed tidal fresh water reaches into
small areas of al but Florida's largest
rivers, such as the Suwannee River. Scant
references existed regarding the sub-
merged aquati c vegetation of the Suwannee
River's tida reach (Mattson, 2000),
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prompting a reconnaissance in January
1998. The preliminary survey established
that the tidal Suwannee River harbored
more submerged aquatic vegetation than
previousy known. Patterns observed in
SAV dispersion and species abundance
suggested that SAV were valuable as
primary producers and faunal habitat in the
lower river. SAV patterns may also help
establish minimum flows and levelsfor the
river because atered flow regimes are
often manifested first, and most, in low-
salinity and tidal-fresh reaches of rivers
(Sklar and Browder, 1998).
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THE STUDY AREA

The Suwannee River heads in the
Okeefenokee Swamp and flows 385 km to
the Gulf of Mexico, draining awatershed of
25570 kmz . Thetidal river study areais 54
km downstream of a USGS gage which
captures a drainage area of 24968 km?
annual mean and median flows past this
reech are 298 m’s and 239 m’/s,
respectively. Springs comprise approxi-
mately one-half of average annua flows
here. The study reach istidally influenced.
Tidesat Cedar Key are mixed with aspring
range of 1.15 m. The bed of the river is
below sea-level nearly to its confluence
with the Santa Fe River 106 km upstream.
During periods of low river flow, tidal
variation in river stage can be measured 77
km upriver. Tidally based reversals of flow
do not occur much upstream of Gopher
River, and when the criterion of saltisused
as an indicator of tidal action, only the
passes and river below Gopher River may
be considered tidal. The river passes
through dense mixed wetland forests
comprised of baldcypress (Taxodium
distichum), pumpkin ash (Fraxinus pro-
funda), swamp tupelo (Nyssa biflora),
water tupelo (Nyssa aquatica), sweet bay
(Magnolia virginiana) and southern red
cedar (Juniperus silicicola). The passes
dissect deltaic lowlands covered by rushes,
grasses and sedges of tidal wetlands,
interspersed with hammocks of cabbage
pam (Sabal palmetto). All passes but
Alligator Pass have been dredged in the
1960s, 1970s, and 1980s (Wright, 1995).
The shallow Gulf at the river’'s mouths is
semi-enclosed by oyster reefsand is called
Suwannee Sound. The Sound does not
support extensive SAV.

CLIMATE
River flow was high at the beginning of the
study period and generally declined for the
remainder of the year. Three significant
hydrological events related to the El Nifio-
Southern Oscillation (ENSO) occurred
during the study period. An El Nifio winter
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spanning late 1997 and early 1998 brought
several monthsof above-averagerainfal to
Florida, resulting in above-average river
flows and a maximum historic flow at
Branford, relative to 1931-1999, coincid-
ing with the first quarterly SAV sampling
tripin March 1998. Flooding wasextensive
throughout the watershed and theriver was
out of its banks through most reaches.
Discharge was so great that the river was
fresh to its mouth. River flows declined
steadily through spring and summer but
were high in October, in part because of
rainfal in the watershed associated with
Hurricane Earl. Earl was a category 2
hurricane that crossed from the Gulf of
Mexico to the Atlantic Ocean during the
first few days of September 1998. It made
landfall near Panama City, Florida as a
category 1 hurricane but caused the largest
storm surges along the Big Bend coast.
According to the National Hurricane
Center, storm surge was estimated to be
near 8 ft in Franklin, Wakulla, Jefferson
and Taylor countiesand approximately 6to
7 ft in Dixie County, where the town of
Suwannee is located (http://www.nhc.
noaa.gov/1998earl.htm). Finally, adrought
throughout the southeastern United States
began approximately in January 1999, the
result of an ENSO cold-phase called La
Nifia. The La Nifia drought persisted
through the latter part of 2000, with record
low flows of the Suwannee River at
Branford during June 2000 (Figure 1).
Penetration of saline Gulf waters into the
tidal river matched hurricane and drought-
induced low-flow events (Figure 2).

METHODS
A general SAV census was made during
1998-99. At 0.25 km intervals, the bank
having the most SAV was visited. SAV
species were noted and the bank-normal
width of the SAV bed wasestimated at each
site shown with a circle on Figure 3.
Sixteen stations were selected for study
(squares in Figure 3). Intensive stations
were sampled on five occasions—March,
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Figure 1. Historic versusactual dischargesof the SuwanneeRiver at Branford, 120 km from the Gulf of Mexico.
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Figure 2. Mid-channel surface salinity (ppt) measured near slack high water. June 2000 data provided by U.S.
Geological Survey.
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Figure 3. Lower Suwannee River; East, West and Alligator Passes, and Suwannee Sound. Station 17 at the

mouth of Gopher River is not shown, and was sampled only in June 2000.

June, and September 1998, January 1999,
and June 2000. Percent cover estimates
were made following Braun-Blanquet
(1932). Four quadrats, (each 0.25 m? in
area) were deployed at random over SAV.
Percent cover was scored for each species
within aquadrat using the following scale:
BB1=<5%; BB2=5-25%; BB3=25-50%;
BB4=50-75%; BB5=5-100%. Therewere
64 quadrats deployed per trip and 320
quadrats were deployed overal. At
Stations 2,4,6,8,9 and 10, above- and
below-ground biomass were determined
by harvesting al plant materia from five
25 cm by 25 cm (0.0625 m?) quadrats.
Samples were taken where SAV was
present rather than at random. All plant
material from a quadrat was washed in
river water; bagged, and stored on ice. At
the laboratory, contents were re-washed,
sorted by speciesand fraction, and air dried
for 24 hours. Material wasdried to constant
weight at 75-80 °C in tared foil boats and
weighed with a Mettler PE 3600 top-
loading electronic balance calibrated with
NBS standards. Weightswere converted to
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grams dry weight per m?. Slack high-tide
salinity profiles were made aong the
centerline of the channel with samples and
measurements made at points correspond-
ing to thelocation of bank stations, or 1 km
intervalsfrom the mouth of each pass. Near
surface and near bottom salinity measure-
ments were made with a bench-tested Y S|
Model 33 SCT meter.

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION
Dispersion: SAV was more abundant in
the middle reach of the study area than at
extremes (Figure 4). Near the Gulf, SAV is
rare despite large shallow areas of the delta
shoal. Near Gopher River banksare narrow
and steep, offering little SAV habitat.
Largest loca areas of SAV grew on
aternate sides of the river according to
sediment availability; wide, shallow flats
occurred at and downstream of river bends

Species Diversity: Thirteen species of
submerged aguatic macrophytes were
observed or collected, and two others are
known (Table 1). Widgeon grass occursin
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Figure 4. Bank-normal width of SAV bedsat 0.25 km intervals, in meters, excluding bands
of barren bottom internal to SAV beds. Data collected from January 1998 to January 1999.

upper estuaries and back bays but was
encountered only in June 2000 when river
sdinity was high. Florida tape grass
tolerates salinities up to 6-12 ppt (Doering
and Chamberlain, 2000); the majority of
species were associated with oligohaline
and tidal-fresh waters.

SpeciesDistribution: No speciesoccurred
throughout the length of the study area
(Figure5), though tape grass, strap-leaf sag
and Eurasian water milfoil nearly did.
Species had differential downstream lim-
its, and overall diversity was greatest
below Gopher River. Species loss was
greatest downstream of the town of
Suwannee, especialy with the onset of
drought conditions.

SAV Cover: Dominant species survived
the first winter period of high flows with
generally high cover valueswhichinduring
the summer growing season (Figure 6).
Elevated salinities caused by Hurricane
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Earl, and decreasing flows associated with
the onset of the drought, contracted the
range and depressed cover of Eurasian
water milfoil. Prolonged drought resulted
in June 2000 cover values much lower than
values from June 1998.

Dominance, Abundance, and Density:
Braun-Blanquet cover data were used to
compute dominance (number of quadrats
with species/total number of quadrats);
abundance (sum of cover values/number of
guadratswith species), and density (sum of
cover values/total number of quadrats). For
the three dominant SAV species (tape
grass, strap-leaf sag and Eurasian water
milfoil), computed attributes depicted
similar patterns of response to increased
salinity. Using abundance as the example,
abundance values computed for Eurasian
water milfoil followed patterns of raw
cover data (Figure 6). Abundance val ues of
strap-leaf sag were moderate to high at
mid-river stations in March 1998. Higher
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Table1l. Oligohaline Submerged Aquatic Vegetation of the Tidal Suwannee River.

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME SOURCE(S)
Cabomba caroliniana Cabomba 1
Ceratophyllum demersum Hornwort 1
Cladophora sp. agreen alga 2
Chara sp. Musk-grass, agreen aga 1
Egeria densa Brazilian elodea 1
Enteromorpha compressa agreen alga 1
Hydrilla verticillata Hydrilla 1
Hygrophila sp. Hygrophila 3

| soetes flaccida Riverbank quillwort 1
Ludwigia repens Red ludwigia 1,2
Myriophyllum brazliense Parrot’s feather 1
Myriophyllum spicatum Eurasian water milfail 1,2
Najas guadalupensis Common water nymph 1,2
Nymphaea mexicana Mexican water lily 1,2
Ruppia maritima Widgeon grass 4
Sagittaria kurziana Strap-leaf sag 1,2
Sagittaria subulata Dwarf arrowhead 1,2
Vallisneria americana Tapegrass 1,2
Zannichellia palustris Horned pondweed 5

Sources: 1, shoreline survey; 2, noted during 1998-99 cover study; 3, R. Mattson, SRWMD, personal commu-

nication; 4, noted during June 2000 cover study; 5, Clewell et a. (1999).
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Figure 5. Longitudinal dispersion of SAV species in the tida river, sorted by downstream range limit.

Dominance based on cover data. Data collected from January 1998 to January 1999.
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Figure 6. Mean cover of Eurasian water milfoil relative to river position and
sampling date. See text for explanation of cover values.

abundances were calculated in June and
September 1998 when strap-leaf sag
actually extended down-river to Station 4.
In January 99 abundance values were low
at the only two stations (8,11) where strap-
lesf sag was found. In June 2000
abundance values were very high but only
a Stations 9-11, and 15. By contrast,
abundance values for tape grass were
moderate to high at al stations along the
tidal river, during all sampling periods but
June 2000. Then, abundance values were
high where tape grass was found (Stations
7-11, and 17) but tape grass could not be
found at all at Stations 2—6. Results from
June 2000 showed that tape grass was very
abundant at surface salinities lower than
5.0 ppt.

Above-Ground Biomass: Highest tape
grass and strap-leaf sag biomasses oc-
curred at Station 6 and 8, respectively,
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whereas Stations 9 and 10 had highest
biomass of Eurasian water milfoil. All
species reached greatest biomass during
June 1998 and in genera all species
followed a seasonal pattern depicted in
Figure 7, in which increasing salinities
depressed above-ground biomass. The
contrast is most evident comparing June
1998 to June 2000.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Thetidal Suwannee River supports alarge
and productive SAV community domi-
nated by 3 species but including a dozen
other species with oligohaline and tidal-
fresh affinities. Standard biomass (kg/m?)
of al Suwannee species combined com-
pares favorably to published vaues
elsewhere in Florida and the world (Table
2). Within the Suwannee drainage, tidal
river biomass is comparable to that
measured at Ginnie Spring, but lower than
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Figure 7. Tota dry-weight, above-ground biomass values for tape grass, strap-leaf sag, and Eurasian water
milfoil, combined, relative to river position and sampling date. Contrast June 1998 to June 2000.

Table 2. Mean above-ground biomass of combined SAV species, kg/m?.

REGION RIVERSY STEM FRESH OVEN-DRY SOURCE
Suwannee Blue Sporing 035 Duarte & Canfield 1990
Drainage Ginmie Spring 7.20 same

Ichetucknee 10.78 same

Fanin Spring 1573 same

Manetee Spring 1143 same

ESTUARY 7.3* 0.72 THISSTUDY **
Horida Wadssa 1.0 Canfidd & Hoyer 1988

Wekiva 26 same

Aldfia 0.2 same

. Marks 39 same

Hill shorough 37 same

Lake Okeechabee

0.45 Hopson & Zimba 1992

Others Mohile Bay 0.14 Sout & Heck 1991

Missssppi River 0.2 Donnermeyer & Smart 1985

Ontario 0.25 Crowder et a. 1997

China 154 Guanet d. 1997

New SouthWales 0.57 Royle & King1991

*Based on a conversion provided by T.K. Frazier, University of Florida (pers. commun.)
**Calculated for biomass stations 4,6,8,9,10 in June 1998
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Figure 8. Schematic depiction of spatial patternsin species diversity and above-ground biomass for SAV inthe
tidal River. SAV grows upstream of the study area as small discontinuous patches of various species. Patterns

apply only to main river and distributary channels.

biomass measured at other springs.

Through studies during a period of high
climate variability, we have discovered the
tidal river's SAV community to possess
strong gradients in species richness and
plant abundance (Figure 8). A river reach
near the divergence of East and West
Passes contained the highest persistent
species richness and biomass values.
Hurricane and drought effectswere evident
in the reach but not as extensive or
continuous as observed in river reaches
closer to the Gulf of Mexico. From
evidence including record high and record
low flows, and ahurricane, salinity appears
to a stronger factor affecting SAV
dispersion and abundance than sediment
type or water clarity. In addition to average
sdinity conditions, salinity variation and
extremes may also be controlling factors.

Other studiesof natural variation and storm
effects demonstrate that introduction of
brackish water to reaches that historically
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have been tidal freshwater hasthe potential
to simplify the SAV community by
eliminating sensitive species. Purcell
(1977) found that seasona elevations of
salinity retarded Vallisneria in East Bay,
Florida, and it is clear from other studies
(Woodward-Clyde,1998) that seasonal
salinity increases are sufficient to regulate
the dispersion and abundance of tapegrass.
When the “Storm of the Century” drove
salt water into Kings Bay, Florida, tape
grass and several other species of
freshwater aguatic plants were greatly
reduced in abundance, but later returned
(Bishop and Canfield 1994).

Natural responses signify that permanently
reduced flows of the river will increase
sdlinity in the lower river and could cause
anupstream retreat and overall reduction of
SAV beds. Retreat could result as the
seaward limit of SAV moves upstream asa
result of salinity stress. Reduction could
result because Suwannee Sound lacks beds
of estuarine or marine species to recruit
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into the lower river if salinity rises—the
barren area of the Sound and delta shoals
could penetrate into the river, instead.

Introduction of brackish water to reaches
that historically have been tidal freshwater
has the potential to simplify the SAV
community by eliminating sensitive spe-
cies. The upstream SAV beds of the
Suwannee estuary havethe greatest species
richness owing to their tidal freshwater
situation. A loss of species in this
community might not reducetotal bed area,
but cover, biomass, and habitat-level
diversity could be affected adversely. In
worst cases of flow reduction from natural
or anthropogeni c causes, the habitat type of
tidal freshwater SAV bed could possibly
cease to exist altogether. To the extent that
it elevates sdinity in the lower river,
dredging of navigation channels could also
cause SAV retreat and reduction. With or
without flow reductions or channel
deepening, sea-level rise may pose special
problems for the maintenance of SAV in
the deltaic ecosystem of the lower
Suwannee River (Day et al., 1997).
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SEAGRASSRECOVERY IN WEST GALVESTON BAY

John Huffman

BACKGROUND
Submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) beds
have been all but extirpated from the
Galveston Bay system. Estimates of their
aerial coverage during the 1950s range
from 2,500 to 5,000 acres. West Bay
contained the most extensive seagrass
meadows with approximately 2,200 acres
of SAV beds, comprised primarily of
shoalgrass, Halodule wrightii. By 1989
seagrasses in West Bay were completely
eliminated and by 1993 only about 700
acres remained in the Gaveston Bay
system primarily in Christmas Bay (Figure
1). Their loss has been attributed to
numerous causes, including subsidence,

increased water column turbidity from
dredging, shrimp trawling, contaminant
discharges, chemical spills, or other factors
that reduced light attenuation or otherwise
inhibited SAV growth.

In 1995 numerous sites were identified
aong the south shoreline of West Bay that
were colonized naturally by wigeongrass,
Ruppia maritima. The growth of this
ephemeral SAV indicated that water clarity
or other environmental conditions may
have recovered to conditions suitable for
the restoration of permanent seagrasses in
West Bay.
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Figure 1. Galveston Bay system. In 1991 all remaining SAV bedswere found in Christmas
Bay in extreme SW corner of the system.
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Figure 2. Mechanical rakes at the power plant remove seagrass debris off the intake screens (left). Seagrass
wrack is continuously removed and landfilled (right).

OBJECTIVE

Seagrass wrack from the Laguna Madre
(largest areas of seagrasses on the Texas
south coast) composed of turtle grass
Thalassia testudinum, manatee grass
Syringodium filiforme, clovergrass
Halophila engelmanni and shoalgrass
collects in large amounts on the water
intake screens at the Centra Power and
Light Plant in Corpus Christi, Texas. The
seagrass that collects on the screens
consists primarily of dead leaf litter
throughout the year and is removed from
the screens and landfilled by the truckload
(refer to Figure 2). When feeding ducksand
typically stronger waves arrivein late fall,
the volume of wrack increases and more
viable seagrass materia is trapped on the
screens. The abjective of the project wasto
determine if seagrass wrack, collected
during these high load periods, could be
used to successfully restore seagrass beds.
The successful use of the seagrass wrack
would provide a very inexpensive and
simple method of SAV restoration in
Galveston Bay.

Broadcasting Seagrass Wrack
Two enclosures, 60 meters in diameter,
were constructed to detain the seagrass
wrack collected from the power plant. The
enclosures were built in areas where
widgeongrass had been found at the
Galveston Island State Park (Figure 3) in
West Bay. In October 1996, the Texas
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Coastal Program collected seagrass wrack
material and with help from Nationa
Marine Fisheries Service personnel
(NMFS), distributed the seagrass wrack
into each of the enclosures (Figure 4). It
was anticipated that the enclosures would
retain the material for approximately six
months. Small wooden stakes were also
placed within the enclosures to catch
drifting seagrass material and facilitate
establishment of viable pieces.

RESULTS

The enclosures were first inspected two
months after seagrass wrack was distrib-
uted. Portions of the fence were found cut
or damaged on siteinspectionsin February
and March 1997 and most wooden stakes
were missing. The fences were repaired
and some material was found remaining in
the enclosures. One plant was found
growing during the March visit. No
evidence of the introduced material was
subsequently seen and the fence enclosures
were removed about a year after their
construction.

In 1998, in preparation for a marsh
restoration project at the Galveston Island
State Park, several small patches of
clovergrasswerefirst discoveredinan area
dated for marsh terracing approximately
200 meters south of the oneenclosure. Asa
result of this discovery, the project was
revisedto avoidimpactstothese seagrasses.



Further surveys found more SAV beds
throughout the West Bay cove where the
two enclosures were located. Four years
after initial broadcasting of the seagrass
wrack, over forty acrestotal of clovergrass
and shoalgrass beds have recovered in the
Galveston Island State Park areaas seenin
December 2000 aerial photograph (Figure
5). Effortsto quantify the extent of SAV in
the Gaveston Island State Park are
continuing.

DISCUSSION
The rapid expansion of clovergrass and
shoalgrass from this project may be
attributed, at least in part, to an abundance
of seedsin thewrack material. Prior to this
project, no bedsof stargrasswerepresentin
West Bay and only small (lessthan 1 acre)
planted beds of shoalgrass exist. Reviews
of recent aeria photographs and field

Figure 3. Galveston Island State Park, December 1995, prior to seagrass and marsh restoration projects.
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Broadcasting
Sites

investigations have not identified the
colonization by clovergrass in any West
Bay coves other than the area planted by
this project. It is highly unlikely that any
material from existing SAV beds caused
such rapid colonization in the project area.
New projects underway will test this and
other methodsto restore seagrass meadows
to West Galveston Bay.

New Restoration Efforts
The presence of healthy seagrass beds
expanding in the area has encouraged new
efforts in seagrass restoration in West
Galveston Bay. Severd projects have been
initiated through the FWS' Texas Coastal
Program such as; a test of planting
techniques (the use of seagrasswrack, peat
pot plugs and mechanical injection
methods) by the NMFS, planting an
additional 2 acres with mechanical injec-
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Figure 4. Broadcasting seagrass wrack collected from the power plant
intake screen into an enclosure in West Galveston Bay. Fragments were
alowed to drift within the enclosure freely and settle to the substrate

naturally.

Broadcasting
stes

Mar sh
terraces

- g " d x
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Figureb5. Aeria photo of the seagrassestaken December 2000. Preliminary estimatesindicate that morethan 40
acres of seagrass (Halophila engelmanni and Halodule wrightii) have been re-established.
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tion in cooperation with Texas Parks and
Wildlife, and new aerial surveys and
monitoring. The recovery of SAVs at the
Galveston Island State Park has renewed
efforts and hopes of restoring some of the
2,200 acres of seagrasses that were lost in
West Galveston Bay. The results of these
projects will provide guidance for ex-
panded restoration effortsin the future.
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WATER DEPTH (MTL) AT THE DEEP EDGE OF
SEAGRASSMEADOWSIN TAMPA BAY
MEASURED BY GPS CARRIER-PHASE PROCESSING:
EVALUATION OF THE TECHNIQUE

J.O.R. Johansson

ABSTRACT

The Tampa Bay Estuary Program (TBEP) has selected seagrass restoration target
depthsfor each major bay segment at which adequate light conditions (20.5% of subsurface
PAR irradiance) shall be maintained to ensure seagrass growth and the long-term Tampa
Bay seagrass restoration goal of 15,400 ha. To evaluate the progress towards the goal,
information on today’ s seagrass depth distribution is needed. Specifically, a need exists to
accurately determine the water depth at the deep edge of the meadows for each seagrass
speciesin different sections of the bay.

A relatively simple technique that provides elevation measurements, related to the
mean tide level (MTL), of Tampa Bay seagrass meadows is described and evaluated. The
technique uses mapping grade differential Global Positioning System (GPS) carrier-phase
processing equipment that is currently owned by several TBEP partners.

The elevation of a specific seagrass location is determined by placing one GPS
instrument as a base station at a surveyed benchmark with a known elevation above MTL
and a second instrument at the seagrass site to be surveyed. Tests of measurement errors
indicate that the technique yields el evation measurementswith an error that islessthan +10
cm for survey sites located up to 10 km from bench mark sites.

Field evaluations of the technique that included measurements in the four major bay
segments and the deep edge of the three major Tampa Bay seagrass species, Halodule
wrightii, Thalassia testudinum, and Syringodium filiforme, were conducted at ten Tampa
Bay seagrass study sites.

The depth of the measured deep edges ranged from about -0.30 m MTL for H. wrightii
meadows in the upper section of Hillsborough Bay to near -2.0 m MTL for S filiforme
meadows on the southwestern side of Middle TampaBay. All sites surveyed had deep edge
elevations shallower than the TBEP seagrass restoration target depth for the respective bay
segment.

The estimated average percent of subsurfaceincident light available at the deep edges
of the surveyed seagrass meadow ranged from 59.8% to 28.9% for H. wrightii, from 19.0%
t0 16.9% for T. testudinum, and from 16.7% t016.2% for S. filiforme.

The differential GPS carrier-phase processing technique was field practicable and
measured seagrass el evations with acceptable quality. Thefield measurements provided an
important first step in understanding the current depth distribution of the major Tampa Bay
seagrass species. However, many more el evation measurements should be obtained to yield
amore complete understanding of the seagrass depth distribution in the bay.

REGISTERED TRADEMARKSAND DISCLAIMER
The following terms used in this report are registered trademarks of Trimble Navigation
Limited: Trimble, GPS Pathfinder, PRO XR, Pathfinder Office, Post-Processed Kinematic
GPS, and Phase Processor. The use of trade names or commercia products in this report
does not constitute endorsement or recommendation for use.

INTRODUCTION
The Tampa Bay Estuary Program (TBEP)
has adopted a long-term Tampa Bay
seagrass restoration goal of 15,400 ha,
which is approximately 95% of the
estimated Tampa Bay seagrass cover
present in 1950. Protection of the 10,400 ha
existing in 1994 and the restoration of an
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additional 5,000 ha will be accomplished
primarily through management of external
nitrogen loadings and bay water quality.

The Tampa Bay seagrass restoration goal
was established through a multistep
process that included the identification of
specific seagrass restoration areas from
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comparisons of ca. 1950 and 1990 high
altitude aerial photography. Areas that had
lost seagrass over the 40-year period and
that had not been physically atered to
prevent future seagrass recolonization
were selected for restoration (Janicki and
Wade 1996). It was further determined,
through field studies conducted in Lower
Tampa Bay, that Thalassia testudinum
required a minimum of 20.5% of sub-
surfaceirradianceto ensure healthy growth
(Dixon 2000). Thisfinding was adopted by
the TBEP as an overall Tampa Bay
seagrass light requirement target. Subse-
guently, water quality conditions and
external nitrogen loading rates required to
sustain aminimum of 20.5% of subsurface
irradiance at the seagrass restoration areas
inthemajor bay segmentswere determined
from empirical models (Janicki and Wade
1996).

To link the seagrass restoration areas with
the water quality and nitrogen loading
based light target, it was necessary to
determine to what depth seagrass grew in
1950. The 1950 seagrass depth distribution
was estimated from apparent seagrass
areas visible on ca1950 high altitude
vertical photographs that were overlaid on
NOAA National Ocean Survey (NOS)
sounding data collected between 1947 and
1958. The soundings were corrected to
mean tide level (MTL) (Janicki and Wade
1996).

Estimates of the 1950 seagrass depth
distribution were then used to devel op bay
segment specific seagrass target depths for
Tampa Bay (Janicki and Wade 1996). The
adopted approximate target depths were:
-1.0m(MTL) for Hillsborough Bay, -2.0m
(MTL) for Old TampaBay, -1.6 t0 -2.4 m
(MTL) for Middle Tampa Bay (depending
on sub-segment), and -2.5 m (MTL) for
Lower Tampa Bay (see Figure 1 for
location of bay segments). The TampaBay
seagrass restoration goal will be accom-
plished when the deep edges of the seagrass
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meadows, delineated from the Southwest
Florida Water Management District
(SWFWMD) high dtitude aerial photogra-
phy, eventually extend to these depths in
the respective bay segments.

The estimated 1950 Tampa Bay seagrass
depth distribution was important for the
development of the TBEP seagrass
restoration and protection goal. Likewise,
information on today’s seagrass depth
distribution is needed to evaluate the
progress of the seagrass restoration
process. Present-day depth information
would yield a comparison to the estimated
seagrass depth distribution in  1950.
However, more importantly, the present
seagrass depth information combined with
light attenuation data from routinely
conducted water quality monitoring pro-
grams could be used to caculate the
percentage of subsurface irradiance avail-
ablefor different seagrass speciesfound in
the different bay segments. This informa-
tion would relate current water quality
conditions to the TBEP seagrass restora-
tion goal and serveasacheck onthe Tampa
Bay resource-based management plan
(Johansson and Greening 2000). Also,
seagrass depth measurements could be
used to estimate specific seagrass species
light reguirements in the major bay
segments, and therefore, complement the
T. testudinum light requirement studies in
Lower Tampa Bay (Dixon 2000). Finaly,
seagrass elevation measurements would
also complement the cooperative Tampa
Bay permanent seagrass transect monitor-
ing program by providing elevation
reference points on the transects (see City
of Tampa 2000 and Avery et d. in prep).
These reference points could be used for
detailed measurements of seagrass eleva-
tions and aso to measure potentia
sediment losses or gains aong the
transects.

The present study evaluated a relatively
simple and practical field technique to
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Figure 1. Locations of seagrass elevation survey sites in Tampa Bay. Also shown are major bay
segments (HB=Hillsborough Bay; OTB=0ld Tampa Bay; MTB=Middle Tampa Bay [including

sub-segments]; and L TB=Lower Tampa Bay).

measure the depth to which seagrass
meadows extend in Tampa Bay. The
technique uses mapping grade differential
Global Positioning System (GPS) equip-
ment (Trimble Pathfinder PRO XR) to
measure elevations related to a defined
tidal datum (MTL). The current cost of the
system is approximately $11,000 and
several TBEP partners have purchased the
system. The study included evaluations of
measurement errors and numerous field
surveys that measured seagrass elevations
in the four major bay segments and for the
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three major Tampa Bay seagrass species,
Halodule wrightii, T. testudinum, and
Syringodium filiforme. Further, numerous
benchmark locations were inspected and
evaluated near the periphery of the bay for
suitability as GPS base station locations.

METHODS
Determination of Measurement Errors
Trimble specifications for the GPS
Pathfinder PRO XR system with carrier-
phase processing reports the accuracy of
position determinations, expressed as root
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mean squareerror (RMS), as10cm + 5 ppm
with 20 minutes of satellite tracking
(occupation time). The 5 ppm error is
caused by the distance between the base
and therover stations (baseline) and equals
0.5 cm of error for each kilometer of
separation. To achieve 10 cm + 5 ppm
accuracy, aminimum of 5 satellites should
be tracked. PDOP (position dilution of
precision), which is a measure of the
current satellite geometry, should belessor
equal to 6; thesignal to noiseratio, whichis
a measure of the of the strength of the
satellite signal relative to the background
noise, should beless or equal to 6; and the
satellite elevation mask, which excludes
satellites low on the horizon, should be set
at 15 degrees. Further, optimal accuracy is
obtained by collecting datain an environ-
ment that has a clear view of the sky and
that is devoid of large reflective surfaces,
such as buildings, that extend above the
satellite elevation mask.

The Trimble specificationsdo not differen-
tiate between horizontal and vertical
accuracy levels for carrier-phase process-
ing. However, a report that characterizes
the accuracy of the Trimble PRO XR
receiver (Trimble 1997) states that the

vertical error for carrier-phase processing
solutions is similar to the horizontal error.
The report also shows that the accuracy
increases with increasing occupation time.
As shown in Figure 2, modified from
Trimble (1997), an error of lessthan 5 cm
RMS can be expected with an occupation
time of 30 min. For these tests, Trimble
used arelatively short baseline (lessthan 1
km), 5 or more satellites, a maximum
PDOP of 4, and the satellite elevation mask
set at 15 degreesfor therover station and at
10 degrees for the base station.

Thirty-five tests were conducted over
several days on the roof of the City of
TampaBay Study Group (COT) laboratory
to specificaly test the vertical measure-
ment performance of the PRO XR system
(Fig. 3). This location provided a clear
view of the sky and lacked potentially
interfering reflective surfaces. Two PRO
XR instruments were placed on the roof at
a location with a known MTL elevation.
The phase centers (the location within the
antennawherethereceiver detectsthe GPS
signal) of the two antennas were located at
near identical elevationsand separated less
than 1.0 m horizontally. One instrument
was used as a base station and the other asa
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Figure2. Performanceof the Trimble Phase Processor v.2 softwarewiththe
GPS Pathfinder PRO XR system according to Trimble (1997). Figure
modified from Trimble (1997). Horizontal errors are shown; however,
Trimble(1997) statesthat vertical and horizontal errorsaresimilar for phase

processed solutions.



Seagrass Meadow Deep Edge Measured by GPS Carrier-Phase Processing

Figure 3. Trimble Pathfinder PRO XR instruments located on the roof of the City of Tampa
Bay Study Group laboratory during tests of vertical measurement errors.
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Figure 4 Example of quick plan graph from Trimble Pathfinder Office v.2.1. Excellent data
collection windows (minimum of 6 satellites[ SV] and maximum PDOP of 3) are shown as hatched

bars.
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rover station. The instruments were
configured to the Trimble recommenda-
tions (see above and Trimble 1996). As
recommended in the Trimble manual, the
base station instrument had the satellite
elevation mask set at 10 degrees. Further,
predicted daily satellite schedules were
examined prior to testing to ensure
optimum data collection periods (Fig. 4).
Generaly, periods with a minimum of 6
available satellitesand aPDOP of lessthan
3 were selected for data collections. These
requirements should provide measure-
ments with an accuracy comparable to that
reported by Trimble (1997). The satellite
data collection period for the 35 tests
ranged from 30 to 41 minutes.

The potential baseline errors affecting the
seagrass elevation measurements in the
current study were not tested specifically
(seebelow). Thiserror wasassumed to be 5
ppm, or 0.5 cm for each kilometer of
separation between the base and rover
stations, as specified by Trimble (1997).

Seagrass elevation measurements were
replicated with n>2 a four specific
seagrass sites to estimate the variability of
field measurements, including variations
caused by GPSerrorsand other errors, such
as antenna height measurements. At one of

these sites, measurementswererepeated on
two separate dates with the base station
located a two different benchmark
locations.

M easurements of Seagrass Elevations
A total of 38 seagrass elevation measure-
ments were performed in Tampa Bay
between October 1999 and February 2000
(Table 1). Measurements were conducted
at ten general areas in the four major bay
segments (Fig. 1). Most study areas were
located at, or close to, an established
Tampa Bay fixed seagrass transect (see
Avery 2000; Avery et a. in prep; City of
Tampa 2000) and included different
seagrass species when present. Two study
areas were located in Hillsborough Bay,
four in Old Tampa Bay, three in Middle
TampaBay, and onein Lower TampaBay.
Of the 38 measurements, 21 were
conducted on H. wrightii, 8 on T. tes
tudinum, and 9 on S filiforme. Twenty-nine
measurements were conducted at distinc-
tive deep edges of either large seagrass
areas (meadows) or isolated smaller areas
(patches) that were visible on recent, most
often 1999, aerial photographs. The
remaining nine measurements were done
in seagrass areas other than the defined
deep edge. These included measurements
near the center of H. wrightii and T.

Tablel. Location of GPS seagrass €l evation survey sitesin TampaBay, including the number of measurements
conducted for each surveyed seagrass species (see Fig. 1 for locations of study sites).

SEAGRASS SPECIES

LOCATION BAY SEGMENT (number of surveys)

Bayshore HB H. wrightii (4)

Kitchen HB H. wrightii (9)

Long Branch OTB H. wrightii (1)

Big Island oTB H. wrightii (2)

Bel Mar Shores oTB S filiforme (1); T. testudinum (1)

Picnic Island OoTB S filiforme (2); T. testudinum (1)

Wolf Branch MTB H. wrightii (4); T. testudinum (4)
Coffeepot Bayou MTB S filiforme (mixed with sparse T. testudinum) (2)
Coquina Key MTB S filiforme (2)

Port Manatee LTB H. wrightii (1); S filiforme (2); T. testudinum (2)
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testudinum patches;, and at the shallow
edge of a H. wrightii meadow in Hills-
borough Bay.

Prior to conducting the field measurements
a the selected seagrass areas, suitable
benchmarks had to be located, preferably
within 5 km of the survey sitesin order to
minimize the baseline error. Several
publications and sources of benchmarks
were examined; however, NOS tidal
benchmarks were the primary type used
(see www.opsd.nos.noaa.gov). The NOS
benchmarks are referenced to mean lower
low water and mean high water; however,
the MTL elevation can easily be calculated
from thetide station data provided for each
set of benchmarks. The NOS benchmarks
are not directly referenced to the National
Geodetic Vertica Datum (NGVD)-29
datum, although, several tide stations (e.g.
St. Petersburg and Ballast Point) have been
tied to NGVD-29. The lack of a direct
referenceto NGV D-29 for someof thetidal
benchmarks used was not of concern since
the purpose of the study wasto estimate the
depth of the water above the seagrass
meadows at the MTL.

After the selection of asuitable benchmark
location, it was necessary to visit the
benchmark site and locate (recover) the
specific marker to be used and aso to
determinethat the location was suitablefor
GPS observations (i.e. a relatively open
areawith a clear view of the sky and with
no large reflective surfaces nearby). Most
benchmark locations were not directly
useable for GPS observations and a
suitable location for the base station had to
be marked and offset from the benchmark
by using standard level (Carl Zeiss Ni2)
and rod surveying techniques. All offset
distances were relatively short (<200m)
and all level readings were duplicated.

Elevation measurements at the ten selected
seagrass study sites (Fig. 1) followed the
establishment of base stations. Figure 5 is

157

an aerial photograph of the Kitchen area of
Hillsborough Bay that is shown as an
example of the seagrass study sites. The
photo shows the approximate locations of
the seagrass elevation measurements. The
specific locations to be measured within
each seagrass study site (most often the
deep edge of the meadow), were deter-
mined in the field by comparing aerial
photographs of the area with on-site
observations. The majority of the deep
edge seagrass study siteshad avery distinct
and easily defined deep edge of the
meadow, but several sites had sparse (low
shoot density) seagrass coverage that
extended from the edge of the meadow into
deeper waters. This sparse seagrass
coverage was not considered to be part of
the defined meadow.

Typical set-ups of the GPS instruments for
measurements of the deep edge of seagrass
meadows areillustrated in Figures 6 and 7.
The base station was placed with its
antenna verticaly above the benchmark
and therover station was placed on atripod
above the sea surface with its antenna
vertically above the seagrass edge to be
measured. As illustrated in Figure 6, the
base station antenna height (A), i.e. the
distance between the antenna phase center
and the center of the benchmark, was
measured using a weighted metric tape
measure, and recorded. Similarly, therover
station antennaheight (C), i.e., thedistance
between the antenna phase center and the
top of the sediment at the seagrass site, was
also measured and recorded. The instru-
ments were configured to Trimble recom-
mendations (Trimble 1996) and the daily
satellite schedule was examined prior to
data collections to ensure optimum data
collection periods (see above). Static
satellite observations were conducted for a
period sufficiently long to ensure that the
two stations collected at | east 30 minutes of
overlapping data (see addendum for an
updated and more efficient method of
satellite data collections).
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Figure5. Vertical photograph of the Kitchen areain Hillsborough Bay taken on October 26, 1999. The symbols
show the approximate locations of the GPS seagrass elevation survey sites.

The collected satellite data was analyzed
using the Trimble software products
Pathfinder Office v.2.1 and Phase Proces-
sorv.2. Thesoftwarecalculated therel ative
elevation difference between the two
antennas (D in Fig. 6). Since the MTL
elevation of the benchmark (B) was known
and the antenna heights (A and C) had been
measured inthefield, the M TL el evation of
the deep edge of the seagrass meadow (X)
could easily be caculated using the
equation shown in Figure 6.

RESULTS
Measurement Errors
Results from the 35 tests conducted on the
roof of the laboratory to determine
elevation measurement errors of the PRO
XR system are shown in Figure 8. As
previously discussed, the two instruments
were assumed to be at identical elevation
during all tests, i.e. the true elevation
difference was 0 m. Measured elevation
differencesranged between +6.0cmto-2.7
cm. The average difference of the 35 tests
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was 0.2 cm (STD 2.1 cm). The 95%
confidence interval ranged from 0 to 0.9
cm, suggesting that the confidence interval
contains the actual elevation 95% of the
time.

The baseline error introduced during these
tests was near zero since the two antennas
were separated by less than 1.0 m.
However, the potential baseline error must
be considered during field measurements.
Trimble reports this error to be 0.5 cm for
each kilometer of separation between the
base and rover stations. The baseline
distance should, therefore, be kept as short
as possible. Baseline distances used during
the seagrass elevation study ranged from
0.12 km to 10.6 km, resulting in potential
baseline errors ranging from 0.1 cm to 5.3
cm. Theaverage baselinedistance of the 38
field measurements was 3.5 km.

Results from the replicated seagrass
elevation measurements with n>2 are
discussed below.
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——

BASE STATION BASTE LINE ROVER STATHNH

X=C+D-A-B

Figure6. Schematic of typical GPS stations set-up during el evation measurements. A =base station
antenna height; B = benchmark elevation above MTL tidal stage; C = rover station antenna height;
D = Relative elevation difference between base station and rover station antennas; X = Calculated
elevation of the deep seagrass edge.

Figure7. Field set-upsof base (A) and rover (B) stationsduring GPS seagrass el evation measurementsin Tampa
Bay.
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CALCULATED ELEVATION DIFFERENGE. cm
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Figure 8. Results from 35 tests of vertical measurement errors conducted on the roof of the City
of Tampa Bay Study Group laboratory using two Pathfinder PRO XR instruments. The true
elevation difference between the instruments was 0 cm.

Seagrass Elevations
Results from the 38 seagrass elevation
measurements at the ten selected seagrass
study sites are shown in Table 2. The
shallowest deep edge of the H. wrightii
meadows was in the upper section of
Hillsborough Bay (-0.30t0 -0.34 m MTL)
and at intermediate depths in the lower
Hillsborough Bay and the northeastern area
of Middle Tampa Bay, just south of
Hillsborough Bay (-0.48t0-0.58 m MTL).
The deepest H. wrightii surveyed was
found at similar depthsat Big Island in Old
Tampa Bay and at Port Manatee in Lower
TampaBay (-0.71t0-0.76 m MTL). Deep
edges of T. testudinum meadows occurred
at similar depths at Bel Mar Shores in
eastern Old Tampa Bay and at Port
Manatee. Depths for these edges ranged
from -1.53 m MTL at Bel Mar Shores to
-1.73 m MTL at Port Manatee. Isolated
patches of T. testudinum located on the
shallow sandbar at Picnic Island and the
Wolf Branch area were found at consider-
ably shallower elevations (-0.53t0-0.90 m
MTL). Deep edgesof S. filiforme meadows
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also occurred at similar depths at the sites
in eastern Old Tampa Bay and at Port
Manatee. Depths of these edges ranged
from-1.19to0 -1.46 m MTL. However, the
deepest S filiforme edgeswere measured at
the two sites on the western side of Middle
Tampa Bay. At Coffeegpot Bayou the deep
edge was between-1.79 and -1.81 m MTL
and at Coquina Key between -1.93 and
-1.96 m MTL. The latter depths were the
deepest seagrass elevations measured in
this study.

Results from the four seagrass sites with
replicated (n>2) elevation measurements
(Table 2) show that the standard deviation
of the determined elevationsranged from 3
to 4 cm. The coefficient of variation for
these measurements ranged from 4.1% to
7.7%. At one of these sites, the offshore bar
intheKitcheninsoutheastern Hillsborough
Bay, four measurementswere conductedin
the center of different H. wrightii patches.
Two of these measurements were per-
formed with the base station located in
Simmons Park, approximately 10.6 km
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Table 2. Results of GPS seagrass el evation measurements conducted for different seagrass speciesin different
sections of Tampa Bay. Elevation expressed as mean tide level (MTL).

ELEVATION (MTL)

SEAGRASS SPECIES BAY NUMBER of (m)

LOCATION SEGMENT SURVEY'S Average Range STD
H.WRIGHTII :

Bayshore North; Deep Edge of Meadow HB 1 -0.30

Bayshore South; Deep Edge of Meadow HB 1 -0.34

Bayshore South; Patch Offshore Bar HB 1 -0.65

Bayshore South; Shallow Edge of Meadow  HB 1 -0.20

Kitchen; Deep Edge of Meadow HB 5 -0.52 -0.48t0-0.58 0.04
Kitchen; Patches Offshore Bar HB 4 -0.73 -0.69t0-0.77  0.03
Long Branch; Deep Edge of Meadow oTB 1 -0.65

Big Island; Deep Edge of Meadow oTB 2 -0.74 -0.71t0 -0.76

Wolf Branch; Deep Edge of Meadow MTB 4 -0.52 -0.50t0 -0.57  0.03
Port Manatee; Deep Edge of Meadow LTB 1 -0.72

T. TESTUDINUM:

Bel Mar Shores; Deep Edge of Meadow oTB 1 -1.53

Picnic Island; Deep Edge of Patch oTB 1 -0.90

Wolf Branch; Deep Edge of Patch MTB 1 -0.76

Wolf Branch; Center of Patches MTB 3 -0.57 -0.53t0-0.59 0.03
Port Manatee; Deep Edge of Meadow LTB 2 -1.6 -1.54t0-1.73

S. FILIFORME:

Bel Mar Shores; Deep Edge of Meadow oTB 1 -1.42

Picnic Island; Deep Edge of Meadow oTB 2 -1.33 -1.19to -1.46
Coffeepot Bayou; Deep Edge of Meadow MTB 2 -1.80 -1.79t0-1.81
Coquina Key; Deep Edge of Meadow MTB 2 -1.95 -1.93t0-1.96

Port Manatee; Deep Edge of Meadow) LTB 2 -1.2 -1.14t0-1.27

from the seagrass site. The other two
measurements were performed on a
different date and with the base station
located on Hillsborough Bay spoil island
3-D, approximately 2.7 km from the
seagrasssite. The seagrass patch elevations
based on the Simmons Park benchmark
were -0.73 and -0.77 m MTL; elevations
based on the 3-D benchmark were -0.69
and -0.73m MTL.

DISCUSSION
Technique Evaluation

Results from tests of measurement errors
conducted by Trimble (Trimble 1997) and
the present study suggest that the technigue
using PRO XR instruments and Phase
Processor software will yield seagrass
€levation measurements with an error less
than £10 cm for survey sites located up to
10km from benchmark sites.

Further, the field evauation of the
technique, which included measurements
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of the deep edge of the three major Tampa
Bay seagrass species, H. wrightii, T.
testudinum, and S filiforme in the four
major bay segments, found the method to
be practica. Excellent replication of
elevations was obtained when severd
measurements were taken in the same
general area and aso when different
benchmarks were used.

Seagr ass Elevations
First, it should be recognized that the
present study was primarily designed to
evaluate the GPS carrier-phase processing
technique and that seagrass elevation
measurements were conducted at alimited
number of Tampa Bay seagrass sites.
Although deep edge elevation measure-
ments were conducted in al four major
Tampa Bay segments and measurements
included thethree major seagrass species, a
much more intensive effort is required
before comprehensive conclusions should
be formulated about the Tampa Bay
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seagrass depth distribution. Elevation
measurements should be conducted at
most, if not al, of the nearly 60 seagrass
monitoring transects included in the
Tampa Bay cooperative seagrass monitor-
ing program. However, recognizing the
limitations of the present study, several
interesting findings warrant further discus-
sion.

The deep edge elevations of the measured
seagrass meadows ranged from -0.30 m
MTL for H. wrightii in the upper portion of
Hillsborough Bay to -1.96 m MTL for S
filiforme near Pinellas Point in Middle
TampaBay. Further, al sitesvisited in the
present study had deep edge elevations
shallower than the TBEP seagrass restora-
tion target depth for the respective bay
segment. The greatest deviation from the
target depth was found at the Long Branch
and Big Island sitesin western Old Tampa
Bay, where the deep edges of the H.
wrightii meadows were about 1.30 m
shallower thanthe-2.0mMTL target depth
selected for this bay segment. The least
deviation was found at three sites: the H.
wrightii meadow in the Kitchen in
southeastern Hillsborough Bay; the T.
testudinum meadow at Bel Mar Shores in
eastern Old TampaBay; and the S filiforme
meadow at Coquina Key in southwestern
Middle Tampa Bay. These three areas had
deep edgesthat were approximately 0.50m
shallower than the respective bay segment
targets.

Similar deep edge depthswerefound for al
three seagrass species at the Old Tampa
Bay sites and the Port Manatee site in
Lower Tampa Bay. This was surprising,
considering the distance of these areas
from the mouth of Tampa Bay. The Old
Tampa Bay sites are approximately 50 km
from the mouth of the bay, while the
corresponding distance for the Port
Manatee site is only about 20 km. It could
be expected that water quality and light
attenuation at the Port Manatee site would
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be superior due to its relative closeness to
the Gulf of Mexico, and therefore, would
allow seagrass to grow deeper at this site.
Analysis of Hillsborough County Environ-
mental Protection Commission (HCEPC)
water quality monitoring data, averaged
over the last six years, generally supports
this hypothesis. Light extinction (Secchi
Disk depth), chlorophyll a concentrations,
and water color were all considerably
lower near the Port Manatee site as
compared to the Old Tampa Bay sites.
However, turbidity was dightly higher
near the Port Manatee site.

Additional elevation measurements of
Lower Tampa Bay seagrass meadows may
find deeper seagrass edges in this bay
segment. Dixon (2000) conducted light
requirement studies at T. testudinum sites
in Lower Tampa Bay that ranged in depth
from-1.98 to -2.37 m MTL. These depths,
which were estimated from sea surface
observations, are approximately 0.3 to 0.6
m deeper than the T. testudinum meadows
surveyed at the Port Manatee site.

Light Availability

Light attenuation measurements of the
water column directly above the deep
edges of seagrass meadows in Tampa Bay
are scarce. Light measurements are most
often collected at deeper Tampa Bay sites
during routine water quality monitoring.
Light attenuation at the seagrass survey
sites was therefore estimated from deeper
site data. This method was previously used
by the TBEP to establish the Tampa Bay
seagrass restoration target (Janicki and
Wade 1996; also see Giesen et al. 1990). In
our study, monthly HCEPC Secchi Disk
depths for the period 1994-99 collected
near the seagrass elevation survey sites
were converted to light attenuation (K , )
values using bay segment-specific factors
derived from concurrent Secchi Disk depth
and PAR measurements by the COT at
deep sites for the same six-year period
(Table3and Fig. 9).
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Table3. HCEPC and COT water quality monitoring stationsthat were used to estimatethe averagewater column
light attenuation at the seagrass elevation survey sitesin Tampa Bay for the six year period 1994-99.

HCEPC COT SECCHI DEPTH
WATER QUALITY and BAY SEAGRASS SURVEY
STATIONS PAR STATIONS SEGMENT LOCATION
6 and 7 4,12,17, 18, 19, and 20 HB Bayshore
73 4,12,17, 18, 19, and 20 HB Kitchen
65 40 OTB Long Branch
66 40 OoTB Big Island
50 and 51 40 OoTB Bel Mar Shores
33 and 36 40 OoTB Picnic Island
81 13 and 23 MTB Wolf Branch
32 13 and 23 MTB Coffeepot Bayou
28 13 and 23 MTB Coquina Key
90 95 LTB Port Manatee

Figure9. Location of HCEPC water quality monitoring stations (E) located near seagrass
elevation survey sites(seeFig. 1). Also shown are COT stations (C) that, since 1994, have
concurrently measured PAR attenuation coefficient and Secchi disk depth information.
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The percentage of subsurface light remain- all four bay segmentsranged from 59.8%to
ing at the sediment surface at the deep edge 28.9% of subsurfaceincident light and was
of the seagrass meadows can be estimated substantially above the adopted TBEP

from K., and the seagrass elevation seagrass restoration light target of 20.5%.
measurements using the Lambert-Beer Deep edges of T. testudinum at Bel Mar
equation: Shores in Old Tampa Bay and Port
l,=1,*e™ Manatee in Lower Tampa Bay appeared to

receive less light than the target, 19.0% to

WherelzztheincidentIightatdepth zl,= 16.9%. The deep edges of S filiforme
theincident Ilght]USt below thesurface; k = meadows at Coquina Key and Coffeepot
the diffuse PAR Ilght attenuation coeffi- Bayou in Middle Tampa Bay received the
cient; and z = the depth (asm MTL) at I, . least amount of light of all study sites,

16.7% and 16.2%, respectively.

The estimated average percent of subsur-

face incident light available at the deep  As discussed above, the estimated light
edges of the seagrass meadows over the  availability at the deep edge of the seagrass
six-year period 1994-99 for the different  meadows was calculated from Secchi disk
seagrass survey sites and seagrass species  depth and PAR light attenuation data from
isshown in Table 4. The availablelight & the HCEPC and COT routinely conducted
the deep edges of H. wrightii meadowsin  \yater quality monitoring programs at deep

Table4. Estimated percentage of annual average subsurfaceirradiance (PAR) remaining at the sediment surface
at the deep edge of seagrass meadows (or patches in areas lacking larger meadows) in Tampa Bay. The light
attenuation coefficient (K, .), used to calcul ate subsurfaceirradiance (%PAR), was estimated from the average
199499 Secchi disk depth at HCEPC water quality monitoring stationslocated near seagrass study sitesand the
COT bay segment specific light attenuation measurements for the same period.

PERCENT OF SUBSURFACE
ANNUAL AVERAGE PAR REMAINING AT

SEAGRASS SPECIES BAY ATTENUATION COEFFICIENT SEDIMENT SURFACE (%PAR)
LOCATION SEGMENT (K (M) Average Range
H.WRIGHTII:
Bayshore North HB -1.72 59.8
Bayshore South HB -1.72 55.4
Kitchen HB -1.59 44.0 39.91046.8
Long Branch OoTB -1.91 28.9
Big Island oTB -1.54 323 30.9t0 33.7
Wolf Branch MTB -1.13 55.6 52.41t057.1
Port Manatee LTB -1.02 47.8
T. TESTUDINUM:
Bel Mar Shores OoTB -1.16 16.9
Picnic Island (patch) oTB -1.10 371
Wolf Branch (patch) MTB -1.13 425
Port Manatee LTB -1.02 19.0 17.1t0 20.9
S. FILIFORME:
Bel Mar Shores oTB -1.16 19.2
Picnic Island oTB -1.10 236 200to 27.1
Coffeepot Bayou MTB -1.01 16.2 16.0to 164
Coquina Key MTB -0.92 16.7 16.5t0 16.9
Port Manatee LTB -1.02 294 27.3t031.4
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water sites. A limited amount of water
guality information is available for the
shallow nearshore areasin TampaBay that
can be used to eval uate the assumption that
water quality of the shallow areasissimilar
to the deep areas. The COT has measured
chlorophyll a and turbidity at five sites
located on the nearshore sandbars in
Hillsborough Bay on a monthly schedule
since 1995. Three of these sites are located
near deeper water quality monitoring
stations. A comparison between the
shallow and deeper sites showed no
consistent difference in chlorophyll a
concentrations. Turbidity, on the other
hand, was often higher and morevariableat
the shallow sites. Turbidity peaks in the
shallow areas were often associated with
strong wind events. The limited compari-
son from Hillsborough Bay suggests that
the shallow and deeper water column light
climate may at times be substantialy
different. Therefore, the use of water
guality data from deep sites for estimating
water column light attenuation at the
seagrass meadows needs to be evauated
further by additional deep and shallow
water quality comparisons.

The average percent of subsurfaceincident
light available at the deep edges of the
seagrass meadows shown in Table 4 may
not correspond to the minimum light
requirement for maintaining sustained
growth of the different Tampa Bay
seagrass species. Determination of mini-
mum light requirements for Tampa Bay
seagrass species was beyond the scope of
this study. Additional work is required to
resolve uncertainties about extrapolating
light availability data to seagrass light
reguirements. These uncertainties include,
but are not limited to:

1. Light attenuation of the water column
over the seagrass meadows may be
different than that estimated from deep
water data (see above).

2. Thetimeperiod (six years) selected for
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calculating theaveragelight attenuation
of thewater column above the seagrass
meadow in this study may not properly
reflect the lag-time of seagrass growth
responseto changesinlight availability.
Thetime-lag may be shorter or longer.
Seasonal light availability, specifically
during the active seagrass growing
season, may be more appropriate for
estimating minimum seagrass light
requirements than annual averaged
values.

Epiphytic growth on the seagrass
blades may have caused additional
reductions in light availability.

Recommendations for Future Studies
Recently, seagrass recovery has stagnated
in several areas of Tampa Bay, despite
ambient water quality and light availability
conditions that appear adequate to support
continued seagrass expansion. As shown
above, the deep edges of the H. wrightii
meadows in the Kitchen in southeastern
Hillsborough Bay and the Wolf Branch
area in eastern Middle Tampa Bay were
estimated to receive an average 44% and
57% of the incident light, respectively.
These light levels are considerably greater
than the 20.5% light target adopted by the
TBEP; however, no expansion of these
meadows into deeper water have occurred
over the last three to four years.

Many factorsmay limit seagrass expansion
in Tampa Bay in addition to water quality.
Lewisetd. (1985) discussed theimportance
of an offshore unvegetated sandbar that
separates the main seagrass meadow from
the open bay waters, to protect the seagrass
meadow by reducing wave impacts from
storms and ship traffic. Destabilization and
theultimate loss of the bar may result inthe
shoreward migration of the seagrass
meadow. However, studies examining the
dynamicsof the shallow sand barsand their
interaction with the development of
seagrass meadows are lacking for Tampa

Bay.
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Additional elevation measurements are
recommended to learn more about the
seagrassdepth distribution and thedynamics
of the shallow sandbarsin TampaBay. The
GPS carrier-phase processing technique
could be used at most, if not al, of the 60+
baywide seagrass monitoring transects
included in the cooperative Tampa Bay
seagrass monitoring program to accurately
and quickly determine the transect depth
profiles (see addendum). Further, deep
edge elevation measurements for the
different seagrass species found on each
transect could easily beincluded during the
depth profile measurements.

The proposed periodically conducted
elevation measurements will provide
important information to complement the
biennial high dtitude aerial seagrass
photography conducted by SWFWMD
and the annua cooperative Tampa Bay
seagrass transect monitoring program.
Combined, the three programs would
become a powerful tool for evaluating the
progress of the Tampa Bay water quality
and seagrass restoration effort.

CONCLUSIONS
Evaluations of measurement errors suggest
that the GPS carrier-phase processing
technique will yield seagrass elevation
measurements with an error less than +10
cm for survey sites located up to 10 km
from benchmark sites. Further, repetitive
elevation measurements (n>2) conducted
at four specific seagrass areasresulted in a
standard deviation of the determined
elevationsthat ranged from3to4cmand a
coefficient of variation that ranged from
4.1%1t0 7.7%.

Elevation measurements at ten Tampa Bay
seagrass study sites found relatively
shallow deep edgesof H. wrightii meadows
in the upper section of Hillsborough Bay
(-0.30t0-0.34 mMTL) and at intermediate
depths in the lower Hillsborough Bay and
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a the Wolf Branch area in northeastern
Middle Tampa Bay, just south of
Hillsborough Bay (-0.48t0 -0.58 m MTL).
The deepest H. wrightii surveyed was at
Big Idland in western Old Tampa Bay and
a Port Manatee in eastern Lower Tampa
Bay (-0.71t0-0.76 mMTL). Deep edges of
T. testudinum meadows ranged from -1.53
m MTL at Bel Mar Shores in eastern Old
Tampa Bay to -1.73 m MTL at Port
Manatee. | solated patches of T. testudinum
located on the shallow sandbar at Picnic
Island in southeastern Old Tampa Bay and
the Wolf Branch areawere at considerably
shalower elevations (-0.53 to -0.90 m
MTL). Deep edgesof S filiforme meadows
in eastern Old Tampa Bay and Port
Manatee ranged from -1.19 to -1.46 m
MTL. However, the deepest S. filiforme
edges were found outside the well-
developed offshore sandbars at Coffeepot
Bayou and Coquina Key on the western
side of Middle Tampa Bay. The depth of
these edgesranged between-1.79and-1.81
m MTL at Coffeepot Bayou and between
-1.93 and -1.96 m MTL at Coquina Key.
The latter measurements were the deepest
seagrass elevations recorded in this study.

All survey sites had deep edge elevations
shallower than the TBEP seagrass
restoration target depth for the respective
bay segment. The greatest deviation from
the target depth was found in western Old
TampaBay, where the deep edges of the H.
wrightii meadows were about 1.30 m
shallower than the -2.0 m MTL target
depth selected for this bay segment. The
least deviation was found at three sites: the
H. wrightii meadow in southeastern
Hillsborough Bay; the T. testudinum
meadow at Bel Mar Shores in eastern Old
TampaBay; and the S. filiforme meadow at
Coquina Key in southwestern Middle
Tampa Bay. These three areas had deep
edges that were approximately 0.50 m
shallower than the respective bay segment
targets.
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The average percent of subsurfaceincident
light available at the deep edges of H.
wrightii meadows ranged from 59.8% to
28.9% and was substantially above the
adopted TBEP seagrass restoration light
target of 20.5%. Deep edges of T.
testudinum at Bel Mar Shores and Port
Manatee appeared to receivelesslight than
the target (19.0% to 16.9%). The deep
edges of S filiforme meadows at Coquina
Key and Coffeepot Bayou received the
least amount of light of all study sites,
16.7% and 16.2%, respectively.

The field evaluation of the GPS carrier-
phase processing technique provided an
important first step in understanding the
current depth distribution of the major
Tampa Bay seagrass species. However,
many more el evation measurements should
be conducted to yield a more complete
understanding of the seagrass depth
distribution in the bay.

Recently, seagrass recovery has stagnated
in several areas of Tampa Bay, despite
ambient water quality and light availability
conditions that appear adequate to support
continued seagrass expansion. One theory
proposed for the poor expansion focuseson
theimportance of the offshore unvegetated
sandbar to protect the main seagrass
meadow from wave action and to alow
seagrass to expand into deeper waters.
However, studies examining the dynamics
of the shalow sand bars and their
interaction with the development of
seagrass meadows are lacking for Tampa

Bay.

Additional €elevation measurements are
recommended to learn more about the
seagrassdepth distribution and thedynamics
of the shallow sand barsin TampaBay. The
GPS carrier-phase processing technique
could be used at mogt, if not al, of the 60+
bay-wide seagrass monitoring transects
included in the cooperative Tampa Bay
seagrass monitoring program to accurately
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and quickly determine the transect depth
profiles. Further, deep edge elevation
measurements for the different seagrass
species found on each transect could easily
be included during the depth profile
measurements.

The proposed elevation measurementswill
provide important information to
compliment the biennial high altitude
aeria seagrass photography conducted by
SWFWMD and the annua cooperative
bay-wide seagrass transect monitoring
program conducted by the TBEP partners.
Combined, the three programs would
become a powerful tool for evaluating the
progress of the Tampa Bay water quality
and seagrass restoration effort.

ADDENDUM
Trimble recently distributed an upgraded
version of the Pathfinder Office software
(version 2.70), which includes software
that calculates “ Post-Processed Kinematic
GPS’ solutions. The upgraded software, in
contrast to that used for processing the data
in the current study (Phase Processor v.2),
doesnot requirethat the GPSrover receiver
remains static during the satellite data
recording period. Horizontal and vertical
positions can therefore be collected “on-
the-fly”, which alows for much more
productive field surveys. For example,
instead of obtaining a single elevation
measurement during a static 30-minute
data collection period (as used in the
current study), the new technique can
provide 360 measurements (withasampling
interval of 5 s) during the sametime period.

The “on-the-fly” technique is currently
being tested for measurement errors by the
COT. However, preliminary results agree
with Trimble specifications, which state
that the kinematic method is as accurate as
the static method.

The greatly increased number of data
pointsthat can be collected inthefield with
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the “on-the-fly” method will alow for
much more efficient and productive
seagrass elevation studies, as well as for
other studies requiring highly accurate
vertical and/or horizontal position
information. For exampl e, seagrass species
zonation with depth and elevation profiles
of the permanent seagrass transects can
easily and quickly be determined.
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ON DEFINING THE “EDGE” OF A SEAGRASSBED

R. Virnstein, W. Avery, J.O.R. Johansson

Need for a definition of the “edge” of a
seagrass bed:
The edge is the basis for:

1. Total acreage of seagrass.

2. Change detection, both by ground-
based transects and mapping from
aeria photos.

3. Seagrass restoration targets; assess-

ments of progress may be based on a
comparison of the deep edge of grass
beds to the target depth.

Two guidelinesemergefor determining the
edge:

1. Determining the edge should be
definable and repeatable.

An operational definition is OK (as
opposed to an absolute or ecological
definition).

2.

The edge definition ideally should be the
same whether determined: (a) from
swimming in the water, or, assuming good
water clarity; (b) asseenfromaboat, or; (C)
from aplane— by aerial photos. Theedge
definition should also correspond to edges
of target coverages.

Even though very sparse grass may
indicate that grass can grow in that area,
three principles suggest that areas of very
gparse grass can be excluded from the
operational definition of a bed:

1. Very sparsegrass probably offerslittle
habitat and ecological value. (But it
sure would be valuable to have hard
data)

Very sparse grass doesn't fit theimage
of a“bed.” We ought to be able to
convinceothersthat density issufficient
to cal it a “bed.” Eventualy, we
should have some photos to illustrate
edges, both where beds become patchy
and where they become sparse.

2.
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3. Unless we keep track of individual
patches, change detectionisdifficultin
Very sparse grass.

In order to include areas (a) that meet the
definition of a “bed” and (b) that include
areas with some grass but not enough to be
classified asa“bed” (many biologistscan’t
stand to categorize an area with even a
small amount of grass as zero), two
categories of “edge” are suggested:

1. Bed: Theedge of adefinite bed, about
>10% visua cover that is mapable.
This category of “bed” would include
what most of us think of as a bed that
has enough grass to provide a
reasonable level of ecological vaue.
Perhaps it would usually be easy to
recognize, if not at asingle point along
a line transect, but rather as part of a
smoothed contour, perhaps looking 10
mor so to the side of alinetransect and
10-30 m past this point. Yes, this
category would exclude very sparse
grass or patches scattered here and
there (thus category #2).

Zones of seagrass occurrence: The
zones of wherever some seagrass is
present (perhaps down to somelimit of
1 shoot per m? for at least 10 m, or
something like that). This edge would
befuzzy and moredifficult to quantify,
but at least it would give some idea of
the zone in which some seagrass is
present. We might think that is
important in trying to predict and
understand bed expansion or contrac-
tion. A little bit could expand into a
denser bed the next year. At least we
would know then that it did not come
from zero. Conversely, it may indicate
the last remains of a declining bed that
next year might disappear completely.
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Thusthe two definitions of edge:

“Bed” =>10%, visual estimate, within 10—
30 m along transect line.

“Zonesof seagrassoccurrence’ =<"bed”
but >1 shoot m?for at least 10 m. There
may be asecond zone of widely-spaced
patches (but alower limit would still be
needed).

(RV) St. Johns River Water Management District,
PO Box 1429, Palatka, FL 32178; (WA, RJ) City of
Tampa Bay Study Group, 2700 Maritime Blvd.,
Tampa, FL 33605

170



USE OF A WAVE EXPOSURE TECHNIQUE FOR PREDICTING
DISTRIBUTION AND ECOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICSOF
SEAGRASSECOSYSTEMS

Bradley D. Robbins, Mark S. Fonseca, Paula Whitfield, Pat Clinton

INTRODUCTION

The development of seagrass patches and
subsequently, the landscape that they
define, istypically thought to be dependent
on the phenotypic response of seagrass to
environmental factors such as light/
nutrients (Dennison et al. 1993), sedimen-
tation (Harlin and Thorne-Miller 1981),
and disturbance (Fletcher and Fletcher
1995). Hydrodynamic forces have aso
been shown to have an impact on the
structure and function of aguatic macro-
phyte habitats (see review by Fonseca
1996). Within estuaries, the marked
developmental differences in seagrass
patches have been linked to water
movement either viatidal currents(Fonseca
et al.1983) or wind-generated waves
(Fonseca and Bell 1998) with the
recognition that while hydrodynamics
modify seagrass, seagrassesinturn, modify
hydrodynamics (Fonseca and Cahalan
1992). Therefore, by modeling hydrody-
namics our understanding of seagrass
distribution within estuaries should be
enhanced.

MODEL HISTORY
AND DEVELOPMENT
In 1996, Fonseca began to develop amodel
(sensu Keddy 1982) that describes the
impact of wind-generated waves on the
distribution of subtidal seagrass patches
within an estuarine landscape. The model,
developed using the advanced macro
language (AML) associated with ARC/
INFO, first calculates effective fetch
(direct fetch weighted by shoreline shape
using 9 cardina directions in 11.25°
increments) from the shoreline to each
point defined by aregularly spaced grid or
a user supplied point coverage for each of
the 8 major compass headings. These data

171

are then combined with meteorological
datato estimate a Rel ative Exposure Index
(REI) using measures of effectivefetch (F),
wind speed (V; exceedance winds defined
asthetop 5% of wind events, measured 10
m above mean sealevel), and wind duration

(P):

8
REI = Y (V,x P x F,)
i=1
The model may be applied to an entire
water body using an existing shoreline
coverage or a subset of the water body
using any smaller study area (e.g., point
sample) within the water body.

Phase |—Modédl Validation
Using data from Core and Back Sounds,
Carteret County, NC (Figure 1) Fonseca
and Bell (1998) conducted a validation
exercise to test whether the model could
predict seagrass cover. Eighteen 2500 m?
areas were mapped in situ by recording the
presence and absence of seagrass (i.e.,
Zostera marina and Halodule wrightii) on
each 1 m?intersection acrossa2500 m? site.
Water depths (corrected for tide height)
were recorded across each site using a
coarser grid consisting of 1 x 3 m cells.
Seagrass physical characteristics (shoot
density and biomass, above- and below-
ground) were determined by species from
random cores within each site. Current
velocity was recorded at each site over a
rising spring tide by tracking the movement
of an introduced dye across a fixed
distance. The REI at each study site was
then computed using the REI algorithm.
Stepwise multiple regression and Principal
Components Analysis were used to relate
the ecological attributes (seagrass biomass,
shoot density, and sediment characteris-
tics) of each site with the site's physical
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Figure 1. Site map of Core and Back Sounds, Carteret County, NC (34°40' to 34°50'N; 76°20' to

76°40'W). Map indicates the 18 study areas.

setting (REI, tidal current speed, and water
depth). These physical factors explained
substantial amounts of the variation of the
dependent variables (see Fonseca and Bell
1998). The successof thisstudy prompted a
second validation study.

Phase [I—Modédl Validation Part 2

In order to determine the utility of the
model, seagrass and environmental data
were collected from both Chesapeake and
Chincoteague Bays (Figure 2). A similar
analysis as that performed on the North
Carolina data accounted for little of the
variation among sites. This was attributed
to upland erosion changing the characteris-
tics of the adjacent study sites and the
presence of large shoals that diminished
wave effects (and thus, REI) more than
what would be predicted using simplefetch
measurements (Koch et a. in press). These
results illustrated the need to develop a
process with spatia sensitivity to the
benthic topology upwind of our sites.
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Phase | I|—A New lteration

To develop and test the model further, we
have applied it to Yaquina Bay, a small
drowned river estuary located on the outer
coast of Oregon (Figure 3). This estuary
differs from the eastern estuaries previ-
ously modeled in that it is dominated by
winter floods and by summer oceanic tides.
The estuary is also much smaller than the
eastern estuaries with a maximum fetch of
less than 6000 m. Two species of seagrass,
the native Zostera marina and its exotic
congener Z. japonica are found within the
estuary with Z. japonicatypicaly limited
to the upper intertidal zone and Z. marina
found from the mid-intertidal to the
subtidal zone—a situation very much like
that found in the North Carolina studies
where H. wrightii occupies shallower areas
and Z. marina has a more subtidal
distribution.

To address the problems found during the
second validation exercise, the model has



Wave Exposure Technique for Predicting Characteristics of Seagrass Ecosystems
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Figure 2. Site map of Chesapeake and Chincoteague Bays,
Maryland (37°00" to 40°00' N; 76°00' to 77°30'W).

gone through several iterations to incorpo-
rate not only effective fetch, wind speed
and wind duration, but also bathymetry
(Figure 4). To achieve this an inverse
distance weighted procedure (Davis 1996)
incorporating bathymetric topology isused
to caculate bathymetrically-weighted ef-
fective fetch (idwF). A further refinement
has been achieved by weighting idwF using
tiddl emersion (T) duration a each
sampling site.

8
REI = ) [(V, x P, x (idwF, x T,)]

i=1
Although the process of satisticaly
comparing the modeled output with the
digitized image has not yet been com-
pleted, a visual comparison of submerged
aguatic vegetation (SAV) distribution
digitized from 1997 orthorectified color
infrared aerial photographs (see Y oung et
a. 1999) and SAV distribution portrayed
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by our model (Figure 5) suggests that this
iteration of the model holds promise.

CONCLUSIONS
We have developed a spatial model that
incorporates the environmental factorsthat
may influence the development and
maintenance of seagrass landscapes. This
model providesaparsimoniousvehiclethat
will enableresearchersto both hindcast and
forecast trends in seagrass landscape
structure and function. Our goal was to
develop products that predict: 1) the
probability of seagrass habitat cover; 2) the
probability of seagrass habitat |ost to acute
storm events, and 3) probable sites for
regrowth given some level of disturbance
(e.g. restoration). Each of these products
contains explicit information required for
managers that could not be derived from a
traditional mapping exerciese. With this
analytical tool we can now begin to predict
the kind of seagrass habitats that may
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Figure 3. Yaguina Bay, a small estuary located on the outer coast of Oregon (44°34' to 44°38'N;
123°54' to 124°04'W).
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Figure4. YaguinaBay bathymetry with depths of the intertidal region shown in shades of gray
(dark = deep; light = shallow).
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Figure5. A visual comparison of YaquinaBay SAV (submerged aquatic vegetation) distribution digitized from
1997 orthorectified color infrared aerial photographs (see Young et al. 1999) and SAV distribution portrayed by
the REI model.
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develop in the area as the result of
restoration, their faunal components, and
through hindcasting of storm event data,
the susceptibility of these beds and the
shoreline property they protect to storm
events, particularly hurricanes.
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THE POTENTIAL IMPORTANCE OF THE LONGSHORE BAR
SYSTEM TO THE PERSISTENCE AND RESTORATION OF
TAMPA BAY SEAGRASSMEADOWS

Roy R. (Robin) Lewis I

ABSTRACT

Tampa Bay seagrass meadows exhibit bathymetric relief that normally includes an
unvegetated offshore sandbar, flanked by seagrasses and oriented parallel to the shorelinein
most cases. This is caled a longshore bar. Historical changes in the distribution and
coverage of seagrassin the bay may be associated with changesin thelongshore bar system.
Recent management initiatives related to increasing seagrass cover in the bay have not
recognized the potential importance of thisphysical feature. It issuggested that maintenance
and restoration of these barsin locationswherethey currently exist or existed in the past may
be essential to meet the currently established management goal of maintaining and restoring

seagrasses in the bay to 15,358 ha

INTRODUCTION

The recent increase in seagrass meadow
coverage in Tampa Bay, first documented
by Johansson and Lewis (1992; see also
Lewis et a. 1998), has in recent years
dowed its rate of increase, peaking at
10,893 ha in 1996, and then declining to
10,053 ha in 1999 (Tomasko, persona
communication). While this decline may
fall within the normal year-to-year varia-
tion in seagrass cover, it does signal the
cessation of what was hoped to be a rapid
recovery of seagrass coverage to 1950s
levels (15,358 ha). This leveling-off may
indicate that natural recovery due to
improved water quality alone may not be
ableto achieve the goal s established by the
TampaBay Estuary Program (Janicki et al.
1995; Tampa Bay Nationa Estuary
Program 1996).

Physical stress (i.e.,, “the hydrodynamic
setting” sensu Fonseca and Bell 1998) on
seagrasses and the resulting patterns of
patchy seagrass versus dense meadows, or
the compl ete absence of seagrass, were not
factored into the origind mode for
predicted seagrass recovery in Tampa Bay
(Janicki et al. 1995). The relative wave-
exposureindex (REI) described by Fonseca
and Bell (1998) may have important
implications for Tampa Bay seagrasses.
The presence or absence of the previously
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described offshore bar system in Tampa
Bay seagrasses (Lewis et al. 1985) may be
one factor needing greater consideration
when projecting seagrass recovery rates, in
combination with the results of an REI
study.

The bar system is correctly referred to asa
“longshore bar” following the nomencla-
ture of Shepard (1952). Fonseca et 4.
(1998; Figure 1.3, page 11) include an
oblique aerial photograph of aseagrass bed
in Tampa Bay showing the longshore bar
system and note that “Reduction in wave
energy from both the shelving shoal andthe
grassitself isthought to be responsible for
the resultant seagrass bed landscape
pattern.”

The Longshore Bar System

Lewis et al. (1985) described the seagrass
meadows of Tampa Bay as consisting of
five types (Fig. 1). These include four
perennial types (present year round) and
one ephemeral type (reappearing annually
and often changing specific location and
extent). These are:

1. Mid-bay shoal, perennial — MBS(P)

2. Hedlthy fringe perennial — HF(P)

3. Stressed fringe perennial — SF(P)

4. Ephemerd — E

5. Colonizing perennial — C(P)



Lewis

MBS(P)

:i‘-;' . .E .'a-

(E)

u:n::-L___ imiliE =

HoHALGRULE B BUSPIA 8- QYRIHGODWN T THaLARS

Figure 1. Seagrass meadow typesin Tampa Bay (from Lewis et a. 1985).

It was theorized in that paper that types
2-4 represent stages in the eventud
disappearance of a particular meadow due
to man-induced stress described as* Desta-
bilization of the offshore bar...” which
“...apparently leads to inshore migration
of the bar and its eventual disappear-
ance...” (page220in Lewiset a. 1985). A
careful examination of Figure 2 from the
same paper, illustrating the “ healthy fringe
perennial” type of seagrass meadow,
shows the presence of an emergent and
often unvegetated bar between bayward
seagrass areas and landward seagrass
areas. Figures 3 and 4 are photographs of a
particular bar system located in Lower
Tampa Bay east of one of the filled
causeways for the Sunshine Skyway
Bridge.
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THE HYPOTHESIS

As illustrated in Figure 1, it was
hypothesized that the loss of the deeper
seagrasses on the outside (bayward) side of
the bar might be the first step in
destabilization. This was linked with the
widespread observations in many seagrass
meadows around the world that reductions
in water clarity due to phytoplankton
blooms or turbidity would first stressthose
seagrasses living closest to their compen-
sation point.

The hypothesis by Lewis et a. (1985) was
that the bar in some way protected the
existing seagrasses from wave or current
energy, and that its loss removed that
protection, and resulted over time in the
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Figure 2. Seagrass zonation in Tampa Bay (from Lewis et al. 1985).

reduction in the size of the seagrass
meadow.

It is aso significant to this hypothesis that
existing seagrass meadows showing recov-
ery towards their historical distribution
appear to be stymied from further progress
or have shown declinesin recent years. The
seagrass meadow first studied in detail by
Johannson and Lewis (1992) offshore of
Wolf Branch Creek in Lower Tampa Bay
(Figs. 5, 6 and 7) historically had a nearly
continuous longshore bar system extend-
ing north from the mouth of the Little
Manatee River for a distance of approxi-
mately 8 km. That entire system has
disappeared in the last 40 years. |
hypothesize that until the bar system is
replaced, natural colonization that might
expand the existing meadow will belimited
to just a fraction of the potentia area
avail able with suitable water quality dueto
hydrodynamic stress. Similar examples
exist in the area north of the Howard
Frankland Bridge in Pinellas County (Old
Tampa Bay).

Potential support for this hypothesis is
illustrated by the volunteer colonization of
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seagrasses behind a breakwater con-
structed by the Florida Department of
Transportation at the south end of the
Sunshine Skyway Bridgein 1995 as part of
Permit Number 411352329 issued on
February 2, 1988 (Figure 8). Intended as
mitigation for seagrass losses associated
with the causeway expansion, the project
was never planted as planned, and instead
became essentially 100% colonized by
volunteer seagrass within four years.

The Next Step

All of the above information is largely
anecdotal and observational. However, a
more detailed study of the entire issue is
warranted, beginning with more detailed
historical mapping of the bar system and
documentation of what has happened to it.
Largely intact examples of the system are
present in the southern portions of Tampa
Bay. With the current commitment on the
part of the Tampa Bay Estuary Program to
provide matching funding to alow a
relative wave-exposure index (REI) study
of Tampa Bay to be conducted by the
National Marine Fisheries Study, addi-
tional important information could be
gathered by combining the two studies.
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Figure 3. Vertical aerial photograph of the north approaches to the Sunshine Skyway
Bridge with seagrass beds and the distinct longshore bar (L B) shown at the arrow. Photo
date February 20, 1993.

S " -ﬁ- R
Figure 4. Low level oblique photograph taken from the top of one of the Sunshine Skyway Bridge
approaches, February 2000, on an extreme winter low tide. The longshore bar system isvisible at the
arrow (TB). Same location as that shown in Figure 3.

180



Importance of the Longshore Bar System to Seagrass Meadows

MIDULE TAMPHY, BAY SEAGRASS
23 MARCH 1957
N T =00

Figure5. Composite vertical aerial photograph of the Wolf Branch seagrass meadows north of the mouth of the
Little Manatee River in Middle TampaBay, March 23, 1957. The longshore bar system is clearly visible at the
arrow.
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Figure 6. Composite vertical aerial photograph of the Wolf Branch seagrass meadows north of the mouth of the
Little Manatee River in Middle Tampa Bay, January 21, 1968. The longshore bar appears degraded and the
seagrass meadows much thinner.
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Location of Former
Transverse Bar System

Figure 7. Vertical aerial photograph of the Wolf Branch seagrass meadows north of Simmons Park, December
10, 1990. Seagrass meadows are restricted to shallow water. The historical longshore bar system is absent.

= N ™
Breakwater - ""'-u,

Volunteer Seagrass

Figure 8. Oblique aerial photograph looking north from the Manatee County side of the Sunshine Skyway
Bridge approach causeway. The FDOT constructed breakwater and volunteer seagrasses are shown. Photo date:
August 20, 2000.
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PRODUCTION OF RHIZOME MERISTEMS
BY THALASSIA TESTUDINUM

Clinton Dawes, John Andorfer

ABSTRACT

It was hypothesized that the average of 7.5 years required for regrowth of the tropical
seagrass Thalassia testudinum into propeller cuts is due the slow production of rhizome
meristems. Rhizome transplants with double short shoots were subjected to different levels
of plant growth regulators, fertilizer treatments and planting techniques in experimental
field and tank nurseries. Field experiments demonstrated that the presence of intact apical
meristems prevented the formation of new lateral branch meristems. Transplant
survivorship in the field varied widely (29%-83%) after 7 to 9 months. In contrast, plants
in tank culture showed 82%—-98% survivorship with new blade, root and rhizome growth
after 8-19 weeks. Use of various fertilizers and plant growth regulators had no observable
effect on rhizome production. Regardless of experimental design, new rhizome apiceswere
produced only from existing short shoots, never from the rhizome or the basal portion of
short shoots. Further, short shoots from young double units (120-180 days old) lacking a
rhizome meristem produced few, if any rhizome tips, even after 4 months of growth. In
contrast, older double units (300-375 days old) exhibited significantly higher production of
new rhizome tips over the same period. Thalassia testudinum displays strong apical
dominanceof therhizome. Thus, thereisalong-term (years) delay inregrowth into propeller
cutsafter therhizomeisdamaged. Further, production of new tipsisprimarily by older short
shoots, suggesting that formation of turtle grass nurseries should include older transplants

without rhizome apices.

INTRODUCTION

Declines of coastal seagrass meadows are
evident throughout the world and have
been linked to natural and human-induced
disturbances (Short and Wyllie-Echeverria,
1996). Early reports of seagrass declines
began with the widespread reduction of eel
grass (Zostera marina L.) communitiesin
northern Europe and the northeastern
United States in the 1930s due to the
wasting disease (Dexter, 1985; Den
Hartog, 1996). Studies on seagrass De-
clines include western Australia (Cam-
bridge et a., 1986), Chesapeake Bay,
Maryland (Orth and Moore, 1983), and the
Great Bay estuary in New Hampshire
(Short, 1992). Most studies on seagrass
damage have focused on human affairs
(Thayer et d., 1975; Short and Wyllie-
Echeverria, 1996; Dawes, 1998) because
they can be controlled and are important to
management decisions regarding estuaries
and coastal habitats.

Seagrass losses have been most severe in
estuaries and coastal communities where
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Florida seagrass beds are most abundant.
Studies in Florida have involved Tampa
Bay (Johansson, 1991), Indian River
(Haddad and Harris, 1985), and Florida
Bay (Roblee et al., 1991; Durako, 1994).
Losses in the Indian River estuary on
Florida s east coast have resulted in a 30%
decline (Haddad and Harris, 1985).
Livingston (1984) reviewed the status of
seagrass beds along Florida coasts and
reported a decline in 7 of 12 bay systems
studied. Tampa Bay, with 1,036 km? of
surface water, may have supported 30,970
haof seagrassmeadowsin 1870 (Johansson,
1991); however, by 1982, there were only
8,763 ha of seagrass beds remaining.

Damage from propeller scars of power
boats haslong been recognized as a serious
mechanical impact on seagrass beds in
Florida Bay (Zieman, 1976), the Florida
Keys (Matthews et a., 1991, Sarasota Bay
(Folit and Morris, 1992) and Tampa Bay
(Durako et al., 1992; Dawes et a., 1997).
Aerial surveysof Florida s coastsindicated
that more than 70,000 ha of the 1.1 million
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ha of seagrass beds showed some level of
scarring (Sargent et a., 1995). Regrowth
into propel ler scarsby Thalassiatestudinum
Banks ex Konig (turtle grass) is slow.
Recovery rates are estimated to take 2-5
years in the Florida Keys (Zieman, 1976),
3.6 to 6.4 years in upper Tampa Bay
(Durako et a., 1992), and 7.6 years in
middle Tampa Bay (Dawes et d., 1997).

The slow recovery and the probability of
continued mechanical impacts on turtle
grasssuggest aneed for the devel opment of
nursery stock and techniques to increase
growth and survival. In addition to the use
of seeds, other possibilities include
creation of nurseries as sources for
mitigation planting and induction of new
rhizome meristems in situ within damaged
beds. Presently, the only source for turtle
grass transplants are existing beds with
survival being about 30%, for single short
shoots (Tomasko et a., 1991). Further,
morphological studies suggest that
Thalassia testudinum rhizomes do not
proliferateafter being damaged (Tomlinson,
1974). The present report includes studies
on inducing vegetative expansion of T.
testudinum through production of rhizome
tips.

MATERIALSAND METHODS
Site Selection

Field experiments and collection of
Thalassia testudinum specimens for labo-
ratory work were carried out in Cockroach
Bay (CRB), a 760 ha estuary on the east
side of TampaBay Florida, U.S.A. (27°41’
N, 82°30" W). The shallow water (0.54 m
depth) habitat is designated as a State
Aquatic Preserve consisting of mangrove
(Daweset a. 1999) and seagrass (Dawes et
al. 1997) communities.

Plant Material
Rhizome units with two short shoots
(double short-shoot units) of Thalassia
testudinumfrom Greater CRB wereusedin
the tank and field experiments. Although
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use of single short shoots is the goa in
transplantation studies, double short-shoot
units were selected because of their higher
(75%—85%) survivorship compared to
30% surviva of single units (Tomasko et
al. 1991). The units were easily removed
from the edge of a tidal channel where
erosion had reduced sediment coverage to
lessthan 5 cm. Theunitswereplacedintoa
cooler in seawater and brought to the
transplant site in CRB or back to the
laboratory for tank culture. Y oung double
short-shoot units with a rhizome meristem
were frequently uncovered; these had the
youngest shoot removed except when
needed for an experiment.

Field Experiments

Field studies were performed at two sites
inside two Recovery Areas in the CRB
Preserve (RA 2, 4) and one site in Tampa
Bay, outside of CRB between May 1997
and May 2000. All transplant sites were
unvegetated patches surrounded by mono-
specific beds of Thalassia testudinum. The
bare areas were a maximum of 1.5 m wide
on aside and were of similar depth as the
surrounding seagrass vegetation. Field
studies tested the use of sediments (silica
sand, commercial top soil, in situ
sediment), containers (cardboard boxes,
plastic pots), and nutrients (Forest Tab-
lets®: NPK= 20-8-2, A.M. Leonard Inc.,
Piqua Ohio). The plant growth regulators
tested included naphthaleneacetic acid
(NAA), kinetin, and a rooting powder,
Rootone® (0.2% NAA + 4% Thiram;
Green Light Inc., San Antonio Texas).

1998 Nursery. Three plots were estab-
lished in June 1998 in the three sites
mentioned above and harvested 9 months
later with Thalassiatestudinumarrangedin
groups of 8 double short-shoot units for
each treatment. The units were either
planted directly in a 20-cm deep pit filled
with silica sand or in rectangular plastic
potswith silicasand. The seven treatments
at each siteincluded: (1) no pot or fertilizer



(control); (2) no pot and fertilizer added
after 1 month; (3) no pot and fertilizer
added at time of planting; (4) in pots and
fertilized at time of planting; (5) in pots
without fertilizer; (6) no pot and fertilized
at time of planting and the rhizome having
an apica meristem; and (7) no potsand not
fertilizer with the rhizome having an apical
meristem. Fertilization was by the addition
of two Forest Tablets® every 8 weeks to
the designated treatments throughout the
growing period (June— October; see Dawes
et al., 1997).

1999 Nur sery. Cardboard boxeswere used
to avoid the increased anaerobic nature of
the sediment and restriction to horizontal
expansion of therhizome unitsthat resulted
with plastic pots. The samethree siteswere
used as in the previous field studies with
planting occurringin May and harvesting 7
months later by which time the boxes had
disintegrated. Double short-shoot units of
Thalassia testudinum were planted in the
boxes with 20 cm of silica sand or
commercia topsoil. Half of the boxes of
each sediment type were fertilized with 2
Forest Tablets®; the other boxes received
no additional nutrients. Each box contained
four “young” and four “older” units and
were embedded in the sediment in a
haphazard pattern in clear areas within
seagrass beds. The relative age of these
plants was determined by taking into
account their position on a rhizome along
with the length of their vertical axes.
Y oung short shootstaken from thefirst few
shoots on a clone (1% and 2™), had very
short vertical axes (<1 cm), and their
rhizomes were soft and flexuous. Older
short shoots were the 4" and 5" or higher
numbered ramets of arhizome, had vertical
stems that were elongated ( 1-3 cm), and a
rigid horizontal rhizome due to develop-
ment of fiber bundles.

Culture Experiments
Double short-shoot units of Thalassia
testudinum were planted into glass aguaria
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the same day as collection (37 or 74 L
tanks) after removal of old blade material.
The tanks had been previously filled with
seawater collected from the Gulf of Mexico
and sand at least 1 week before use. The
tanks were evenly spaced and illuminated
by ten 25 m (8ft) Philips cool white
fluorescent bulbs providing about 300 M
photons m? s? at the water surface using a
14/10 h light/dark cycle. The seawater (30
ppt salinity, 20-22°C) was filtered using a
hanging filter (Whisper Inc.) on each tank.
An additional circulating pump (Penguin
Inc.) was added to the larger 74 L tanks.
The double short-shoot units were planted
in silicasand (~10-15 cm deep) directly in
theagquariaor in shallow traysplaced inthe
tanks. The double short-shoot rhizomes
were aligned perpendicular to thelong axis
of each tank with either 8 (37 L) or 18-24
(74 L) units per tank. If possible, the
experiment was begun after al double
short-shoot units had produced anew set of
blades and roots (ca 4 weeks) to alow for
new growth after replanting.

Experiment 1. A 9-week experiment used
72 double short shoot units of Thalassia
testudinum planted in three 74 L aguaria.
Each tank was divided into three sections
containing low, medium and high levels of
nutrients in the sediment that had been
divided into three equal parts with acrylic
dividers and sealed with silicon caulk. The
sediment consisted of 15 cm washed silica
sand. Each sediment chamber was ran-
domly chosentoreceive 1, 2, or 3 Forestry
Tablets® that were split and spread evenly
in the sand to a depth of 15 cm.

The units were placed into each sediment
nutrient regime and assigned haphazardly
to be treated with an application of lanolin
paste containing one of four possible
naphthal eneacetic acid (NAA, Sigmalnc.)
concentrations: 0M, 107 M, 10°M, 103M.
The NAA was dissolved in warmed, liquid
lanolin. After cooling to room temperature,
the paste was applied to the cut ends of the



Dawes, Andorfer

rhizome as well as an area of the short-
shoot just below its apical meristem. The
short shoots had been scraped to remove
the outer leaf baseswith arazor blade. Two
double short-shoot units from each
hormone treatment were placed into each
of the sediment nutrient treatments in all
three tanks. Experimental design included
2 X 4 hormone treatments x 3 sediment
nutrient levels x 3 tanks. The above- and
bel ow-ground biomass were separated into
leaves, short shoots, roots and rhizomes
with the number of new apical meristems
and short shootsrecorded. To minimizethe
influence of pseudo-replication, each tank
was treated as a replicate (n=3), and the
similarly treated plants in each tank were
analyzed as subsamples.

Experiment 2. A similar, 8-week experi-
ment, was initiated without sediment
nutrients. Double short-shoot units were
planted in three rows of 8 unitsin each of
the four 74 L tanks. Prior to planting, the
short shootsweretreated with lanolin paste
aone (control) or one of three hormone
mixtures after removal of the leaf bases by
scraping. Theseincluded 10° M kinetinin
lanolin, 10°M NAA +10°M kinetin (10:1
ratio NAA:Kkinetin) inlanolin, or Rootone®
powder that was appliedto theplants5 min.
prior to planting.

Experiment 3. Fourteen double short-
shoot unitsweregrowninfour 74 L aguaria
for 19 weeks. Therhizomeand short shoots
of seven unitsineach tank were coated with
Rootone® powder and planted with the
seven untreated units. Two of the aquaria
received 4 Forest Tablets® split and
distributed in the silica sand; the other
tanks received no added nutrients. After 1
month, one half of atablet was added to the
high nutrient tanks.

Experiment 4. Determination of the age
class(young, old short shoots) of Thalassia
testudinum transplants was based upon
physical appearance and position on the
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rhizome (Witz and Dawes, 1995). Three
“young” and three “older” double short-
shoot units of Thalassia testudinum were
grownin plastic traysfilled with silicasand
for 175 weeks after 4 weeks of
acclimation. Three trays were placed into
each of four 74 L aguariafor atotal of 72
units. All the trays from two aguaria were
removed weekly and transferred to a
container filled with a 2 mM nitrate
(NaNO,) of the same sdlinity as the
aquaria. After 4 hours in the enriched
seawater, the trays were rinsed in fresh
seawater prior to their return to the aquaria.
A third tray from each aquarium was also
trested weekly by soaking in a 0.05 mg
L* solution of gibberellic acid (GA,)
similar to the nitrate treatment. The fourth
tray from each tank wassimilarly soakedin
a5 mg L* solution of GA,. One of the
fertilized trays from each tank received no
plant growth regulators.

Data Analysis

All data were tested for normality and
homogeneity of variance and transformed
if necessary to satisfy the assumptions of
parametric statistics. Analyses of variance
(ANOVA) were conducted to test for
significant differences between treatments.
Multiple comparisons were made using
Dunn-Bonferroni and the Student-Newman-
Keuls methods. Significance was deter-
mineapriori at the 99% (p<0.01) and 95%
(p<0.05) probability levels.

RESULTS

Field Experiments
The double short-shoot units of Thalassia
testudinum transplanted to all three sitesin
CRB showed overall survival rates of 29%
(1997; data not shown), 54% (1998), and
75% (1999). Survivorship was consistently
lowest in the most exposed site (Tampa
Bay) and highest in the most protected one
within CRB (RA 4). The use of pots and
boxes resulted in higher survival rates in
the 1998 and 1999 experiments.



1998 Nursery. Survival of the double
short-shoot units differed between trans-
plant sites. Lowest survivorship (36%)
occurred in Tampa Bay while recovery of
transplants after 9 months was greater
within Cockroach Bay with 41% and 84%
of transplantsrecoveredin RA 2 and RA 4,
respectively. Regardless of treatment, few
rhizome meristems were produced if the
origina rhizome apica meristem was
present (Fig. 1a). In contrast, a signifi-
cantly higher number of short shoots were
produced on plants with rhizome mer-
istems compared to ones lacking the apex
(Fig. 1b). New rhizome meristems were
produced, but only from short shoots and
not the horizontal rhizomes. Production of
new apical meristemsand new short shoots
showed no relationship with addition of
fertilizer or the use of plastic pots.

1999 Nursery. Survival of the double
short-shoot unitstransplanted in cardboard
boxes with silica sand was higher
compared with the previous experiments
with 63% for Tampa Bay and RA2 and
83% for RA 4. Use of silicasand, sand and
fertilizer, topsoil, or topsoil plus fertilizer
showed no differencein the number of new
apical meristemsinitiated or in the number
of new short shoots produced (Table 1).
However, apical meristem and short-shoot
production was significantly higher
(p=0.05) in the old short shoots compared
to young ones. The trend was aso
independent of sediment type or fertilizer
trestment (Table 1).

Culture Experiments

The double short-shoot units of Thalassia
testudinum in tank culture showed a high
level of survivorship in all experiments as
well as production of new bladesand roots.
Inthe four tank experiments, 98% survived
over 9 weeks (Expt. 1), 95% over 8 weeks
(Expt. 2), 85% over 19 weeks (Expt. 3) and
82% over 17.5 weeks (Expt. 4).
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Experiment 1. Application of NAA or
levels of Forest Tablets® did not signifi-
cantly (p<0.05) alter root biomass (Figure
2a) or production of new rhizome apicesin
Thalassia testudinum (Figure 2b). Al-
though the number of replicates was low,
therewereasignificant number (p<0.05) of
new rhizome apices (Figure 2b) within 9
weeks.

Experiment 2. There were no significant
differences between use of the plant growth
regulators kinetin, auxin plus kinetin, or
Rootone® and the control double short-
shoot units in terms of leaf biomass, root
biomass, or the number of new roots
(p<0.05). In contrast to the Tank Experi-
ment 1, production of rhizome meristems
was much lower possibly reflecting the
lack of nutrient addition.

Experiment 3. Application of Rootone®
powder to double short-shoot units did not
haveany significant effect on production of
rhizome meristems (Figure 3a, p= 0.5) or
on the number of new short shoots (Figure
3b, p=0.18) produced over the 19 week
period. The commercial rooting agent,
Rootone®, significantly influenced root
biomassin one of thetwo unfertilized tanks
(Tank 1; Figure 3c, p< 0.001). The greatest
influence on production of root mass was
the addition of nutrients where fertilized
tanks (Fig. 3c, Tanks 2 and 4) contained
significantly less root biomass than did
unfertilized ones (Figure 3¢, Tanks1and 2;
p<0.01). Root production in fertilized
tanks was low and independent of the
application of rooting hormone. However,
the lower amount of root mass of the
fertilized plants did not appear to inhibit
their production of new rhizomes or short
shoots (Figures 3a, 3b).

Experiment 4. The young and older short-
shoot age classes were significantly
different based on the number of leaf scars
(Figure 4a, p<0.05). Young short shoots
had significantly fewer leaf scars (mean =
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Figure 1. The percent of transplanted double short shoots of Thalassia testudinum having new rhizome apical
meristemsand short shoots. Transplants planted with (open bars) and without (solid bars) rhizome meristemsare
shown in Figure 1a. Figure 1b shows the number of new short shoots produced by transplantsin each treatment
at each of the three nursery sites. Presence of apical meristems at planting are shown by solid bars.
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Table 1. The production of apical meristems and new short shoots by Thalassia testudinum double short-shoot
transplants. Plants were transplanted into 3 sites in and around Cockroach Bay, Florida in May of 1999. The
plants were placed into cardboard boxes containing different types of sediment with fertilized transplants
receiving 16 g of a22 N-8 P-2 K fertilizer (Fert.). After 6 months of growth the transplants were harvested; the
number of new apical meristems and short shoots were significantly higher (p<0.01) on old when compared to

young short shoots.

Number of New Components

Apicas Short shoots
Site Treatment Y oung old Young Oold
Recovery Area4d Sand 0 1 0 2
Sand + Fert. 0 2 0
Top Soil 0 3 0 5
Top Sail + Fert. 0 1 1 4
Recovery Area 2 Sand 0 1 0 4
Sand + Fert. 0 3 4 7
Top Sail 0 0 0 1
Top Sail + Fert. 0 2 0 0
Tampa Bay Sand 1 5 4 1
Sand + Fert. 0 4 0 5
Top Soil 0 0 0 2
Top Soil + Fert. 0 3 0 5

10.5 scars) and were determined to be 120—
180 days old, while older ones (mean =
21.9 scars) were 300-375 days (Figure 4a,
p< 0.001).

Although survival of young and older
double short-shoot units was 80-82%
(Figure4b), the production of new rhizome
meristemswas almost exclusively by older
short shoots (Figure 4c). Young units
produced only 2 new apical meristems on
34 short shoots, while older ones produced
29 new meristems on 35 short shoots.
Hormone and nitrate treatments did not
affect survivorship or rhizome tip produc-
tion (data not shown).

DISCUSSION
The restoration or mitigation (see Lewis,
1989 for definitions) of seagrass beds
requires a source of transplants and
presently al efforts use existing communi-
ties as donor sites (Fonseca et al., 1998).
Not only arethe donor beds damaged in the
process, but survival of the transplants
ranges from O to 100% with a mean
planting unit survival of 35% and only 10%
of the plantings achieving 100% cover

within the monitoring period (Fonseca et
a., 1998). Thedatareviewed by Fonsecaet
a. (1998) indicates a need for seagrass
nurseries as well as techniques that ensure
higher survival rates and induction of
vegetative expansion.

The most successful efforts in transplant-
ing seagrasses are with species that
produce multiple rhizome apices such as
Zostera marina and Halodule wrightii so
that vegetative expansion is rapid. How-
ever, Thalassia testudinumisthethird most
commonly planted species (21%) when
compared with Z. marina (48%) and H.
wrightii (26%), with 53% of the plantings
using bare short shoots (fonseca et al.,
1998). Thisis because T. testudinum beds
are the most developed and widespread in
Florida and Gulf of Mexico waters, and
support a highly diverse community
(Dawes, 1998). Unfortunately, use of
single short shoots with arhizome segment
hasasurvival rate of about 30% (Tomasko
et d., 1991).

Thalassia testudinum rhizomes rarely
branch during horizontal growth so that the
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Figure2. Theresponse of Thalassia testudinum doubl e short-shoot transplants after 2 months of growthin glass
tanks. The double short-shoot units were treated with different levels of the hormone auxin and exposed to
different concentrations of sediment nutrients. The mean root biomass of these transplants (Figure 2a) and the
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Figure 3. The response of Thalassia testudinum double short-shoot transplants to the
application of acommercial rooting agent. Tanks 2 and 4 received 4 Forest Tablets nutrients.
The number of apical meristems (Figure 3a), the number of new short shoots (Figure 3b) and
the amount of root material (Figure 3c) produced are shown. Significant differences between
treatments are denoted by different letters (1 S.D.).
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Figure 4. Responses by young and older double short-shoot units of Thalassia testudinum.
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are denoted by different letters. Figure 4b shows the percentage of plants surviving after 4
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slow recovery in propeller cuts reflectsthe
lack of multiple apices. The rhizome apex,
like apical meristems of tree branches,
controls proliferation of short shoots (e.g.
lateral branches), thisproductionisordered
(Tomlinson, 1974) and aways from a
lateral position (Tomlinson and Bailey,
1972). The indeterminate rhizome mer-
istem that produces the roots and short-
shoot initias is the basis of al vegetative
expansion in Thalassia testudinum. The
clona nature of all seagrasses (Dawes,
1998) results in dependence on an actively
growing rhizome and its meristem. When
the rhizome of T. testudinum is cut by a
boat propeller, the portion of the genet
lacking arhizome tip will not grow until a
new rhizome meristemisformed. Thiswill
require 10 (Kelly et al., 1971) or less (this
study) months. The present study supports
the concept of Tomlinson (1982) that
production of an indeterminate rhizome
meristem in turtle grass is aways by a
short-shoot. In addition, the short-shoot
meristem produces blades, roots, and
flowers and extends the ramet vertically.
Further, al of the new rhizome meristems
that we observed arose from below the
short-shoot meristem. Perhaps there are
existing sites (e.g. endogenous “buds”) of
initiation that could be identified by
anatomical studies.

The rhizome meristem of Thalassia
testudinumappearsto strongly influenceits
growth form by limiting the number of
lateral branches as well as their position.
Thus, understanding how lateral buds are
released from this dominance will help in
propagation of T. testudinum in culture.
Apical dominance, the control exhibited by
the apical portions of a shoot over lateral
buds (Cline, 1994), is thought to be
controlled by plant growth regulators,
specifically auxin, although cytokininsand
abscissic acid likely play a role as well.
Apically derived auxin either directly
controls latera bud development by
repressing outgrowth upon entering this
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region or indirectly via some other
mechanism (Cline, 1997), and begins with
the formation of a lateral bud within the
axils of leaf primordia.

Dormant latera rhizome buds have not
been observed on short shoots of Thalassia
testudinum although the existence of
dormant short shoots is known (Van
Tussenbroek et a., 2000). That study
demonstrated that foliar activity of dor-
mant short shoots can be re-initiated
through fertilization. If quiescent rhizome
buds are also present, they most likely are
inhibited by the existing rhizometip and, or
the short shoot meristem. Anatomical
studies on the short-shoot meristem are
needed to clarify if endogenous rhizome
initials are present in T. testudinum.
Additionally, the interaction between the
short-shoot and rhizome meristems in
controlling lateral bud development must
be investigated. The present study showed
that removal of only the rhizome apical
meristem results in production of new
rhizome meristems from the short shoots,
but only after many weeks. The slow
response may be the result of some
inhibition imposed by the short-shoot
meristem. For example, a combination of
shoot excision and rhizome meristem
decapitation results in the highest percent
of bud activity in Elytrigia repens
(Mclntyre and Cessna, 1998).

The following characteristics of Thalassia
testudinum can be summed up based on the
present study. (1) After remova from
sediment, the original roots die and it takes
about 1-2 months before new roots are
established with adelay ingrowth. (2) New
roots and rhizome meristems are produced
from short shoots only if therhizometipis
removed. (3) Older short shoots (ca 300~
375 daysold or about 25 leaf scars) are the
source of rhizome meristems when the
origina apex is removed. (4) If arhizome
meristem is present, it inhibits production
of others. (5) Rhizome apices can develop
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rapidly (within 2 months) as shown in tank
culture where salinity, temperature, light
and nutrients can be controlled. (6) Thus
far, use of some plant growth regulatorsdid
not significantly induce rhizome mer-
istems.

Based on the present studies, some
preliminary suggestions can be given for
creation of Thalassia testudinum nurseries.
Older double short shoots or young ones
with the rhizome tip removed can be
planted in 50 cm? by 15-cm deep pressed
paper planters using silica sand and placed
in open tanks with running seawater. The
present tank and field studies as well as
previousones (Daweset al., 1997) indicate
that transplants should be exposed to at
least 200 M photons m? st or more of sun
or artificial light using a 12-h photoperiod.
Salinity should be around 30 ppt and water
temperature 20-30 °C. After 4-8 weeks,
new roots should have formed and some
rhizome apices developed on older short
shoots. The planters can then be moved to
thefield inflat carrying trays and placed in
20-cm deep depressions in the sediment
taking care not to damage newly formed
roots. Excess plantings can be subdivided
every 8-12 weeks in the nursery tanks.
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THE DYNAMICSAND DISTRIBUTION OF THE SLIME MOLD
LABYRINTHULA SP. AND ITSPOTENTIAL IMPACTSON
THALASSIA TESTUDINUM POPULATIONSIN FLORIDA

Barbara A. Blakesley, Donna M. Berns, Manuel F. Merello,
Margaret O. Hall, Jitka Hyniova

ABSTRACT

Datafrom three different studies were used to eval uate the distribution of the parasitic
slimemold Labyrinthula sp. in FloridaBay, the eastern Gulf of Mexico, and the TampaBay
areaaswell aspredict potential impactson Thalassia testudinum populations. A preliminary
hypothetical model developed during the Florida Bay study was used to explain and predict
impactsin theeastern Gulf of Mexico and TampaBay where sample sizeswere much lower.
Infection levels comparabl e to those found in Florida Bay where substantial seagrass|osses
have occurred were found in the eastern Gulf of Mexico and Tampa Bay. We propose that
long-term careful monitoring of Labyrinthula sp. in T. testudinum be carried out in estuaries
other than Tampa Bay, especially those with environmental stresses.

INTRODUCTION
The protist, Labyrinthula, is a parasite of
the subtropical seagrass Thalassia
testudinum Banks ex Konig (turtle grass).
Data from 3 different studies were used to
evaluate the distribution of this marine
simemoldin FloridaBay, the eastern Gulf
of Mexico, and the TampaBay areaaswell
as to predict potential impacts on its host
populations. This parasite had been
proposed as a possible cause of a massive
acute seagrass die-off in Florida Bay that
began in the summer and fall of 1987. No
definitive cause(s) of this acute die-off was
ever determined, but many possible
etiologies were proposed, including high
temperatures and salinities, overdevel oped
seagrass beds, elevated sediment sulfide
levels, hypoxia, and disease (Porter and
Muehlstein, 1989; Robblee et al., 1991,
Durako and Kuss, 1994; Carlson et 4.,
1994). “Wasting disease” in the eelgrass
Zostera marina, which decimated the
seagrass beds of Europe and North
America in the 1930s and 1940s had
previousy been shown to be caused by a
species of Labyrinthula. Some of these
seagrass beds took 40 years to recover.
Such apossible outcomein Floridamadeit
important to attempt to determine the
distribution pattern of Labyrinthula in T.
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testudinum populationsin different Florida
estuaries with varying environmental
conditions and try to understand this
parasite’s potential impacts on the heath
and survival of those seagrass beds.

METHODS

Data were collected in three separate
studies of Labyrinthula distribution in
different geographical areas. The most
extensive data set was collected over the
last 5 years in a study initiated in Florida
Bay in 1995. Two other preliminary studies
were also done, one in the eastern Gulf of
Mexico, and the other in the Tampa Bay
area. The same field methods were used in
all 3 studies so that results could be easily
compared. Results from the Florida Bay
studies were extrapolated to propose
potential impacts of this slime mold on T.
testudinum popul ationsin the other areas of
Florida where less extensive studies of
Labyrinthula sp. have been done.

Florida Bay Studies (1995—pr esent)
Four principal questionswere asked during
our Florida Bay studies:

1. Did Labyrinthula have a role in the
initial acute Thalassia die-offs
(summer, 1987)?

2. IsLabyrinthulainvolvedinthechronic
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die-off that we have been monitoring
sincethebeginning of thisstudy (1995-
present)?

3. If it is involved, what role does
Labyrinthula play in the chronic die-
off?

4. Does Labyrinthula have a role in the

current (first noticed in summer, 1999)
acute die-off in Barnes Key?

M ethods. Datafrom four years of biannual
sampling in Florida Bay were examined to
determine the relationship between the
distribution and abundance of the seagrass
T. testudinum and Labyrinthula sp. Ten
basins with varied physical characteristics
were studied intensively, including
microscopic examination of thousands of
T. testudinum blades from more than 2,500
sites within these basins. We used
ArcView's extension Spatial Analyst and
the Inverse Distance Weighted (IDW)
method to visualize the pattern of and
changes in distribution and abundance of
infectionin T. testudinum (Blakesley et d.,
1999a).

Results. Both lab and field studies show
that ongoing low salinities prevent
Labyrinthula sp. from infecting T.
testudinum. Field studies also suggest that
a drop in sdlinity to below 15 ppt will
reduce the existing level of infection. The
data collected both during this field study
and from associated laboratory studies
(Blakedley et al., 1998) resulted in the
formulation of a preliminary hypothetical
model (Figs. 1 and 2) describing the effects
of Labyrinthula sp. on T. testudinum
populations in Florida Bay (Blakesley et
al., 1999b). Where seagrass densities are
low, Labyrinthula sp. does not cause major
mortality. In moderate to high salinities
and high seagrass densities, Labyrinthula
sp. playsamajor rolein seagrass mortality.
With optimal conditions for seagrass,
Labyrinthula sp. can beaprimary pathogen
controlling seagrassdensities. In suboptimal
conditions for seagrass, such as lowered
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light levels, stressed seagrass may be
weakened by opportunistic Labyrinthula
sp. that further contributes to chronic
seagrass die-off.

Discussion. Thetheoretical model suggests
3 different roles that Labyrinthula sp.
might play in Florida Bay under different
environmental conditions. These include:
(1) a nonpathogenic parasite; (2) an
opportunistic secondary pathogen; and (3)
a primary pathogen. Five different factors
are considered to be critical elements in
determining the role(s) of Labyrinthula sp.
in seagrass hedlth at a particular site in
Florida Bay (Blakesey et al., 1999c).
Salinity controls infection (infection does
not occur at <15 ppt). Seagrass density
determinestheextent towhich Labyrinthula
sp. infection spreads because the sime
mold transmission is thought to depend on
blade-to-blade contact (Muehlstein, 1992).
Pathogenicity of a particular strain of
Labyrinthula sp. will determine severity of
infection. Environmental stressors (abiotic
factors) such as low light or high
temperatures may weaken T. testudinum
and, in combination with the infection by
pathogenic Labyrinthula sp., cause seagrass
die-off. Resistance to disease due to
genetic factors or production of phenolic
compounds may be important in
determining the health of T. testudinumin
Florida Bay. The model predicts that in
areas with high seagrass density, high
salinity, suboptimal seagrass conditions
(environmental stress), and presence of
pathogenic Labyrinthula sp., the dime
mold could contribute to either chronic or
acute die-off acting as an opportunistic
secondary pathogen. With the same
conditions, but without environmental
stress, it suggests that Labyrinthula sp. can
still cause thinning or patchy die-off acting
as a primary pathogen (Blakesley et al.,
1999c)

BarnesKey (in Florida Bay) Die-Off
Introduction. In late summer 1999, a new
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HYPOTHETICAL MODEL OF EFFECT OF THE SEAGRASS PARASITE LABYRINTHULA
ON THALASSIA TESTUDINUM IN FLORIDA BAY AT LOW SALINITIES (< 15 ppt).
DISEASE SPREADS BY BLADE-TO-BLADE CONTACT.

OPTIMAL or SUBOPTIMAL
SEAGRASS CONDITIONS
LOW SALINITY HIGH = LOow
(<15 ppt) Possible Scenario: SALINITY

High density, high salinity area
gets low salinity pulse from
LOW GRASS DENSITY heavy rains (e.g. hurricanes) HIGH GRASS DENSITY
or change in water
management practices

LABY LABY
PATHOGENIC

LABY NON
PATHOGENIC

PATHOGENIC

VERY LOW LEVELS OF
INFECTION; SPREADS S0
SLOWLY (IF AT ALL) THAT
PLANTS CAN OUTGROW
THE DISEASE.

LOW SALINITIES (< 15 ppt)
REDUCE INFECTION TO
VERY LOW LEVELS.

A

Figure 1. Hypothetical model describing the relationship between Labyrinthula infec-
tion of Thalassia and Thalassia mortality in Florida Bay in both high and low-density
seagrass beds when either salinities are low or salinities were high and were then low-
ered to <15 ppt. The effects are the same in either stressed or unstressed seagrass condi-
tions.

HYPOTHETICAL MODEL OF EFFECT OF THE SEAGRASS PARASITE LABYRINTHULA
ON THALASSIA TESTUDINUM IN FLORIDA BAY AT HIGHER SALINITIES ( > 15 ppt.)
DISEASE SPREADS BY BLADE-TO-BLADE CONTACT.

SUBOPTIMAL SEAGRASS CONDITIONS

OPTIMAL SEAGRASS CONDITIONS (NO
(ENYIRONMENTAL STRESS)

APPARENT ENVIRONMENTAL STRESS)

LABY LABY NON LABY NON LABY
PATHOGENIC PATHOGENIC PATHOGENIC PATHOGENIC

RAPID “THINNING” TO
CHRONIC “PATCHY" DIE-OFE
DIE OFE D'E OFF

HIGH GRASS DENSITY

LABY LABY NON
LABY NON LABY
PATHOGENIC PATHCiGENlc PATHOGENIC PATHOGENIC
S
PATCHY THINNING
LOW GRASS DENSITY B

Figure 2. Hypothetical model describing the relationship between Labyrinthula infec-
tionin Thalassia and Thalassia mortality in FloridaBay at salinities>15 ppt. in stressed
and unstressed conditions and in high and low seagrass densities.
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seagrass die-off was first noticed north of
Barnes Key that resembled the acute die-
off of 1987, but wasvery different fromthe
chronic die-off we had been studying since
1995. Asin the acute event of 1987-89, T.
testudinum appeared to be the only
seagrass affected and the die-offs were
occurring in dense, apparently “healthy”
seagrassbeds. Seagrassaffected by the new
acute die-off exhibited symptoms like
those of the 1987 event, i.e. the lateral
meristem tissue appeared to be the tissue
most immediately affected (P. Carlson,
personal communication). Meristem tissue
seemed mushy and smelled like “ mustard”
whiletherest of the blade |ooked green and
healthy.

M ethods. Beginning in early winter 1999,
an investigation of the new acute seagrass
die-off in BarnesKey wasinitiated to try to
readdress the question first asked and
unresolved 12 years before; why did the T.
testudinum suddenly start dying in Florida
Bay?Three 150 m transectswere set up and
monitored every 2—6 weeks. Changes in
vegetative cover and infection by
Labyrinthula sp. were recorded and
sediment sulfide levels in different
vegetative categories were monitored. In
addition a total of 9 die-off patches were
marked and monitored.

Results and Discussion. Preliminary data
from our investigation of this event show
that Labyrinthula sp. is probably not the
initial cause of the acute die-off but instead
appears to be an opportunistic secondary
pathogen. There may be a seasona
component; our extensive data from
Florida Bay, both field and laboratory,
indicates that Labyrinthula sp. activity is
related to temperature. When we first
evaluated the site, in January, Labyrinthula
Sp. was rarely present anywhere in the
BarnesKey areaand thisremained the case
in repeated sampling through July. In
September, we first noticed Labyrinthula
sp. lesions, but only around old die-off
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patches. In November, we recorded the
highest levelsof Labyrinthula sp. infection
since our studies began in Florida Bay in
1995. Infection wasfound in the margins of
both active and inactive die-off patches as
well as in the dense beds around those
patches. Additional studies of thisareaare
needed to follow the progression of the
infection and die-off through time.

Apparent impacts of Labyrinthulasp.onT.
testudinum seagrass beds in Florida Bay
are summarized below:

In low salinity areas (<15 ppt): no
impact

In dense beds with no apparent
environmental stress (and salinity >15
ppt): thinning, patchy die-off

In dense beds with environmental
stress (and salinity >15 ppt): chronic
patchy die-off

In areasthat have experienced an acute
die-off (environmental stress present,
and salinity >15 ppt): severeloss

Eastern Gulf of Mexico Studies

(1997-1999)
Methods. In this study of 10 sites in the
eastern Gulf, 10 T. testudinum shoots from
30 stations at each site were evaluated
annually for lesion coverage and
Labyrinthula sp. infection. The sites were
chosen based on perceived environmental
stress such as salinity fluctuations, thermal
stress from power plants, and urban
stresses, including several sitescategorized
as pristine.

Results. Results are shown in Figure 3.
Infectionlevelswerehigh at al sitesexcept
Charlotte Harbor and Perdido Bay; these
sites had sdlinity fluctuations (Charlotte
Harbor, 10-25 ppt; Perdido Bay, 12-34
ppt). Most other sites (including Tampa
Bay) had infection levels higher than those
found in the one Florida Bay site in this
study (Rabbit Key basin) where seagrass
losses have been substantia in the past.
Theseresultsled to arequest by the Tampa
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Bay Estuary Program to begin amonitoring
study of Labyrinthula sp. inthe TampaBay
areain thefall of 1999.

Discussion, Potential impacts of
Labyrinthula sp. on T. testudinum in the
Eastern Gulf of Mexico were extrapolated
based on our data from these 10 sites and
the information gained in the Florida Bay
studies. The impacts are not nhow known,
but the few data from this study suggest
that the role(s) of Labyrinthula sp. in these
areas may be similar to that found in
Florida Bay. In summary:

Low sdlinity sites (Charlotte Harbor,
Perdido Bay): no impact?
Environmentally stressed sites(Anclote
River, Homossassa River, TampaBay,
Rabbit Key, Sarasota Bay): acute or
chronic die-off?

Pristine sites (Chandeleur Islands, St.
Joe Bay?): thinning to patchy die-
off?

The St. Joe Bay site, which is categorized
as pristine, may actually be experiencing
some stressfrom elevated sediment sulfide
levels caused by sea urchin grazing in the
area (Paul Carlson, public communication,
thismeeting). Alternately, theLabyrinthula
sp. may have been able to invade the blade
tissue more easily because of mechanical
damage caused by the urchins, with a
subsequent indirect increase in sediment
sulfide levels (microbial activity produces
sulfide during the decay of below ground
tissue from sick and dying plants). The
Chandeleur Idlands site may be a site
similar to the Sunset Cove site in Florida
Bay, where we hypothesize that
Labyrinthula sp. plays the role of primary
pathogen, thinning the dense seagrass beds
and causing patchy die-off.

Tampa Bay Area (1999)
Methods and Results. Samples were
collected during the fall 1999 Tampa Bay
Estuary monitoring program to begin
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looking at the distribution of Labyrinthula
sp. and severity of lesionsin T. testudinum
in this area. The data are very limited, but
our analysis of 5-10 shoots randomly
collected from 32 transects showed that
most of the sites were positive for
Labyrinthula sp. (Fig. 4). Results of our
monitoring studies show that the largest
number of transects infected was in Old
Tampa Bay (Fig. 5), but the highest
percentage of shoots infected was in
Clearwater (Fig. 6). Infection levels at al
of the sites except the 3 transects in
Sarasota Bay were either comparable or
higher than thosefound in thewestern parts
of Florida Bay where most seagrass |osses
have occurred. Potential impacts of
Labyrinthula sp. on T. testudinum
populations in the Tampa Bay area could
range from no impact, through seagrass
losses resulting in beneficia thinning of
overdeveloped beds, to chronic or acute
patchy die-off.

DISCUSSION

In summary, the distribution and potential
impacts of Labyrinthula sp. infectionon T.
testudinum populations depend on a suite
of interacting factors (salinity, seagrass
density, pathogenicity, environmental
stressors, seagrass resistance to disease).
All of these factors, as well as others that
may asyet not have been identified, need to
be taken into consideration before the
potential impacts of Labyrinthula sp.
infections on T. testudinum populations in
any particular geographic area can be
predicted. The roles of Labyrinthula sp. in
seagrass health in Florida Bay have been
studiedfor 5years. Wearepresently testing
our model in Florida Bay in two areas
(Barnes Key and Sunset Cove) with
different environmental conditions, one
with acute die-off and the other with
chronic die-off. Only very preliminary
Labyrinthula sp. and lesion distribution
data have been collected elsewhere in the
state.
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Figure 4. Map of sites sampled in the TampaBay areain thefall of 1999. Positive sites contained |esioned grass
infected by Labyrinthula sp. cells.

2
11
7
80 4
5

6

it

2

3
o
BCB CLW LTB MTB OTB SAR

Figure 5. Percent of transects with Thalassia shoots infected with Labyrinthula in the Tampa Bay areain fall

1999. BCB = BocaCiegaBay; CLW = Clearwater; LTB = Lower TampaBay; MTB = Middle TampaBay; OTB
= Old Tampa Bay; SAR = Sarasota Bay.

=)

(=)

% Sites Infected

=]

205



Blakesley, Berns, Merello, Hall, Hynovia

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

% Shoots Infected

30

20

10

50
20 104 20
44
BCB CLW LTB MTB OoTB SAR

Figure 6. Percent of Thalassia shoots infected with Labyrinthula in the Tampa Bay areain fall 1999. BCB =
Boca CiegaBay; CLW = Clearwater; LTB = Lower TampaBay; MTB = Middle TampaBay; OTB = Old Tampa

Bay; SAR = Sarasota Bay.

Long-term careful monitoring of
Labyrinthula should be carried out in
estuaries other than FloridaBay, especially
in those with environmental stresses. The
dynamics of Labyrinthula sp. distribution
must be more clearly understood beforethe
impacts of this slime mold on seagrass
populations can be predicted. Seagrass
recovery in urban estuaries must include
health evaluations of seagrass beds to
insure that gains in seagrass coverage can
be maintained over time.
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SEAGRASSMAPPING: ACCURACY ISSUES

Raymond C. Kurz

ABSTRACT

Seagrasses have been used asliving resourceindicators of water quality and ecosystem
health in a number of estuaries throughout Florida, including Tampa Bay. The assessment
of mapping accuracy has recently become an important issue since the magnitude of
seagrass change between 1992 and 1996 in Tampa Bay has declined and may be
approaching or within the range of error of the actual mapping process. Thispaper discusses
this issue and provides recommendations to assess mapping accuracy for future seagrass
mapping projects conducted in southwest Florida.

INTRODUCTION

The seagrass mapping program currently
funded and administered by the Surface
Water Improvement and Management
(SWIM) Section of the Southwest Florida
Water Management District (SWFWMD)
wasdevel opedto provideaccurate measures
of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV)
coverage for several important estuariesin
southwest Florida. This data has been used
to develop water quality and resource
management goals and strategies for
Tampa Bay, Sarasota Bay, and Charlotte
Harbor. Mapping began in 1988 based on
methodology developed by staff from the
SWFWMD and Geonex Corporation (Kurz
et al., 2000).

The goa of this paper is to identify and
discuss issues related to the precision and
accuracy of the current mapping method-
ology and to develop techniques for
assessing tolerances for future mapping
efforts. As the rate of increase of seagrass
coverage in TampaBay has slowed during
the past four years, the ability to distinguish
actual SAV increases or declines from
mapping error will be critical to the
agencies and their staff who depend on this
data for making important resource
management decisions.

CURRENT METHODOLOGY
The basic mapping process used between
1988 and 1996 involved acquiring 1:24,000
scale aeria photography, identifying
signatures (in the field) of seagrass beds,
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macroal gae, bare bottom, and hard bottom
communitites, photointerpreting those
signatures from the photography, and
digitizing polygons representing seagrass
coverage to create seamless maps for the
study area (nearshore waters from Tampa
Bay to Charlotte Harbor) (see Kurz et al.,
2000, for amoredetailed description of this
methodology). The seagrass polygons
were originally classified as one of three
types: sparse, patchy, or dense. In 1990,
only two classes were used due to
difficulties in differentiating between
gparse and patchy coverage. Those classes
werepatchy (>25% of polygon unvegetated)
or continuous (<25% of polygon
unvegetated). A quality control program to
verify the accuracy of identifying the
presence/absence and correct classification
(patchy vs. continuous) of seagrass
signatures was performed during each
mapping period. A 90% accuracy rate was
required for polygons greater than 1.0 acre
in size. Finally, maps and data output are
produced for analysis of trends.

This methodol ogy was refined for the most
recent mapping effort in 1999 and is
generally similar to the previous methods.
The process now includes the following
changes to increase spatial accuracy
(David Tomasko, personal communica-
tion):

e Collection of georeferenced aeria
photography (at a scale of 1:12,000)
Delineation of SAV polygons from
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the aeria photography directly into
Arc/Info using a stereopl otter

ISSUESRELATED TO ACCURACY
OF CURRENT SEAGRASS
MAPPING TECHNIQUES

A number of issues have emerged
regarding the accuracy of current mapping
techniques used to map seagrasses. These
issues are not restricted to this particular
project and have been explored by a
number of other authors (Dicks and Lo,
1990; Foote and Huebner, 1995).

For this paper, the following questions
were developed with respect to the
assessment of seagrassacreagein southwest
Florida estuaries:

How much error exists for actual seagrass
area (coverage) based on the existing
SWFWMD mapping techniques (digitiza-
tion of SAV signatures)?

Current seagrass mapping results in data
that are often presented as total number of
acres per year, however, error barsfor each
year of mapping have never been
caculated due to questions concerning
overall mapping error rates (Figure 1). Due

to the high cost to produce both extremely
accurate and precise maps, multiple trials
(i.e., to produce a n>1 for the purpose of
performing statistical comparisons among
years) to remap the entire study areaare not
feasible. However, it may be possible to
perform accuracy assessments based on a
subpopul ation of seagrass polygons. A trial
mapping exercise to estimate potential
polygon delineation error was performed
by the author and is presented in Figure 2.
The differences in seagrass acreage
between multiple delineations of the same
seagrass bed indicate an inherent and
measurable error rate associated with this
mapping technique. Although thisexercise
isnot an independent test of the actual error
rate, it doesillustrate that the delineation of
a particular seagrass bed is not free from
error.

How accurate are seagrass maps based on
the current classification system (patchy
Vs. continuous) since not every identifiable
SAV patch is delineated?

The following figure depicts seagrass
polygons for the 1994 mapping period
overlaid onto the 1994-1995 digital
orthophoto quarter quad (DOQQ) in a
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Figure 1. Seagrass coverage estimates between 1950 and 1996. Current tech-
niques do not result in an estimation of error or standard deviation.
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Figure 2. Delineation of a seagrass bed in Middle Tampa Bay multiple times. Note

Seagrass Mapping: Accuracy |ssues
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s

1:12,000

multiple delineation trials result in different acreages.

portion of Middle Tampa Bay (Figure 3).
The graph following this figure (Figure 4)
depicts ahypothetical scenario for asingle
seagrass polygon from Figure 3 over time.
In 1988 when the seagrass bed is initially
delineated, an acreage value was derived
for that polygon. In 1990, the seagrass bed
decreasesin size at itsinterior due to some
biotic (e.g., stingray foraging disturbance,
Labyrinthula parasitism) or abiotic factor
(e.g., sdlinity change) resulting in open
bottom patches. Since the methodology for
delineating seagrasses in 1990 is basically
a‘“change analysis,” the outer boundary of
the polygon does not change even though
the actual acreage of seagrass making up
the polygon may have declined.

POTENTIAL METHODSFOR
ASSESSING MAPPING ACCURACY
Sinceseagrassbedsaredelineated manually
into shapes or polygons by photo
interpretation of aerial photography, the
shape drawn around a bed can vary both
between individual photointerpreters and
also by a single individual since they are
estimating a perimeter based on a visua
representation. As the current measure of
accuracy involvesonly classification error,
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it is still unclear as to how much inherent
error exists in the physical mapping of
seagrass polygons. To measure the error of
polygon size (i.e., “this bed is 5.0 acres +
0.02 acres’), various photointerpreters
could be given a representative seagrass
bed and each asked to digitize the boundary
(eg., as peformed in Figure 2). The
variation in the area delineated by each
photointerpreter could be averaged and a
standard deviation or standard error
computed based on some number of
photointerpreters (e.g., n value). Another
measure of error could include anumber of
repetitive delineations by the same
photointerpreter (since the same person
typically maps a large number of seagrass
polygons within the project boundary). To
get an even better feel for the range or
accuracy of thiserror rate, that same person
could be asked to repetitively delineate
seagrass beds of varioussizes such assmall
(2.0 acre or less), medium (5.0 acres or
less), and large (20.0 acres or less).

Using existing seagrass data, GIS staff
could generate a list of al seagrass
polygons by size which could then be
analyzed to determinetherange of seagrass
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Figure 3. Seagrass polygons in Middle Tampa Bay.
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Figure 4. Trends in asingle seagrass polygon over time. Note that even though the
area of the polygon used to calculate baywide seagrass coverage for a given year
may not change, the actual seagrass areawithin agiven polygon may have changed

significantly.
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bed sizes (and aso the range by density—
patchy vs continuous) as well as the
proportion of beds within various size
ranges. This data could then be used to
determine what size intervals should be
tested and serve to refine whether mapping
smaller beds is easier and more accurate
than larger beds or whether mapping
continuous beds is more accurate than
patchy beds (which might be the case since
the edge of the bed istypically more easily
defined in a dense bed than a patchy one).

This measurement or “calibration” should
be performed at the start of each mapping
project and, possibly midway and at theend
of the project to determine if error rates
decrease over time. However, if funding to
perform these additional assessments is
limited, these tests may only need to be
done once (during theinitial mapping of all
new seagrass polygons) since subsequent
trend mapping only involves changes to
existing polygons.

CONCLUSIONS

A number of techniques could be used to
estimate seagrass acreages and ranges of
acreages based on an estimate of accuracy/
error in the current mapping techniques. A
few examples that were proposed above
have been incorporated into SWFWMD's
future mapping efforts (D. Tomasko,
personal communication).

In addition to these very specific mapping
technique assessments, the following
recommendations may improve our
interpretation and use of this important
living resource data:

1. Researchersshouldevaluatedifferent
methods for reporting data that are
useful to resource managers (e.g.,
changesin patchy to continuous and
continuous to patchy rather than just
overal acreage changes estuary-
wide)
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Increased focus on interpretation of
classification (patchy vs. continuous)
trends, spatial changes, and their
causes (e.g., El Nifio, hydrologic
aterations, parasitism)

Acquisition of accurate bathymetry
will be necessary to measure
seagrass expansion/retreat  from
deeper waters (e.g., bay segment
target depths) and related to changes
in water quality (light penetration)
Stronger linkage between mapping
and fixed transect monitoring data
(e.g. finer scale definition of deep
edge, explanation of spatial changes
through field observations including
species shifts which result in
signature changes)

Continued interaction among
researchers and resource managers
to exchange information about
seagrass mapping techniques and
uses of data (e.g., through seagrass
workshops which resulted in this
collection of papers)
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THE INFLUENCE OF SEDIMENT SULFIDE ON

THE STRUCTURE OF SOUTH FLORIDA SEAGRASSCOMMUNITIES

Paul R. Carlson, Jr., LauraA. Y arbro, Bradley J. Peterson,
Alice Ketron, Herman Arnold, Kevin A. Madley.

ABSTRACT

Sediment porewater sulfide affects the structure of South Florida seagrass
communities because it is abundant, it istoxic, and because sulfide tolerance varies among
seagrass species. In this paper, we present four datasets which illustrate the influence of
sulfide on the structure and species composition of subtropical seagrass communities: 1.
Porewater sulfide measurements made during seagrass die-off episodes in Florida Bay
during 1990 and 2000 which show that porewater sulfide concentrations in active die-off
areas (4-10 mM) far exceed normal concentrations throughout Florida Bay (<2 mM); 2.
Field experiments which raised porewater sulfide concentrations up to 12 mM resulting in
complete mortality of Thalassia testudinum, somelossof Syringodiumfiliforme, and almost
no mortality of Halodule wrightii; 3. Guano-addition experiments performed in the early
1990’ s by Fourqurean et al. (1995), which we re-interpret to show that porewater sulfide
concentration changes might contribute to species shiftsfrom Thal assia to Hal odule around
bird roosting sites, and 4. Sediment sulfide concentrations measured in nine estuaries of the
eastern Gulf of Mexico that show potentially toxic sediment sulfide concentrations in
severa estuaries.

We suggest that Thalassia is much less tolerant of high porewater sulfide
concentrations than Halodule because Thalassia has a much higher ratio of below-
ground:above-ground biomass. Any physical or chemical processwhich increases sediment
sulfide concentrations can therefore cause sub-lethal, chronic stress which reduces
Thalassia productivity. Higher concentrations can result in acute, lethal sulfide stress.
Sulfide stress might also occur without changes in porewater sulfide concentrations if the
oxygen balance of seagrasses is affected by decreased photosynthetic or oxygen transport
capacity dueto shading by phytoplankton, epiphytes, or resuspended sediments. Pathogens,
physical injury, and grazing organisms can also reduce oxygen transport from seagrass
leaves to roots and rhizomes, setting the stage for hypoxic stress and sulfide toxicity.

Recent measurements of porewater sulfide concentrations in several west Florida
estuaries suggest that the problem of sulfide toxicity isnot limited to seagrasses growingin
carbonate sediments. In fact, sulfidetoxicity might play asynergistic rolein recent seagrass
losses in Tampa Bay. Seagrass restoration efforts should consider sediment sulfide levels
and sulfide tolerance of seagrass species in transplant projects.

INTRODUCTION
Although seagrasses are vital components
of the nearshore ecosystem (Zieman 1982;
Nelson 1992), drastic declines in the
distribution and abundance of seagrass
communities have occurred in many
estuaries throughout the Gulf of Mexico
(Lewiset al. 1982; Pulich and White 1991),
the United States (Orth and Moore 1983;
Dennison et a. 1993), and the world
(Cambridge et a. 1986). In most cases,
concurrent declines in water quality have
been blamed for seagrassloss. Declinesin
water quality and clarity, in turn, often
result from anthropogenic nutrients which
stimul ate estuarine phytoplankton blooms.
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In Tampa Bay, an 80% decline in seagrass
cover over the past 100 years has been
largely attributed to deterioration of water
clarity (Lewis et al. 1982). Aggressive
effortsto reducenitrogen loading to Tampa
Bay have resulted in improved water
clarity and increases in seagrass cover
between 1990 and 1996 (Johansson and
Greening 2000).

Recent studies have shown that sediment
sulfide concentrations can also act alone or
synergistically to cause chronic, sublethal
or acutely lethal stress on seagrasses
(Carlson et a. 1994; Goodman et al. 1995;
Erskine and Koch 2000). Sulfide is
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produced naturaly in anaerobic marine
sediments by heterotrophic bacteria which
use sulfate as aterminal electron acceptor
in breakdown of organic matter (Goldhaber
and Kaplan, 1975). Because seagrass
sediments typically have high organic
matter content, sulfate reduction rates in
seagrass sediments are higher than in
unvegetated marine sediments (Carlson et
al. 1994, Holmer and Nielsen 1997).
Sulfide is aso a potent cytotoxin,
irreversibly binding enzymes involved in
electron transport for both photosynthesis
and respiration (see review by Bagarinao
1992). Sulfide also causes hypoxia in
seagrass roots and rhizomes by reacting
with photosynthetically-produced oxygen
diffusing from leaves to below-ground
tissue. Marine plants and animals vary in
their ability to tolerate sulfide, using a
variety of avoidance strategies to exclude
sulfide and accommodation strategies to
detoxify sulfide (see review by Bagarinao
1992). However, the tolerance limits of
seagrasses can be exceeded if sulfide
accumulates to toxic levels in sediment
porewater.

The amount of sulfide which accumulates
in seagrass bed sediments depends on a
number of physical and chemical charac-
teristics. Tidal currents, wave action, and
sandy sediments facilitate exchange of
sediment porewater with the overlying
water column, resulting in oxidation or
export of sulfide produced by bacteria. In
contrast, sulfide concentrations are gener-
aly higher in quiescent areas with fine-
grained sediments. Siliceous, terrigenous
sediments typically contain high concen-
trations of iron (up to 5%) which bind
sulfide as pyrite or iron monosulfide.
Biogenic carbonate sediments, such as
thosein FloridaBay, the Florida K eys, and
BiscayneBay, however, havevery lowiron
concentrations, resulting in porewater
sulfide concentrations which are consider-
ably higher than those typically found in
Central and North Florida seagrass beds.
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In keeping with the theme of this
conference “Seagrass Management: It's
not just nutrients” we suggest that
sediment porewater sulfide concentrations
also influence the species composition,
survival, and growth of seagrass beds in
South Florida. If this is the case, two
important ramifications for seagrass man-
agement should be considered: 1. human
activities which affect organic matter and
sediment accumulation in seagrass beds
might increase seagrass sulfide stress; 2.
Sediment sulfide levels might affect the
survival and growth of transplanted
seagrass beds.

We draw on data from four projects to
examine the role that sulfide plays in
determining the species composition,
survival, and growth of South Florida
seagrass communities; Sediment sulfide
data collected in studies of Florida Bay
seagrass die-off over the last 12 years
provide powerful, albeit circumstantial,
evidence that high sulfide concentrations
kill turtle grass. We aso performed
experiments in Florida Bay seagrass beds
to examine the response of Thalassia
testudinum, Halodule wrightii, and
Syringodium filiforme to elevated sulfide
concentrations, and we re-sampled experi-
ments which examined the effects of bird
guano on seagrass beds (Fourgurean et al.
1995). Finaly, we compared sulfide
concentrations in seagrass beds of nine
estuariesl|ocated along the coast of the Gulf
of Mexico from the Chandeleur Islands to
Florida Bay.

STUDY AREA AND METHODS
Florida Bay Seagrass Die-Off Studies.
We have measured porewater sulfide
concentrations associated with die-off
episodes of Thalassia since 1988. Two
major episodes have occurred in that time
period. Thefirst episode occurred between
1987 and 1991, affecting over 10,000 ha. of
seagrass beds, primarily in the central and
western portions of Florida Bay (Raobblee



et a. 1991). The second episode has
occurred since 1998 in amuch smaller area
near Barnes Key near the southern edge of
Florida Bay, and it is still ongoing.

In the initial die-off studies, we collected
small (60 cm?®) cores from three die-off
patches in each of three basins affected by
die-off (Rankin Lake, Johnson Key Basin,
and Rabbit Key Basin). Three replicate
coreswere collected in February, June, and
October each year from dead aress, fringes
of die-off patches, and surviving seagrass
surrounding the die-off patches. Cores
were submersed in chilled seawater for
trangport, and porewater sulfide was
determinedinthelaboratory using asulfide
ion-specific electrode (Carlson et al. 1994).
Samples were collected from die-off
patches in 1989 and 1990. Additional
porewater sulfide samples were aso
collected from equilibrium-dialysis sam-
plers deployed in a die-off patch and in an
adjacent, surviving grass bed in Johnson
Key Basinin fall 1990.

Porewater sulfide sampling was aso
carried out quarterly between 1994 and
1996 at 24 sites throughout Florida Bay
using the same coring and anaysis
techniques. Quarterly sampling of
porewater sulfide at the Barnes K ey die-off
site began in October 1999 and is
continuing.

Sediment Perfusion Experiments. As
part of our investigation into the role of
sulfide in seagrass die-off in Florida Bay,
we have carried out a series of experiments
to determine the response of seagrasses to
elevated porewater sulfide concentrations.
We removed the bottoms from 15 5-gallon
plastic buckets and inserted them into the
sediments of dense, nearly-monospecific
beds of Thalassia testudinum, Halodule
wrightii, and Syringodium filiforme near
Man O’ War Key inthewestern bay in June
1990. Each bucket isolated a column of
sediment and seagrass from the surround-

Infl
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ing bed; rhizomes around the perimeter of
each bucket were severed to prevent
translocation between seagrass shoots
inside and outside the buckets. After
allowing seagrassesto recover from bucket
insertion for one month, we randomly
selected three buckets for each seagrass
species to serve as bucket controls and
three buckets to receive glucose amend-
ments. Three “perfusers’ (porous polyeth-
ylenetubes containing 140 g glucose) were
inserted into the sediments of each glucose-
amended bucket. Three piecesof PVC pipe
(1" nominal diameter) were inserted into
each of the control buckets. A porous
polyethylene porewater sampler was also
inserted in the center of each bucket to
allow monthly collection of sediment
porewater for sulfide and pH determina-
tion. Buckets were harvested eight weeks
after the perfusers were installed in the
buckets. All plant material retained on a
1 mm sieve was retained for determination
of live and dead above- and below-ground
biomass. Seagrass shootswereclassified as
live, new-dead, or old-dead, counted, and
measured.

Bird Stake Experiments. Several stakes
wereinstalled asbird roosts on Cross Bank
by J. Fourqurean and G. Powell in 1981
(Powell et a. 1989, Fourqurean et al.
1995). Approximately two years after
stakes were installed, five stakes were
pushed down into the sediment so they
could no longer serve asbird roosts. In July
1991, ten years after the experiment began,
we collected duplicate sediment cores
adjacent to each of twelve stakes: four
active bird roosts, four stakes which had
been pushed into the sediments, and four
control sites. Cores were transported in
chilled seawater and analyzed using a
sulfide ion-specific electrode as described
above.

Comparison of Gulf Coast Estuaries.
Porewater sulfide concentrations were
measured at 25-30 sites in nine estuaries
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distributed between the Chandel eur Islands
and FloridaBay. At each site, we collected
60-cm?® cores and measured sulfide using
an ion-specific electrode.

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION
Florida Bay Seagrass Die-Off Studies.
Vertical profiles of sediment porewater
sulfide concentrations of surviving
Thalassia beds and die-off patches at
Johnson Key Basin differed in severa
ways (Figure 1). Sulfide concentrations
were low near the sediment surface and
increased with depth in the sediments for
both profiles. In the surviving grass bed,
however, maximum sulfide concentrations
~3 mM occurred at a depth of 8-10 cm,
corresponding roughly to the depth where
most rhizomes arelocated. Sulfide concen-
trations in the die-off patch increased to

values near 1.5 mM at adepth of 20 cmin
the sediments. Low porewater sulfide
concentrations of the die-off patch sedi-
ments probably resulted from depletion of
seagrass organic matter in the year that
elapsed between thetimethat seagrassdied
and the time we sampled. Previous studies
have shown that sediment sulfide concen-
trations increase dramatically during die-
off episodes and then decline slowly over
12 to 18 months (Carlson et a. 1994).

During initial die-off investigations in
1989 and 1990, mean porewater sulfide
concentrations in sediments of Johnson
Key Basin, Rabbit Key Basin and Rankin
Lake were 1.6 to 1.8 mM (Table 1A).
Concentrations varied seasonally with
concentrations generally lower than 1 mM
in spring and summer. Concentrations in
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Figure 1. Vertica profile of porewater sulfide in die-off patch sediments
and adjacent surviving Thalassia testudinum bed, Johnson Key Basin, fall

1990.
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Table 1. Florida Bay sediment porewater sulfide concentrations,1989 to 1999. Dataare mM (mmol S= per liter
porewater). Within each grouping (season, year, or region), values with the same letter subscript are not signifi-
cantly different. Barnes Key 1999 data are means followed by standard deviation values in parentheses.

A. Initial Die-Off Period 1989-1991

Basin averages Johnson Key Basin 17 (14
Rabbit Key Basin 16 (1.2
Rankin Lake 18(1.7)

Seasonal averages June 1989 0.52 (0.09)
October 1989 2.30 (0.69)
February 1990 0.86 (0.34)
June 1990 0.88 (0.24)
October 1990 3.80(0.89)

B. Baywide averages 1994-1996

Annual averages 1994 0.62 a
1995 059 a
1996 0.71a
Seasonal averages Spring 054 b
Fall 0.73a
Regional averages North-central 0.10 a
Western 075 b
Southesst 048 c
Northeast 047 c
South-central 047 c
BarnesKey site May 1994 0.53
October 1994 0.90
May 1995 0.66
October 1995 0.56
April 1996 0.43
September 1996 0.76
May 1997 0.68

C. Barnes Key die-off site, October 1999

Old die-off 2.70 (0.92)
Dense Thalassia 3.30 (0.55)
New die-off 4.70 (1.10)
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October of 1989 and 1990 were 2.3 and 3.8
mM, respectively, coinciding with
Thalassia die-off events. In active die-off
patches, Carlson et al. (1994) measured
porewater sulfide concentrations over 13
mM. Although much of the sulfide
production in active die-off patches is
fueled by microbial decomposition of
dying roots and rhizomes, elevated
porewater sulfide concentrations (1.5-1.8
mM) preceded die-off by three months at
onemonitored sitein Johnson Key Basinin
1990, indicating that events which stimu-
lated sediment sulfide production in
summer might have caused die-off directly
or made Thalassia vulnerable to other
stressors.

Between 1994 and 1996, no large seagrass
die-off episodes occurred in Florida Bay
and porewater sulfide concentrations
sampled at 24 sites throughout the Bay
ranged between 0.47 mM and 1.1 mM
(Table 1B). Highest concentrations oc-
curred in the north-central region of the
Bay (1.1 mM), followed by the western
region (0.75 mM). The southeast, south-
central, and northeast regions all had
porewater sulfide concentrations less than
0.5 mM.

These values were significantly lower than
mean concentrations measured in the
western Bay during the first major die-off
episode (Table 1A). During this same
period, surface water salinity in Florida
Bay dropped from hypersaline values to
25-35 ppt (Everglades National Park
Marine Monitoring Program, unpublished
data). Although the Barnes Key die-off
episode has cast doubt about the impor-
tance of hypersalinity as a contributing
cause for Thalassia die-off episodes, the
dropin porewater sulfidevaluesfrom 1.8to
1.1 mM in the north-central region and a
declinefrom 1.7 t0 0.75 mM inthewestern
Bay over the time period between 1989-90
and 1994-96 is statistically significant. The
drop might indicate a regional-scale
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influence—climatic, hydrographic, or bio-
logical—which had contributed to Thalassia
die-off in 1987-91 declined during this
period.

During the period 1994-96, annual
variation in porewater sulfide concentra-
tions was not significant, but fall values
(0.73 mM) were significantly higher than
spring (0.54 mM). Both sampling periods
(1989-90 and 1994-96) exhibited the same
seasonal trends suggesting that processes
operating in the fall cause elevated
porewater sulfide concentrations. As noted
above, Thalassia die-off episodes have
also occurred during the fall suggesting a
link between the seasonal dynamics of
sediment sulfide and Thalassia die-off.
TheBay-widesurvey datasupport thislink,
but they alsoindicatethat amoderaterisein
porewater sulfide concentrations during
fall is not sufficient by itself to cause die-
off. The processes that cause the seasonal
cycle in porewater sulfide concentrations
are not known but Yarbro and Carlson
(1989) suggested that hypoxic stress of
Thalassia might occur in fall as the
combined result of declining day length
and warm water temperatures.

During the 1994-96 period, porewater
sulfide concentrations at one sampling
point near Barnes Key fluctuated between
0.43 and 0.9 mM. When a new episode of
Thalassia die-off occurred in this area in
fall 1999, porewater sulfide concentrations
over 6 mM were measured (Table 1C).
Even surviving Thalassa beds had
porewater sulfide concentrations over 3
mM, suggesting the potential for sulfide
stress, although no visible stress symptoms
were observed.

Sediment Perfusion Experiments. Addi-
tion of glucose to bucket sediments caused
significant increases in porewater sulfide,
indicating that sulfate reduction rates in
Florida Bay sediments are limited by the
availability of labile organic matter rather



than by sulfate. Initial porewater sulfide
concentrations measured May 16, 1991
ranged from 0.8 to 1.2 mM with no
significant difference among species or
treatments (Table 2). Final concentrations
varied markedly among treatments. Glu-
cose-amended buckets of all three species
had porewater sulfide concentrations
between 10 mM and 13 mM. Concentra-
tions within control buckets ranged from 2
mM in Halodule beds to 25 mM in
Syringodium beds, to 3.5 mM in Thalassia
beds. Sediments outside the buckets had
the lowest sulfide concentrations, gener-
aly lessthan 1 mM.

Seagrass survival was inversely related to
sediment sulfide concentrations (Table 2).
Lowest mortality ( 5%) occurred in outside
control plots in Thalassia beds and in
control buckets in Halodule beds. Mortal-
ity in control buckets in Syringodium and
Thalassia beds (8% and 15%, respectively)
was dlightly higher, indicating that the
process of severing rhizomesand installing
buckets does kill some seagrass shoots.

Seagrass mortality in glucose-amended
sediments of Halodule and Syringodium
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beds (5% and 12%, respectively) was
dightly, but not significantly, higher than
controls. Thalassia mortality in glucose-
amended buckets was approximately 70%,
much higher than in control buckets. We
interpret these results to indicate that
Thalassia is very sensitive to eevated
sulfide concentrations, Syringodiumisless
sensitive, and Halodule is relatively
insensitive to elevated sulfide concentra-
tions in the range of 10-13 mM, values
which were measured in sediments of
active die-off patches.

One difference among these three seagrass
species which might account for their
differing sulfide tolerance is their below-:
above-ground biomass ratios. Species
which have a proportionally large invest-
ment in belowground tissue might be more
vulnerableto sulfidetoxicity than aspecies
with less bel owground biomass. Up to 80%
of Thalassa biomass is roots and
rhizomes, while Syringodiumand Halodule
roots and rhizomes typically comprise less
than 30% and 20% respectively of tota
plant biomass (Kenworthy and Thayer
1984). In our experiments, Thalassia, the
species with the greatest fraction of

Table 2. Porewater sulfide concentrations and seagrass shoot mortality in sediment perfusion experiments,
summer 1991. Shoot mortality is calculated as the percent of shoots present at the beginning of the experi-

ment within each bucket.

TREATMENT:
GLUCOSE-
OUTSIDE CONTROL AMENDED
PARAMETER CONTROLS BUCKETS BUCKETS
Initial Porewater Sulfide Thalassia beds — 1.2 1.2
Concentration (mM) Syringodium beds — 1.0 1.0
Hal odule beds — 0.8 0.8
Final Porewater Sulfide Thalassia beds 1.0 35 13.0
Concentration (mM) Syringodium beds — 25 11.0
Hal odule beds — 2.0 10.0
Shoot Mortality Thalassia beds 5% 15% 70%
Syringodium beds — 8% 12%
Hal odule beds NA 5% 5%
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belowground biomass, was the most
vulnerable to sulfide toxicity. Halodule,
the species with the lowest ratio of below-
:above-ground tissue, was |least affected by
elevated sediment sulfide concentrations.

Our results are consistent with those of
Goodman et a. (1995) who found that
photosynthesis and growth of Zostera
marina was inhibited by experimentally-
elevated sulfide concentrations. Our data
are aso remarkably consistent with
Terrados et a. (1999), who found that
sucrose addition to sediments in a
Phillipine seagrass bed resulted in signifi-
cant mortality and slower growth in
Thalassia hemprichii shoots, while
Halodule uninervis and Syringodium
isoetifolium survival and growth did not
differ significantly from controls.

In contrast, laboratory experiments by
Erskine and Koch (2000) found that short-
term (48-hour) exposure of Thalassia
testudinum to sulfide concentrations up to
10 mM caused lower leaf elongation rates
and lower adenylate charge ratios, but the
effects were found to be reversible. They
concluded that sulfide could not “initiate
rapid die-off episodes of T. testudinum in
Florida Bay.” However, their results were
influenced by the short-term exposures
used in their experiments and by removal
of root and rhizome tissue from Thalassia
shoots prior to sulfide exposure. In the
natural environment, Thalassia roots and
rhizomes are continuously exposed to
sulfide, and natural Thalassia beds have
high root:shoot ratios.

One additional result of the perfusion
experimentsisnoteworthy: glucoseamend-
ments not only increased sediment sulfide
concentrations but they also caused
sediment pH values to decline from
approximately 7.5 to values below 6.5
(Figure 2). Becaused the pK1 of H_Sis 7.0,
the 1.0 unit decline in pH causes a three-
fold increase in the fraction of total
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porewater sulfidepresent asH,S(Gol dhaber
and Kaplan 1975). Hydrogen sulfide (H,S)
has been shown to be more toxic than
bisulfide (HS-) because H,S penetrates
plant tissues more easily. Not only did
sediment sulfide concentrations increase
10-fold in glucose-amended sediments, but
the fraction of gaseous H,S also increased
by afactor of three, resulting in a 30-fold
increase of the most toxic fraction of the
sediment sulfide pool.

Because al experimenta studies to date
have shown deleterious effects of sulfide
on seagrass survival and growth, we
conclude that chronic sulfide toxicity is at
least a synergistic influence on the die-off
of Thalassiain FloridaBay. Itisalsolikely
that acute toxicity caused by elevated
sulfide concentrationsis sufficient by itself
to cause die-off.

Bird Stake Experiments. Previousstudies
(Powell et al. 1989, Fourqurean et al. 1995)
found that seagrass communities adjacent
to bird roosts changed over a period of
several years from Thalassia dominated
beds to monospecific beds of Halodule.
They concluded that, under nutrient-rich
conditions caused by bird guano deposi-
tion, Halodule outcompeted Thalassia.
When we resampled bird roosts on Cross
Bank in 1991, we found that, in addition to
higher sediment nutrient concentrations,
sites where birds actively roosted had
elevated sediment sulfide concentrations
(Figure 3). In fact, mean porewater sulfide
concentrations adjacent to active roosting
stakes were 2 mM. Adjacent to stakes
where birds could no longer roost, mean
porewater sulfide concentrations were 1.2
mM. Control sites had porewater concen-
trations of approximately 0.8 mM. Wealso
found that porewater ammonia and
porewater sulfideconcentrationsin seagrass
sediments were positively correlated (Fig-
ure 4).
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Figure 2. Relationship of sediment porewater pH and sulfide in sediment perfusion experiments.
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Figure 3. Effect of bird guano on sediment porewater sulfide concentrations. See Fourqurean et al. 1995 for
experimental details.
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Figure 4. Relationship of porewater ammoniaand porewater sulfide concentrationsin sediments receiving bird
guano.
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Our porewater sulfide and ammonia data
suggest another interpretation of these
results. If sediment microbial communities
in general, and sulfate-reducing bacteria
specifically, are nutrient-limited, then
guano addition stimulates heterotrophic
microbial activity in the sediments.
Porewater sulfide concentrations double,
and, because Halodule is more tolerant to
sulfide than Thalassia, Thalassiais slowly
replaced by Halodule.

Surveys of Gulf Coast Estuaries. We
originally anticipated that sulfide toxicity
was a phenomenon limited to the iron-poor
biogenic carbonate sediments of Florida
Bay and the FloridaKeys. However, in our
survey of several estuaries, we found that,
while mean sulfide concentrations were
less than 2 mM in al estuaries, some
estuaries had individual sampling stations
with values greater than 2 mM (Figure 5).
For example, seven sampling points at
Perdido Key near Pensacola and four in

Influence of Sediment Sulfide on Seagrass Communities

Sarasota Bay had sulfide concentrations
greater than 2 mM, a value that our work
and other studies support as a toxic
threshold, at least for Thal assiatestudinum.

CONCLUSIONS

Our research suggests four conclusions: 1.
Acute sulfide toxicity can kill Thalassia
testudinum; 2. The acute toxicity threshold
for Thalassia is between 2 mM and 3 mM;
3. Halodule wrightii tolerates much higher
sulfide concentrations; and 4. Chronic
sulfide toxicity causes shifts in seagrass
species composition. Like other plant
species, Thalassia and other seagrasses are
probably affected by both direct and
indirect sulfide toxicity effects. The direct,
cytotoxic effectsresult from the reaction of
sulfide with enzymes required for photo-
synthesis and respiration. Indirect toxicity
effects are caused by hypoxia when
photosynthetically-produced oxygen oxi-
dizes sulfide which enters roots and
rhizomes.

HIGHER SEDIMENT, |! |PHYTOPLANKTON
NUTRIENT, ORGANIC|i |BLOOMS,
LOADING . |TURBIDITY

v i v
INCREASED . | DECREASED
SEDIMENT , |PHOTOSYNTHETIC
SULFIDE i |CAPACITY

.

HYPOXIC STRESS
AND/OR S=TOXICITY

J

v

SHIFT IN SEAGRASS SPECIES
COMPOSITION OR MORTALITY

Figure 6. Factors affecting the vulnerability of seagrasses to hypoxia and sulfide toxicity.
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Oxygen production and transport within
plants is the key to resistance to hypoxia
and sulfide toxicity, and seagrass survival
depends on a balance between the plant’s
oxygen supply and sediment porewater
sulfide as shown in Figure 6. Any process
which causes elevation of sediment sulfide
increases hypoxia or sulfide toxicity in
seagrasses. Sulfide toxicity can also be
increased by factors which decrease
seagrass photosynthesis. If the balance
between the internal oxygen supply of
seagrasses is shifted dlightly, seagrass
specieswith higher sulfide tolerance might
replace less tolerant species over a period
of years.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank Tim Barber, Brian Brookshire, and
Manuel Merello for assistance with field and
laboratory work. Funding for Florida Bay research
was provided by Everglades Nationa Park
Cooperative Agreement CA 5280-8-9006 and the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection.
Funding for comparisons among Gulf Coast
estuaries was provided by the U. S. Environmental
Protection Agency STAR Grant #R825145-01-0.

REFERENCES

Bagarinao, T. 1992. Sulfide as an environmental
factor and toxicant: Tolerance and adaptations
in aguatic organisms. Aquatic Toxicology 24:
21-62.

Cambridge, M. L., A. W. Chiffings, C. Brittan, L.
Moore, and A. J. McComb. 1986. The loss of
seagrass in Cockburn Sound, Western Austra-
lia. 1. Possible causes of seagrass decline.
Aquat. Bot. 24: 269-285.

Carlson, P. R. Jr., L. A. Yarbro, and T. R. Barber.
1994. Relationship of sediment sulfide to
mortality of Thalassia testudinum in Florida
Bay. Bull. Mar. Sci. 54: 733-746.

Dennison, W.C., Orth, R.J., Moore, K.A., Stevenson,
J.C., Carter, V., Kollar,S., Bergstrom, P.W. and
Batiuk, R.A. 1993. Assessing water quality
with submerged aguatic vegetation. Bioscience.
vol. 43, no. 2, pp. 86-94.

Erskinge, J. M., and M. S. Koch. 2000. Sulfide effects
on Thalassia testudinum carbon balance and
adenylate energy charge. Aquatic Botany 67:
275-285.

Fourqurean, J. W., G.V.N. Powell, W. J. Kenworthy,
and J. C. Zieman. 1995. The effects of long-
term manipulation of nutrient supply on

226

competition between the seagrasses Thalassia
testudinum and Halodule wrightii in Florida
Bay. Oikos 72: 349-358.

Goldhaber, M. B. and I. R. Kaplan. 1975. The sulfur
cycle. pp. 569-655 in E. D. Goldberg, ed. The
Sea, vol. 5. Wiley, New York.

Goodman, J. L., K. A. Moore, and W. C. Dennison.
1995. Photosynthetic responses of eeelgrass
(Zostera marina L.) to light and sediment
sulfide in a shallow barrier island lagoon.
Aquatic Botany 50:37-47.

Holmer, M., and S. L. Nidsen. 1997. Sediment
sulfur dynamics related to biomass-density
patternsin Zosteramarina (eelgrass) beds. Mar.
Ecol. Progr. Ser. 146: 163-171.

Johansson, JO.R and H. S. Greening. 2000.
Seagrass restoration in Tampa Bay: aresource-
based approach to estuarine management. Pp.
279-293 in S. A. Bortone, ed. Seagrasses:
Monitoring, Ecology, Physiology, and Man-
agement. CRC Press, Boca Raton.

Kenworthy, W. J. and G. W. Thayer. 1984.
Production and decomposition of the roots and
rhizomes of seagrasses Zostera marina and
Thalassia testudinum in temperate and sub-
tropical marine ecosystems. Bull. Mar. Sci. 35:
364-379.

Lewis, R. R., M. J. Durako, M. D. Moffler,and R. C.
Phillips. 1982. Seagrass meadows of Tampa
Bay- A Review. pp. 210-246in Treat, S. F., ed.
Proceedings of the Tampa Bay Area Scientific
Information Symposium (BASIS). Fla. Sea
Grant Rep. 65.

Nelson, D. M. (ed.) 1992. Distribution and
abundance of fishesand invertebratesin Gulf of
Mexico estuaries. Vol. 1. Data summaries.
ELMR Rep. 10. NOAA/NOS Strategic Assess-
ments Division, Rockville, MD. 273 pp.

Orth, R. J.,, and K. A. Moore. 1983. Chesapeake Bay:
An unprecedented decline in submerged
aguatic vegetation. Science 227:51-53.

Powell, G. V. N., W. J. Kenworthy, and J. W.
Fourqurean. 1989. Experimental evidence for
nutrient limitation of seagrass growth in a
tropical estuary withrestricted circulation. Bull.
Mar. Sci. 44:324-340.

Pulich, W. M., and W. A. White. 1991. Decline of
submerged vegetation in the Galveston Bay
system: Chronology and relationships to
physical processes. J. Coastal Res. 7:1125-
1138.

Robblee, M. B., T. R. Barber, P. R. Carlson, M. J.
Durako, J. W. Fourgqurean, L. K. Muehlstein, D.
Porter, L. A. Yarbro, J. C. Zieman, R. T.
Zieman. 1991. Mass mortality of the tropical
seagrass Thalassia testudinum in Florida Bay,
USA. Mar. Ecol. Progr. Ser. 71: 297-299.

Terrados, J., C. M. Duarte, L. Kamp-Nielsen, N. S.
R. Agawin, E. Gacia, D. Lacap, M. D. Fortes, J.
Borum, M. Lubanski, and T. Greve. 1999. Are



seagrassgrowth and survival constrained by the
reducing conditions of the sediment? Aquatic
Botany 65: 175-197.

Yarbro, L. A., and P. R. Carlson, Jr. 1989. Sediment
sulfide and physiological characteristics of
Thalassia testudinum in die-back areas of
Florida Bay. Abstract. Estuarine Research
Federation Biennial Conference.

Zieman, J. C. 1982. The ecology of the seagrasses of
south Florida: A community profile. FWS/
OBW 82/25.

(PRC, LAY, BJP, AK, HA, KAM) Florida Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Commission, Florida Marine
Research Ingtitute, 100 Eighth Avenue SE, St
Petersburg, FL 33701

Influence of Sediment Sulfide on Seagrass Communities

227






COMPACT AIRBORNE SPECTROGRAPHIC IMAGER (CASI)
IMAGING OF THE COASTAL ZONE NEAR TAMPA, FLORIDA

CharlesW. Kovach, Gary A. Borstad,
Mar Martinez de Saavedra Alvarez

ABSTRACT

An aerial survey crew was in Florida as part of a multi-spectral imaging project,
permitting them to offer acquisition of additional imagery with a Compact Airborne
Spectrographic Imager (CASI) at reduced rate because of shared mobilization costs. The
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) used the opportunity to acquire
CASI imagery of the Tampaareaon April 30, 2000. Target areas selected were asfollows:
two areasin TampaBay (TerraCeiaBay and Apollo Beach), one areain St. Joseph Sound
(where rhodamine dye was injected into adjacent industrial and domestic wastewater
discharges) and Anclote Anchorage. An overview of data acquisition, processing, and
classification of submerged vegetation in the Apollo Beach areais provided here.

The CAS| wasflown over the designated areas at several altitudes (10,800 feet for 4m
resolution, 6,000 feet for 2 m resolution and 3,000 feet for 1m resolution). Raw image data
were calibrated to radiance units (N\W/cm?/sr/nm) measured at the sensor. Theimagery was
first corrected for aircraft roll, pitch, yaw and partially for atmospheric interference, then
projected into Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) World Geodetic System (WGS) 84

coordinates and re-sampled to sguare pixels.

A multispectral classification of submerged vegetation and bottom typesfor the Apollo
Beach areawas performed. Datafor the targeted areas were delivered as Band InterL eaved
(BIL) files and as 3-band tiff files for input into a GIS database.

BACKGROUND

Cost effective remote sensing of resources
is an important management tool. Cur-
rently, the Tampa Bay Estuary Program
(TBEP) utilizes seagrass coverage distri-
bution change as one surrogate for overal
health of the Tampa Bay ecosystem. The
Southwest Florida Water Management
District (SWFWMD) similarly monitors
additional geographical areas along the
southwest coast of Florida for the same
purpose. Recent development in remote
sensing technol ogy and availability hasled
to evaluations of the cost effectiveness of
various tools for resource management
purposes.

Mumby et a. (2000), include acomparison
of cost effectiveness of CASI and aeria
photograph interpretation (API). The
authors conclude that asthe areathat needs
to be assessed increases, the cost of API is
likely to rise faster than the cost of digital
airborne scanner surveys (e.g., CASl),
making API progressively less cost
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effective. Virnstein et a. (1997) describe a
comparison of digital multispectral imag-
ery versus APl for mapping seagrasses in
Indian River Lagoon, Florida. Because of
contractual problems a cost comparison
was not completed, but the authors
commented favorably on advantages of
multispectral imagery over API, including
classification capabilities and the utility
provided by a digitally acquired product.
The present project was implemented by
the Southwest District of FDEP asafurther
evauation of the utility of digita
multispectral imagery for resource.

Objectives
The main objective of the data acquisition
wasto acquire aerial multispectral imagery
in the Tampa area that could be used to
assess and demonstrate the capability of
these data. A detailed project plan was
devel oped that included standard operating
protocols, instrument bandset and planned
flight lines. Borstad Associates was
responsible for mission planning, instru-
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ment bandset configuration, flight line
planning, data collection, image
geocorrection, registration and preliminary
processing.

METHODS
The Compact Airborne
Spectrographic Imager (CASI)

The CASI isapush-broom imager built by
Itres Instruments Ltd. of Calgary, Alberta.
The Borstad CASl (¢n 101 manufactured
in 1990 by Itres Instruments Inc. and
modified in 1995 to improve blue
sensitivity) was flown in spatial mode,
configured to acquire 11 spectral channels
for high altitude flights (Table 1, band set
MRT1.CCF). The eleven-channel band set
was developed specifically for coral reef
mapping and used previoudy for reefsin
Mauritius, Reunion (Borstad et a. 1997),
Puerto Rico and the Bahamas.

Table 1. Bandsets used for the Tampa survey.

MRT1 Wavelength Mean
Band No. range (nm)  wavelength (nm)

1 421.9-453.6 437.75
2 461.9-490.4 476.15
3 493.4-516.7 505.05
4 526.8-544.9 535.85

5 569.2-587.4 578.3
6 610.0-626.5 618.25
7 640.3-653.2 646.75

8 665.3— 685.3 675.3
9 704.6-715.7 710.15
10 745.8-762.3 754.05
11 774.5-801.8 788.15

With the airplane at 10,800 feet altitude,
the cross-track pixel size was 4 m and the
image swath was 2 km wide. At an
integration time of 75 msec and a ground
speed of 104 knots, the along-track pixel
size was aso 4 m. The imagery was
captured with the instrument fore-optics at
f8 (or occasionally 5.6) and anarrow angle
(35°) lens. Slight variations in speed or
altitude will somewhat expand or contract
pixels; however, during processing all
pixels are re-mapped using a nearest
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neighbor approach to the desired pixel
spacing.

TheBorstad CASl also recordsaircraft roll
and pitch from a separate mechanical gyro
and latitude and longitude from a GPS
receiver to provide data for subsequent
geo-correction of the imagery. These
flights were staged on April 30, 2000 just
before Selective Availability was turned
off. However a GPS base station was not
used on this mission due to its short
duration. The base station would require a
minimum of 72 hours operation at an
unsurveyed location (within 50 km of the
target location) to derive an accurate
reference position. As a result, the
navigation data were not differentially
corrected. However, during second stage
rectification of the data, ground control
points collected from well navigated
reference imagery were used to improve
the rectification of the airborne imagery.

Twenty-two flight transects were acquired
in just over 2.5 hours of flight time. Two
target areasin TampaBay (TerraCeiaBay
and Apollo Beach), one target area in St.
Joseph Sound (where rhodamine dye was
injected into adjacent industrial and
domestic wastewater discharges) and
Anclote Anchorage were al imaged
several times. Sometargetswereimaged at
several altitudes to obtain different spatial
resolutions. Only a small portion of one
flight line over Apollo Beach is discussed
here. The Apollo Beachtransect (Figs. 1, 2)
was flown 4 times on April 30, 2000.

DATA PROCESSING
Radiometric Calibration
During radiometric calibration, raw image
data are read from tape the raw radiance
values are converted into upwelling
radiance units (nW/cm?#sr/nm), using a
responsivity function obtained during
laboratory calibration of the instrument.
After removing dark and electrical offset
signals from each scan line of the data, the
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Figure 1. Flight path for the Apollo transect.

responsivity of each individual array
element from the calibration is averaged
according to the bands used for the flight
data collection, and applied to the image
data to produce a radiance for each band.
The values cal cul ated represent radiance at
the sensor, that includes the effect of the
atmospherebelow theaircraft aswell asthe
extrapath radiance at the edge of the swath.
The imagery can be viewed at this stage,
but because no corrections have been
applied for aircraft motion it can be
difficult to interpret.

Figure 2. DOP of the Apollo

Bay target area.

CAS Imaging of the Coastal Zone

Geometric and Geographic Correction

During acquisition, theroll and pitch of the
aircraft are recorded by the gyro for each
scan line while the CASI image is being
acquired. As part of the first order geo-
correction process theroll, pitch, and GPS
datafor eachimage scan lineareusedtore-
map theimagery to removeaircraft motion,
using anearest neighbor approach. Aircraft
yaw is not recorded by the gyro but instead
was compensated for by re-orienting the
cameraon each flight line using the photo-
cameramount. Data processed to this stage
is in 16-bit signed format, in units of
radiance (nW/cm?/sr/nm) at the sensor
dtitude, each file representing an indi-
vidual flight line, mapped north up to WGS
84 UTM coordinates and corrected for
aircraft motion. Such first order geo-
corrections should be accurate to within
10-25 meters over flat terrain.

Second stage rectification, which forces a
fit at the ground control point (GCP) and
interpol ates the regions between the GCPs
allows improvement of absolute position-
ing of image data. This rectification
generally reduces position error to within 2
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to 3 pixels relative to the reference
imagery.

The geo-referenced data used for the
collection of ground control points for the
Apollo Beach area was a USGS digital
orthophoto retrieved from the USGS
website. The original map projection for
these maps was NAD27, UTM zone 17.
The 1-meter resolution orthophotos for the
Apollo Beach area were converted to
NAD83 and resampled at 4-meter resolu-
tion to match the acquired CASI imagery.

During al transformations the data were
resampled using a nearest neighbor
technique, ensuring that no spectra
distortion was introduced. This is an
important consideration for subsequent
classification.

Classification

The classification of a resampled and
georectified subscene of the Apollo Beach
area (Fig. 3) was performed using ENVI’'s
Spectral Angle Mapper (SAM) and PClI’s
Imageworks spectral tools. The process
involved 5 SAM analysis using various
angles and modeling algorithms in PCI.
The classification thematic channel was
filtered in severa steps to merge small
classification polygons (Fig. 4).

Each class was assigned a color code that
was saved into a pseudo-color table. A
report on thefiltered channel was produced
(Table 2) containing areas and percentages
for each thematic class. The “null” class
referred to the land pixels not included in
this classification and zero data. Eleven
spectral classes were separated according
to spectral similaritiesand RGB appearance.

Class Descriptions
The classes described in this section were
grouped according to spectral similarities,
RGB appearance and identified classes
from previous classifications of similar
targetsfrom other projectsdone by Borstad
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Associates analysts. Some ground truth
observations were performed (C. Kovach,
J. Culter, Mote Marine Laboratory;
persona communications and photos);
however, further groundtruthing would be
necessary to confirm and identify the
species present in each class.

Throughout this section the “blue peak”
refersto aradiance maximum near 476 nm,
the “green peak” to a radiance maximum
near 536 nm, the “orange peak” to a
radiance maximum near 578 nm. The“710
peak” refersto alocal radiance maximum
near 710 nm caused by an interaction
between strong infrared reflectance of
plants and strong absorption of water.
“NTC color” refersto the color of aclassin
a“near true color” scene composite of the
MRT1 bands 8 (675.3 nm), 5 (578.3 nm)
and 2 (476.15 nm).

RESULTS
Aquatic Vegetation

The vegetation group accounted for
48.83% of the total classification. The
“Submerged” class was the most abundant
with the* Sandy bottom with algae growth”
group presenting the highest occurrence
(23.99%), followed by the “Dark green
agad mats’ (19%), the “Gracilaria &
Lyngbya” patches (3.03%), the “Halodule
wrightii” patches (2.29%), the “Brown
algae” (0.22%) and finally the “ Emergent”
class (0.3%).

Submerged Vegetation

All the submerged vegetation exhibited
low near infrared (NIR) radiance values
spectra but strong/apparent 710 peak.
Several classes were obtained as follows:

Sandy bottomwith algal growth (Classes
8 & 9). Thespectrawere characterized by a
high “orange peak” (578 nm) and variable
but clear 710 peaks (Appendix, Graph 1).
Thisclasswasidentified by groundtruthing
as “very shalow bare sandy bottom”;
however, the 710 and “orange” peaks
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Figure 3. Near true color scene of the Apollo Bay target area.

indicate algal growth, perhaps diatoma-
ceous mats (Paterson et a., 1998) or algal
turfs. Two subclasseswere separated based
on the spectral values:

Very shallow sandy bottom with algae
growth (class 8). The spectra had peak
radiance values at 578 nm (* orange peak”)
higher than 3500 DN, with radiance values
decreasing towards both ends of the
spectral range (Graph 1, green spectrum).
The NTC was amost white. This class
accounted for 5.09% of the image.

Shallow sandy bottom with algae growth
(class 9). The most abundant of this group
(18.9 % of the total classification), were
spectrally similar to the previous class
except that the values of the “ orange peak”
were lower than 3500 DN, a subtle “blue
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peak” was present but never higher than
“green peak” (Graph 1, red spectrum). The
NTC was light pink.

Dark green algal mats (classes 6 and 7).
This class was recorded from field
groundtruthing observations as algal mats
(dark green coloration, species unidenti-
fied). It was the second most abundant
submerged group (19%) and was spectrally
similar to the seagrass (Graph 2, blue
spectrum) with the presence of a variable
“double hump” (strong blue and green
peaks) but with lower 710 radiance peaks.
Two subclasses were separated based on
the spectral values:

Dark green algal mat (class 6). Spectra
showed the presence of subtle a 710 peak
and a‘ double hump’ with theradiance peak
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Figure 4. CASI multispectral classification for Apollo Bay.

at 536 nm lower than that at 47 nm (Graph
2, light green spectra). The NTC ranged
from light green, yellow-green to dark
green.

Deep dark green algal mat (class 11). The
most abundant of the two subclasses and
the second most abundant class within the
submerged group (10.24%). Spectrally
similar to the previousclass, but with amore
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defined ‘ double hump’ with the green peak
values higher than those of the blue peak.
The NTC was light red-green.

Gracilariagp. & Lyngbyasp. (class7). This
classwasidentified by field observation as
the red algae Gracilaria sp. epiphytized
with the blue green algae Lyngbya sp.
Spectrally similar to the shallow sandy
bottom with algal growth classes (Graph 3)
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Table 2. Summary of data acquired for transect 4 on April 30, 2000.

Tape 5, AM flight

Tape 6, PM flight

Tape 7, PM flight

Line No. 4 BA 4AB 4BA 4AB

Start Time 13:46:52 15:22:49 17:31:46 19:01:01

(GMT)

CASdl file 3 14 2 3

Integr. Time 75 45 45 75

(msc)

Aircraft 111 94 116 109

Speed (knts)

altitude (ft) 10,800 6,200 6,200 10,800

F stop 8 11 11 11

Band set MRT1 Tampa Tampa MRT1

Sun Elevation 38 58 77 65

Intensity 248 306 329 317

Aircraft Hdg 229 47 227 47

(M

Comments clear clear, haze turbulence, sunglint, clear
on horizon clear, overhead

in presenting a clear “orange peak” but
differing from those classes in the strong
“blue peak” (which values never exceeded
those of the “green peak”). The NTC was
green-brown-reddish. It was found mainly
in the northwest of the mosaic and
accounted for 3.032% of the classification.

Seagrassbeds: Halodulewrightii (class5).
This class was easily separated from the
other submerged vegetation classes by the
‘double hump’ spectracomposite of strong
blue and green peaks and for the high 710
peak values (Graph 2, blue spectrum). The
NTC was dark green. The identification of
the Halodule patches in the classification
was confirmed by field observation and
compared favorably with historical records
and aerial photos (J.Culter, personal
communication) of the seagrass bedsin the
area.

Brown algae (class 10). L east abundant of
the submerged vegetation classes (0.22%)
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The spectra (Graph 4) exhibited a strong
710 peak and blue peak values higher than
any other class. The NTC was dark green-
brown.

Emergent Vegetation

This class was not very abundant (0.3 %)
and included all spectra with strong 710
peak and high NIR values (Graph 5). It was
found along the shoreline and it might
represent exposed aquatic vegetation,
partially submerged land vegetation or
mixed pixels (vegetation and land spectra).

Others

This group includes three no-vegetation
aguatic classes, which together accounted
for 51.3% of the total classification.

Deep water (class1). Most abundantinthe
classification (39.12%) and it was separated
by the low spectra with blue peak and
radiance val ues decreasing steadily towards
the NIR bands (Graph 6). No 710 peak was
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present. The NTC was dark blue.

Mid depth (class 2). Spectrally similar to
the deep water class but with higher
radiance values at 536 nm and 710 nm
(Graph 6). The NTC was blue-green and
light blue. This class accounted for 11.46
% of the classification.

Shallow sand (class 15). Spectra for this
class presented very high radiance values
(>4000 DN) at the low wavelength bands
(476-578 nm) values decreasing rapidly
towardsthe NIR and asubtle 710 peak was
present, indicating possible/sparse growth
of vegetation over very shallow/shallow
sand/rubble (Graph 7). Thisclasswasfound
along the shoreline and was not very
abundant (0.55%).

CONCLUSIONS
Theresults presented here arethe beginning
of work to provide cost comparisons and
classification precision estimates for
multispectral imaging versus traditional
aerial photography interpretation for
emergent and submerged vegetation
classification. Thelimited areas covered do
not allow for useful cost comparisonsat this
time. Further post-processing of data
associated with this project, including
emergent vegetation classification and time
series of dye movement and relative
concentration gradients are in preparation.
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Graph 1. Spectraof sandy bottomwith algal growth.



CAS Imaging of the Coastal Zone

3000 0o
o — '-‘-."\-H-H = I"
. ! \._. | §9E0 -1 A |— BRED
I H""\-\. \'-\-..
Y, o '|I e 5
e
k-u" |lI l"‘
- 'II. — 1800 = '.I‘ — 1500
] == |
- L THD L
476 £36 710 ; S B 578 : L
438 508 &8 &7E Tai 438 505 f1d ara e
Wimvenglh (nm) Wavelangth (himp

Graph 2. Example of green algae and seagrass spec-
tra. Pink = dark green algal mat; green = deep dark
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Graph 3. Spectra of Gracilaria/Lyngbia vs. sandy
bottom/algae. Green and blue = Gracilaria sp. with
epiphyte Lyngbia sp.; pink = sandy bottom with al-
gal growth.

Graph 6. Example of water spectra. Dark blue=deep
water; light blue = mid-depth.

P 2500
- e — 240 4 L PEE
", 1 - e
o S V. e
£ ol Y — pEED . . 1TED
o _—— . _1
1o

430 mﬂsﬁs B8 ars A : ' : y

WL e 438 505 818 675 788

Wavnlength (nm)
Graph 4. Brown algae spectra Graph 5. Example of emergent vegetation spectra.
7800 700
e
1. 1875 - — S250
!
"‘.l
- xx_h — 280 - E500
iy
T
,

. S — EEE =} — 1TE0

i3n 06 818 &76 788 438 505 gi8 478 7ER

Wiarwedan g (mm) Viavelngth {nm}

Graph 7. Example of shallow sand spectra.

237






NITROGEN ISOTOPIC COMPOSITIONS OF SEAGRASS AND
ALGAE: IMPLICATIONSFOR TRACING NUTRIENT
SOURCESIN TWO FLORIDA ESTUARIES

Kevin S. Dillon, J.P. Chanton, D.R. Corbett, W.C. Burnett

ABSTRACT

Seagrasses and macroal gae sampleswere collected from FloridaBay and SarasotaBay
and their del **N compositions were determined in an effort to evaluate nutrient sources
within each estuary. In Florida Bay, seagrass and algae samples tended to have similar
nitrogen isotopic signatures. Samples from Florida Bay showed **N enrichment (5-11+ per
mil) in the northeast portion of the Bay and along the northern coast. Samples from the
western portion of the Bay typically ranged from 1 to 5 per mil. We believe that the
enrichment along the northern shore is due to denitrification in the anoxic sediments of the
Everglades and subseguent groundwater flow to FloridaBay. The highest del **N valuesin
Florida Bay were found adjacent to the Florida Keys and are most likely due to wastewater
disposal practices, which introduce extraordinary amounts of nutrients to the porous saline
aquifer underlying the Keys.

In Sarasota Bay, the del >N composition of the algae tended to be enriched by up to 4
per mil compared to the seagrasses. The most enrichment was observed in samplescollected
near the creeks and bayousthat flow into Sarasota Bay. Seagrasses collected near Whitaker
Bayou and Philippe Creek where enriched relativeto the seagrasses from therest of the Bay.
This enrichment is most likely due to wastewater disposal as Whitaker Bayou receives
treated sewage effluent while Philippe Creek hasahigh density of septictanksinitsdrainage
basin. Both of waterways consistently have elevated DIN concentrations (8-20 M).
Macroalgae samplesin Sarasota Bay were most enriched near Bowlegs Creek and Hudson
Bayou, both of which had DIN concentrations of lessthan 1 M at the time of sampling. The

source of thisisotopically heavy nitrogen is currently being investigated.

INTRODUCTION
As coastal regions of Floridabecome more
developed and more populated, there is a
subsequent increase in the anthropogenic
nutrient loading to many aguatic systems.
Thisincreased loading can be attributed to
many processes including atmospheric
deposition, storm water runoff, sewage
disposal practices, farming practices,
fertilizer applications, and groundwater
seepage (Greening et al. 1997). Pinpointing
and quantifying these sources have
historically proven difficult as there are
often several of these processesworkingin
concert. Stable isotopes have recently been
used extensively to determine trophic
interactions in aquatic ecosystems. Pri-
mary producers typically reflect the stable
nitrogen isotopic composition of the
nutrients assimilated as the plant or algae
matures. If the various isotopic signatures
of each nutrient source are distinct then the
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primary producers growing in the vicinity
of each source should reflect the nitrogen
isotopic composition of that source. This
technigue may also alow the zone of
influence of a source to be evaluated.

STUDY SITES
In this study, we compare the isotopic
signature of seagrasses and benthic
macroalgae in two different estuarine
systems in Floridas Florida Bay and
Sarasota Bay. The seagrass samples
included the species Thalassia testudinum
(turtle grass), Halodule wrightii (shoa
grass), and Syringodiumfiliforme (manatee
grass). At this time, no taxonomic
identification has been made on the
macroalgae samples. At sites where more
than one species of seagrasswerecollected,
the isotopic data were pooled, as were
multiple macroalgae samples from indi-
vidual sampling sites. This was done to
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allow comparisons to be made between
seagrasses and macroal gae samples across
the entire Sarasota Bay estuary regardless
of gspatial variability in species composi-
tion.

Florida Bay is a shallow lagoon bordered
by the Keys and the Florida mainland. It
covers an area of approximately 1800 km?
and has an average depth of about one
meter. Its western margin is open to the
Gulf of Mexico. Shallow carbonate mud
banks divide the bay into basins, restrict
circulation, and attenuate tidal influences
from the Gulf (Robblee et a. 1991). Most
freshwater enters the bay from the north
through Taylor Slough or as sheet flow
from the Everglades generated by loca
precipitation. Salinity in the bay oscillates
between brackish and hypersaline. Exten-
sive seagrass beds can be found in the bay.
In 1989, Zieman et al. estimated that
seagrasses covered more than 80% of the

bay.

During the late 1980s seagrass die-offs
began occurring throughout Florida Bay
(Robblee et a. 1991). The clear and
guiescent waters that once characterized
the Bay began appearing green and turbid.
Algae blooms and seagrass die-offs
became commonplace. With seagrasses
death, the muddy bottom sediments of
Florida Bay are more easily disturbed.
Newly suspended sediments rel ease nutri-
entsto thewater column, whichinturnfuel
microalgae blooms. As turbidity and algal
densities increase, light penetration to the
bottom decreases and prevents seagrasses
from recovering which in turn leads to a
less stable bottom. The scenario could lead
to a shift from a system dominated by
benthic primary production to one domi-
nated by water column photosynthesis.
This drastic change has been attributed to
elevated salinity and/or increased nutrient
loading resulting from the rapid urbaniza-
tion of south Florida and the Florida Keys
(USEPA 1991).
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Sarasota Bay is a shallow barrier idand
type estuary located just south of Tampa
Bay in southwest Florida. Lagoonal
deposits seaward of the barrier islands that
isolate Sarasota Bay from the Gulf suggest
that these are transgressive islands that
migrated shoreward following the rise in
sea level of the Pleistocene (Evans et al.
1985). Freshwater enters Sarasota Bay via
several small tidal bayous and creeks
which receive most of their input though
rainfall and subsequent stormwater runoff
and submarine groundwater discharge
from the surrounding drainage basin. The
major inputsto the Bay from north to south
are Bowlegs Creek, Whitaker Bayou,
Hudson Bayou and Philippe Creek.
Whitaker Bayou also receives effluent
from a nearby sewage treatment facility
and many of thesewaterwaysarelined with
homes that utilize septic tanks as a means
of sewage disposal (Sarasota County
1998).

Sarasota Bay is hydrologically connected
to the Gulf of Mexico by several small
passes |ocated between the barrier islands
that isolate the Bay from the Gulf. Salinity
intheBay isbrackishto salineandishighly
dependent on loca rainfall. There are
extensive seagrass beds along the shallow
fringes of northern portions of the Bay and
in most of the smaller basins|located in the
southern portion of the Bay system
(Robert’s Bay and Little Sarasota Bay).
Seagrasses and algae are not found in the
deeper portions of the Bay due to high
turbidity. Most seagrasses in Sarasota Bay
are found at depths of less than 2 meters
(Dixon and Kirkpatrick 1995). In the early
1980s Sarasota Bay lost approximately
30% of its seagrass cover due to extensive
dredging, pollution and poor water clarity
in the Bay. In the late 1980s, municipal
wastewater treatment facilities reduced
nitrogen loads to Sarasota Bay by as much
as 25% through advanced treatment
processesand reduced discharges (Sarasota
Bay National Estuary Program, 1995). Asa



result, water clarity began to increase and
seagrass beds began to expand to greater
depths around Big Sarasota Bay. Between
1988 and 1994, therewasa10%increasein
grass cover while between 1994 and 1996
there has been a 22% increase. Similar
rates of seagrass increase have aso been
observed in Little Sarasota Bay although
no improvements have been seen in water
clarity. In Robert’ sBay no change hasbeen
documented in water clarity and the
increase of seagrass has been about 4%
since 1988 (Kurz et al. 1999).

Seagrass and algae samples were collected
from across both Florida Bay and Sarasota
Bay and analyzed for their nitrogen
isotopic composition. The isotope compo-
sition of nitrogen is expressed by the del
BN parameter defined as:

del 15N = [ ((N/N)
(N/“N)_ ] x 10°

— (5N/%N) )/

sample standard:

standard

wherethe standard isN,, of the atmosphere.
If the sources of dissolved nitrogen in a
system have distinct isotopic signatures,
this approach may allow the major sources
of dissolved inorganic nitrogen (DIN) to be
determined as well as the extent of the
spatial areathat the source is impacting.

METHODS
Seagrass and macroalgae samples were
collected by hand and stored on ice until
return to the laboratory where they were
rinsed with deionized water and dried in a
65°C oven. Seagrass samples with epi-
phyteswere scraped with arazor to remove
them. Samples presented here were
collected during July and November 1999
and April 2000. After drying, the samples
were then ground to a fine powder and
rinsed threetimeswith DI water. After each
rinse the sample tubes were shaken
vigorously, centrifuged and then decanted.
After cleaning, the samples were dried,
reground and sent to |sotope Services Inc.
(Los Alamos, NM) for stable nitrogen

Nitrogen Isotopic Compositions of Seagrass and Algae
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isotopic analysis. Samples were packed
into tin foil, in duplicate, and placed into a
Carlo-Erba NA 1500 elemental analyzer
(EA). The EA combusts the sample and a
gas chromatograph column yields a pure
nitrogen pulse, which issampled by aV G-
Isomass mass spectrometer for °N analy-
sis. The andysis system relies on a
reference gas, which is injected into the
helium carrier stream and measured along
with every sample (Corbett et al. 1999).

Salinity was measured with a hand-held
refractometer. Ammonium concentrations
were measured colormetrically as de-
scribed by Strickland and Parson (1972).
Nitrate concentrations were measured with
a chemiluminescence NO, analyzer. The
limits of detection for ammonium (NH,)
and nitrate (NO,) were 1.0 uM.

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

Florida Bay
The ®N results for Florida Bay were
presented by Corbett et a. (1999) and are
summarized in Figure 1. For this portion of
the data, the seagrass and macroalgal
results are combined. A strong spatial
pattern occurred in the del **N signatures of
seagrass and macroalgae in Florida Bay,
withrelatively light values (-1 to 4 per mil)
in the western Bay and heavier values (+6
to +13 per mil) in the northeastern portion
of theBay. Thisgradientindel **N valuesis
likely a combination of two processes: (1)
delivery of nitrate-enriched water from the
Everglades (Rudnick et a. 1999); and (2)
groundwater seepage from the Florida
Keys. The impact of seepage seems to be
restricted to the nearshorewater adjacent to
the Keys (Corbett et a. 1999). The highest
concentrationsof nitratein FloridaBay can
be found around Taylor Slough and the C-
111 canal. ThisNO, ismost likely enriched
in N due to denitrification in the anoxic
sedimentsfound in the Everglades (Corbett
et al. 1999).
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Figure 1. Contours of N in seagrasses and microal gae collected throughout FloridaBay. Solid crosses
indicate sampling locations. Note the darker contours, indicating higher enrichment, near the upper

Keys.

Isotopically heavy seagrasses were also
found along both the Atlantic side and the
Bay side of the FloridaKeys, where nitrate
concentrations are very low. Thisregion of
Florida Bay is relatively sediment-poor
and in many areas the bottom is exposed
limestone making denitrification in anoxic
sediment highly unlikely in this region.
However, sewage disposal practicesin the
Keys deliver extraordinary quantities of
nitrogen to the subsurface via septic tanks
and sewage disposal wells. For example,
nitrate concentrations as high as 400 uM
can be found near septic tanks and sewage
injection wellsin the Keys (Lapointe et al.
1990; Dillon, unpublished data). Concor-
dant with elevated nitrate, groundwatersin
thisregion are usually anoxic ([O2] = 0.2—
0.3 mg/L; Dillon, unpublished data) and
very rich in dissolved organic carbon.
These conditions are appropriate for
denitrification to occur and it is believed
that sewagedisposal practicesmay resultin
alargeflux of ®*N enriched nitrateto nearby
surface waters.
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Studies have shown that there is a tidal
exchange of water from beneath the Keys
to the surrounding surface waters and vise
versa (Dillon et a. 1999). When the
Atlantic tide is high, the water level in the
Atlanticishigher than inthe Bay and water
is transported into the bedrock from the
Atlantic toward Florida Bay. When the
Atlantic tide is low, the opposite occurs as
water is driven from Florida Bay into the
bedrock and toward the Atlantic. It has
been shown that inert substances injected
into the subsurface near FloridaBay can be
pulsed into Florida Bay with each high tide
for aslongasayear (Dillonet al. 1999). We
hypothesize that this mechanism delivers
5N enriched groundwater to the surface
watersadjacent totheKeys, resultinginthe
heavy grass along the Keys themselves.
This idea is supported by other natural
tracers, which areelevated ingroundwaters.
Corbett et a. (1999) showed elevated
concentrations of both radon and methane
collected along the Bay and Atlantic side of
the Florida Keys during the same study



period, suggesting that groundwater dis-
charge to these areas are high.

Sarasota Bay
For the Sarasota portion of this data, the
different types of macrophytes (seagrasses
and benthic macroalgae) have been
presented separately in order to determine
if any uptake or fractionation differences
occur between seagrasses and macroalgae
as these macrophytes assimilate nitrogen
into their biomass. The seagrass portion of
the N datais shown in Figure 2. Seagrass
beds located in the vicinity of Whitaker
Bayou and Philippe Creek are isotopically
heavier (4.27 = 0.44 per mil to 5.48 £ 0.6
per mil) than those found throughout the
rest of the estuary. In July and November
1999 nitrate concentrations in Whitaker
Bayou were 7.87 UM and 16.79 uM,
respectively (Table 1). Ammonium con-
centrations were near the limit of detection
for both time periods in Whitaker Bayou.
Average nitrate concentrations in Philippe

Figure 2. Seagrass del >N values for Sarasota Bay.
Data represents a compilation of data from July and
November 1999 and April 2000.
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Creek during these periods were 5.2 (July)
and 22.6 pM (November). Corresponding
ammonium concentrations were 6.9 and
2.3 WM. As can be seen in Table 1, DIN
concentrations were relatively low in the
rest of the estuary and were often below
detection.

The del N signatures of the macroalgae
samplesin Sarasota Bay showed a slightly
different pattern than that of the seagrasses
(Figure 3). Generally, macroal gae samples
aredightly enriched in **N compared to the
seagrass samples. This pattern is most
pronounced from samples collected near
Bowleg's Creek and Hudson Bayou.
Samples collected from near Whitaker
Bayou and Philippe Creek had N
signatures similar to that of the seagrasses.
This suggests that although the dissolved
inorganic nitrogen concentrations in
Bowleg's Creek and Hudson Bayou are
low, theflux may be high enough to deliver
significant quantities of DIN to Sarasota
Bay. In addition, these inlets may be
impacted by a pollutant or a trace nutrient
that inhibit seagrass growth and/or encour-
age the proliferation of certain alga
species. These algae may outcompete
seagrassesfor the small amount of nitrogen
present. Alternatively, certain algal species
may fractionate nitrogen during uptake.

Figure 4 shows seagrass *N data plotted
against that of the macroalgae for both
Florida Bay and Sarasota Bay. Although
thereisalot of scatter inthe data, itisclear
that themacroalgaein SarasotaBay ismore
enriched relative to seagrass than the
macroalgae found in Florida Bay. Future
work in Sarasota Bay will include more
taxonomic identification of the macroalgae
in order to determine if fractionation is
greater in certain algae. Additiona work is
currently being conducted to examine the
del N composition of different DIN
sources to the Bay (wet atmospheric
deposition, storm water runoff, sewage,
etc.) in order to determine the origins and
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Table 1. Nutrient data for Sarasota Bay surface water stations.

July 8-9, 1999 NH,conc SD NO,conc SD NO,conc SD
sample uM uM uM
S1 Whitaker Bayou 1.16 0.29 0.07 7.87 0.55
S5 midbay BD BD 0.00 BD
S5 dup BD BD 0.01 BD
6 Bayshore Garden BD BD 0.01 BD
9 Sister Key mrkr 32 177 1.78 BD 0.01 BD
S15  Gulf BD BD 0.03 0.44 0.40
S16  north Sarasota Bay 1.45 1.13 BD 0.01 0.36
S19  Roberts Bay BD BD 0.01 BD
S21  Phillippi Creek 6.91 0.01 0.73 0.03 4.89 0.64
November 5-6, 1999 NH4 conc NO2 conc NO3 conc PO4 conc
sample (uM) SD (uM) SD (uM) SD (uMm) SD
Gulf  Gulf BD BD 0.02 BD
S1 Whitaker Bayou BD 0.70 BD 16.79 0.26 1.23 0.03
S5 Midbay BD BD BD
S19  Roberts Bay BD BD BD
S21  Phillipi Cr 2.26 0.04 0.59 0.00 22,57 0.21 4.34 0.03
S29  Marker 8A BD BD BD

Hudson Bayou BD BD 0.48 0.56 0.02

NH4 conc NO2 conc NO3 conc PO4 conc

sample (uM) SD (uM) SD (uM) SD (um) SD
S1 Whitaker Bayou BD 0.07 0.07 BD 1.46 0.06
S1 dup BD BD BD 1.42 0.01
S5 Midbay BD BD BD BD
S7 BD BD BD
9 Sister Key mrkr 32 BD BD 0.07 0.01
S15  Gulf BD BD BD
S16  north Sarasota Bay BD BD BD BD
S16 dup BD BD BD BD
S19  Roberts Bay BD BD 0.55 0.04
S21  Phillipi Cr 7.31 0.29 0.15 0.00 0.61 0.01 9.31 0.23
detection limits

NH, 1.0 uM, NO, 0.2uM, NO, 1.0 uM, PO, 0.5 uM
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Figure 3. Macroalgae del N values for Sarasota
Bay. Datarepresents acompilation of datafrom July
and November 1999 and April 2000.

fates of the isotopically enriched nitrogen
that is delivered to Sarasota Bay.

CONCLUSIONS
It appears the stable nitrogen isotopic
signature of seagrass can be used to
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conjunction with other chemical param-
eters such as nutrients, radon and methane
even more can be learned about the origins
of DIN available to primary producers. In
Florida Bay, these parameters suggested
that there are two major sources nitrogen to
the northeastern portion of Florida Bay.
Clearly, more work needs to be conducted
to identify all of the sources of nitrogen to
Sarasota Bay. The results of this study do
suggest that the major sources of nitrogen
to Sarasota Bay may be attributed to
atmospheric deposition and consequential
storm water runoff asthe heaviest nitrogen
signals were found near the creeks and
bayous that drain into Sarasota Bay.
Wastewater disposal islikely an important
source near Whitaker Bayou. Philippe
Creek may also be impacted by human
waste disposal methods, as there is a high
density of septic tanksalong thiswaterway,
which may be responsible for the elevated
nitrate concentrations found during this
study. Thisideais supported by high fecal
coliform countsthat have been measuredin
this creek (Sarasota County 1998). Ongo-
ing work in Sarasota Bay involves
measuring the del >N signature of themany
possible sourcesof DIN to the Bay and will
shed more light on the nitrogen dynamics

determine source areas of nitrogen to of the Sarasota Bay estuary.
different aquatic ecosystems. When usedin
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Figure 4. Seagrass del **N values plotted against macroalgae del *N valuesfor A) Florida Bay and
B.) Sarasota Bay. The solid lineindicates a 1:1 ratio in both cases.
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