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ABSTRACT

Increasing clarity of Delta waters, the emergence of
harmful algal blooms, the proliferation of aquatic
water weeds, and the altered food web of the Delta
have brought nutrient dynamics to the forefront.
This paper focuses on the sources of nutrients,

the transformation and uptake of nutrients, and

the links of nutrients to primary producers. The
largest loads of nutrients to the Delta come from
the Sacramento River with the San Joaquin River
seasonally important, especially in the summer.
Nutrient concentrations reflect riverine inputs in
winter and internal biological processes during
periods of lower flow with internal nitrogen losses
within the Delta estimated at approximately 30%
annually. Light regime, grazing pressure, and nutrient
availability influence rates of primary production at
different times and locations within the Delta. The
roles of the chemical form of dissolved inorganic

nitrogen in growth rates of primary producers in

the Delta and the structure of the open-water algal
community are currently topics of much interest

and considerable debate. Harmful algal blooms have
been noted since the late 1990s, and the extent of
invasive aquatic macrophytes (both submerged and
free-floating forms) has increased especially during
years of drought. Elevated nutrient loads must be
considered in terms of their ability to support this
excess biomass. Modern sensor technology and
networks are now deployed that make high-frequency
measurements of nitrate, ammonium, and phosphate.
Data from such instruments allow a much more
detailed assessment of the spatial and temporal
dynamics of nutrients. Four fruitful directions for
future research include utilizing continuous sensor
data to estimate rates of primary production and
ecosystem respiration, linking hydrodynamic models
of the Delta with the transport and fate of dissolved
nutrients, studying nutrient dynamics in various
habitat types, and exploring the use of stable isotopes
to trace the movement and fate of effluent-derived
nutrients.
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INTRODUCTION

The paradigm concerning nutrients in California’s
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta (Delta),
developed over several decades of research, is

that nutrient levels are high, nutrient limitation is
rare, and factors other than nutrients regulate the
rates of primary production (Jassby et al. 2002).
Annual rates of phytoplankton primary production
varied 5-fold between 1975 and 1995. Jassby et al.
(2002) explained the strong annual variability as
resulting from at least four processes: (1) the effects
of invasive clams on phytoplankton biomass; (2) a
long-term decrease in total suspended sediments that
affect the light regime; (3) changes in river inflows to
the Delta that reflect climate variability; and (4) an
additional unknown pathway. The State of Bay-Delta
Science 2008 (Healey et al. 2008) did not contain a
chapter on nutrients because of this ruling paradigm,
and there was little mention of nutrients in chapters
on water quality and aquatic ecosystems.

Thoughts about the roles of nutrients in the Delta
have changed considerably over the past decade.

The emergence of blooms of the toxic cyanobacteria,
Microcystis aeruginosa (Microcystis), starting about
1999, has generated questions about the sources of
nutrients needed to sustain these blooms (Lehman

et al. 2015). The proliferation of invasive aquatic
macrophytes within the Delta, especially Egeria densa
(Brazilian waterweed) and Eichhornia crassipes (water
hyacinth), has also raised questions about the sources
of nutrients that support summertime coverage of

up to 15% of the Delta’s waterways by submerged
and floating aquatic vegetation (Santos et al. 2009).
The growing water clarity in the Delta (Schoellhamer
et al. 2013; Hestir et al. 2013) contributes to the
increasing role for primary producers in Delta food
webs, and the interactions among primary producers,
light, nutrients, and hydrodynamics are emerging

as critical Delta research topics (Schoellhamer et

al. 2016). The chemical forms and concentrations

of inorganic nitrogen (i.e., ammonium and nitrate)
and the stoichiometry of nitrogen and phosphorus
(N:P ratios) are also hypothesized to affect rates of
primary production, the composition of the primary
producer communities, and the structure of the
aquatic food web (Dugdale et al. 2007; Parker et

al. 2012a; Glibert et al. 2016). Nutrients and their
multiple roles in the Delta landscape have emerged
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as important topics for monitoring and research in a
changing Delta.

This paper addresses the following topics relating to
nutrients within the Delta:

e nutrient inputs into the Delta from tributary rivers
and the San Francisco Bay,

e nutrient inputs, transport, and fate within the
Delta,

e rates and controls on phytoplankton primary
production and nutrient uptake,

e changing Delta clarity and the effects of this
change on primary production and nutrient
uptake,

e whether the form of inorganic nitrogen potentially
affects the productivity of phytoplankton, and
if the elemental stoichiometry of nitrogen and
phosphorus affects algal community composition,

e interactions between nutrients and harmful algal
blooms such as Microcystis,

e nutrients and invasive aquatic vegetation like
Eichhornia crassipes (water hyacinth) and Egeria
densa (Brazilian waterweed) in the Delta,

e technological advances that allow continuous
measurement of certain soluble nutrients in Delta
waters, and

e thoughts on research needs and directions for
future studies regarding nutrients in the Delta.

This paper focuses on nitrogen, the better-studied
nutrient within the Delta, and also considers
phosphorus. Nutrient concentration and nutrient
cycling pathways within the Delta are changing. An
upgrade to the Stockton Regional Wastewater Control
Facility (SRWCF) in 2007 changed the dominant form
of effluent nitrogen from ammonium to nitrate, and
a major plant upgrade of the Sacramento Regional
County Sanitation District (Regional San) in 2021
will change both the load and form of nutrients
discharged into the Delta. An overview of current
knowledge about nutrient dynamics within the Delta
is timely and relevant.



NUTRIENT INPUTS INTO THE DELTA FROM
TRIBUTARY RIVERS AND THE BAY

The Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers deliver the
largest loads of nutrients to the Delta, with municipal
and agricultural discharge contributing the bulk

of these loads (Kratzer et al. 2011). Agricultural
discharges include both irrigation return flows that
transport fertilizer and soil-derived nutrients and
discharge from dairies and feedlots. Although the
Sacramento River delivers the largest nutrient loads
to the Delta, loading from the San Joaquin River is
particularly large, given its size. This is most evident
in summer, when the San Joaquin contributes almost
half the total nitrogen load to the Delta despite flows
less than 20% of the Sacramento (Kratzer et al. 2011).
However, water exports from the south Delta divert
much of the San Joaquin River water, reducing the
effect of these nutrients on the greater Delta (Schlegel
and Domagalski 2015). Although San Francisco

Bay and the ocean can contribute a small fraction

of water to the western Delta, their contribution to
the Delta nutrient supply is negligible (Novick et al.
2015). The Sacramento River, therefore, plays the
largest role in supplying nutrients to the Delta.

Municipal discharge is also a significant nutrient
source to the Delta. Publicly Owned Treatment Works
(POTWSs) are estimated to supply approximately

25% of the total nitrogen (TN) and 20% of the total
phosphorus (TP) loads to the Delta, combining all
upstream and in-Delta sources (Domagalski and Saleh
2015; Saleh and Domagalski 2015). The Sacramento
Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP)
contributes about 90% of the annual total ammonia
load to the Delta with effluent discharge occurring in
the Sacramento River at Freeport in the north Delta
(Jassby 2008).

Concentrations and Trends

Trends in nutrient inputs to the Delta via the
Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers have been
assessed (Kratzer and Shelton 1998; Cloern 2001;
Kratzer et al. 2004; Kratzer et al. 2011; Schlegel
and Domagalski 2015). It is important to note that
these compilations use as their furthest-downstream
reporting station Freeport on the Sacramento River,
and Vernalis on the San Joaquin River, which are
upstream of the major wastewater treatment plants
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that serve the Sacramento region and Stockton,
respectively.

In the Sacramento River, the annual mean nitrate
concentration declined 20% from values near 10 uM
between 1980 and 2000, to values below 8 uM in
2013 (Schlegel and Domagalski 2015). The flow-
normalized trend in annual loading to the Delta,
however, remained relatively constant. The annual
mean concentration and mean loading of ammonium
from rivers that enter the Delta were reduced by a
factor greater than five in the 1970s, and both values
have continued to decline modestly since (excluding
the SRWTP). The annual mean concentrations of TP
were almost halved from values above 3.5uM in the
1970s to values near 2.0uM in 2013, with somewhat
lower ongoing declines in total annual loads
(Schlegel and Domagalski 2015).

Unlike the concentrations in the Sacramento

River, the annual mean nitrate concentrations in
the San Joaquin River show no decline from the
1970s to 2013, maintaining a concentration near
80 uM, with similarly little change in annual loads.
Ammonium concentrations in the San Joaquin
River over the same period, however, did show a
monotonic decline from values above 14 uM to less
than 3.5 uM in 2013, with similar declines in total
annual loads. The annual mean TP concentration
at Vernalis also declined from highs of over 8 uM
in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s to values near 5uM
in 2013, with little appreciable change in annual
loading to the Delta (Van Nieuwenhuyse 2007;
Schlagel and Domagalski 2015).

Schlagel and Domagalski (2015) also noted a strong,
discharge-dependent seasonality in nitrate and TP

in both the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers. The
highest concentrations in nitrate were observed in
the Sacramento River during high discharge in winter
months. Although the highest concentrations also
occurred in the San Joaquin River during winter,
they were greatest at intermediate discharge values.
Presumably, the nitrate is diluted in the San Joaquin
River at high flows, but this effect is not observed

in the Sacramento River, where landscape yields

of nitrate can keep pace with increased discharge.

In contrast, Schoellhamer et al. (2012) observed TP
concentrations to be highest on average in the fall,
for both the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers,

http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4
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coincident with elevated sediment flux. Average
values declined in the winter months, particularly at
low flows.

Landscape Yields

Saleh and Domagalski (2015) studied nitrogen sources
and transport in the rivers and streams of California,
including the major inputs to the Delta, using the
SPAtially Referenced Regressions On Watershed
(SPARROW) attributes modeling framework. They
found that agricultural lands comprised the largest
source (47%) of TN to the Delta in the Sacramento
River drainage, with point sources (chiefly POTWs)
accounting for 32%. In the San Joaquin River
drainage, agricultural lands contributed a greater
fraction of TN loading to the Delta (62%), with point
sources concomitantly lower (19%). TP loading to the
Delta was also investigated using the same modeling
approach (Domagalski and Saleh 2015), and this
study suggested that agricultural lands contributed
65% and 58% of the total loading from the
Sacramento River and San Joaquin River drainages,
respectively. Point sources respectively accounted for
21% and 15% of TP loadings for these two drainages.
The SPARROW model results also showed evidence
of nitrogen retention within the aquatic system in
small and medium-sized streams (Mulholland et al.
2008), but little retention in rivers. Retention for both
P and N in reservoirs was also found to be small,
largely because the reservoirs are located above most
cultivated lands (Domagalski and Saleh 2015; Saleh
and Domagalski 2015).

NUTRIENT INPUTS, TRANSPORT AND LOSSES
WITHIN THE DELTA

Spatial and temporal variation of nutrient
concentrations within the Delta are driven by
multiple influences: long-term changes in climatic
conditions and anthropogenic inputs, and seasonal
and climatic variation in flow and temperature

as well as in internal biological processes (Novick
et al. 2015). Over shorter time-scales, nutrient
concentrations within the Delta can vary markedly
because of source-related, tidal or biological
processes (Pellerin et al. 2009).
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Nutrient Sources within the Delta

Although nutrient loading to the Delta is large and
responds to long-term and seasonal changes, nutrient
loading within the Delta is thought to be relatively
small and relatively constant, comprising loadings
from the internal municipal sources (included above)
and nutrients introduced through island drainage,
which are thought to be balanced between water
withdrawal and island discharge (Novick et al. 2015).

Nitrification — the biological transformation of
ammonium into nitrate —plays an important role in
the Delta because it represents an internal source of
nitrate to the Delta even though it does not change
TN (Damashek et al. 2016; Foe et al. 2010). As the
ammonium the SRWTP discharges is transported
down the distributary channels of the Sacramento
River into the central Delta, the north Delta, and
into the lower Sacramento River, the ammonium
concentrations are observed to decline, accompanied
by a concomitant increase in nitrate (Foe et al.
2010; Novick et al. 2015; Parker et al. 2012b), with
wastewater ultimately being the major source of
nitrate in the central Delta (Novick et al. 2015).

The finding that nitrification of wastewater-derived
ammonium is significant in determining Delta nitrate
concentrations is supported by much available N
isotope data (Novick et al. 2015), but it clearly is not
the sole determinant.

Nutrient Concentration Trends and Seasonality in
the Delta

Trends in nutrient concentrations in the Delta
generally have been flat or downward since 1998,
with nitrate declining in the Western Delta but little
trend elsewhere (Novick et al. 2015). Novick et al.
(2015) observed declines in ammonium concentration
in the north, central and western Delta. They
attributed the observed declines to management
source control efforts because the declines run
counter to the increasing population density and
agricultural intensity of the Central Valley. During
this period, phosphate generally remained flat or
declined, following the longer-term declines Jassby
(2008) reported, which are attributable to declines in
POTW discharge of phosphate (Kratzer et al. 2011).



Substantial seasonal and spatial variability in
nutrient concentrations is observed in the Delta,
driven by a combination of the location of the
various inputs as well as internal processes (Figure 1).
Concentrations of TN, dissolved inorganic nitrogen
(DIN), nitrate, and ammonium are all generally higher
in winter months, with lower values in summer —an
expression of the multiple controls on concentration.
As noted above, the loads of nitrate and phosphate
delivered to the Delta are highest during periods

of high runoff, and decline during lower flows
(Kratzer et al. 2011). These inflows both positively
and negatively regulate initial concentration values;
winter concentrations in the Delta largely resemble
river inputs and spatial variation is muted.

During lower-flow periods in the spring and summer,
internal processes become more dominant in
determining nutrient distributions. During this period,
a characteristic feature of the spatial distribution
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of nutrients in the Delta is that concentrations of
both nitrate and ammonium decline appreciably,
particularly in the central and western Delta (Novick
et al. 2015). This effect is unrelated to the source

of water or initial concentration, and persists into
Suisun Bay. The reason for this drawdown of N
during transit through the Delta is discussed in the
next section.

In-Delta Losses

As is commonly observed in river, delta, and
estuarine systems globally, river-borne nitrogen is
appreciably attenuated in the Delta (Seitzinger et al.
2006; Wollheim et al. 2008). This effect is generally
attributed to changes in water residence time as
systems become tidal, uptake into biomass, and
denitrification (Seitzinger et al. 2006). Novick et al.
(2015) have quantified this effect in the Delta using
a simple box model as well as a one-dimensional
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hydrodynamic model (DSM2) to characterize losses.
They estimated internal N losses to be near 30%,
with significant spatial variation in the extent of loss
across the Delta. Losses were greatest in summer and
fall, during periods of high temperature, lower flows,
and increased residence time. Further, they found
that losses were greatest in the north, south, and
central Delta, attributing this effect to the presence of
flooded islands, wetlands, and higher mean residence
times. Phosphate has not been similarly analyzed.

Higher residence time leads to higher loss because it
provides greater opportunity for uptake into aquatic
organisms as well as microbial transformation
through denitrification —the conversion and
subsequent loss to the atmosphere of nitrate to

N, gas. Denitrification requires an environment
depleted in oxygen, such as those found in sediments
and wetlands (Seitzinger et al. 2006). Cornwell et

al. (2014) measured denitrification rates in Delta
sediments and established that they fell within the
range found in estuaries around the world. Scaling
these results to the area of Delta sediments, Novick
et al. (2015) found that denitrification could account
for 25% to 30% of the estimated nitrogen loss in the
Delta. In a similar fashion, they estimated that uptake
into biomass could account for half of the nitrogen
loss in the Delta.

However, these heuristic estimates of the drawdown
of nitrogen in the Delta do not account for the
effects of wetlands; wetlands can be “hot spots”

for denitrification and biomass uptake, as well

as efficient traps for phosphate (Harrison et al.
2012; Wollheim et al. 2014). Changes in the type,
location, and density of wetlands has the potential
to significantly alter the attenuation of nitrogen
that passes through the Delta, and, perhaps more
importantly, where and when the drawdown occurs
(Smyth et al. 2013). A study in Elkhorn Slough,
California, found that restoration resulted in 50%

to 70% reductions in nitrate, ammonium, and
phosphate, with the effects most prominent near the
restoration project (Gee et al. 2010). Understanding
nutrient uptake into Delta wetlands is a significant
gap in our knowledge, given the plans for large-scale
wetland restoration.

VOLUME 14, ISSUE 4, ARTICLE 4

RATES AND CONTROLS ON PRIMARY
PRODUCTION AND NUTRIENT UPTAKE

The potential role of inorganic nutrients as a control
on phytoplankton primary production within the
San Francisco Estuary (estuary) and Delta has been
the subject of substantial debate since The State of
Bay-Delta Science 2008 was published (SBDS 2008,
Healey et al. 2008). The issue is critical for ecosystem
management because phytoplankton carbon biomass
likely plays a disproportionate role over terrestrially
derived carbon, supplying much of the organic
matter to the estuarine pelagic food web through
photosynthesis (Sobczak et al. 2005).

Before the 1980s, Suisun Bay supported persistent,
large diatom blooms in late summer that were
accompanied by complete exhaustion of inorganic
nitrogen (NO3 and NHy) (Di Toro et al. 1977; Ball and
Arthur 1979; Dugdale et al. 2013). That condition
changed dramatically with the invasion of the Asian
overbite clam, Potamocorbula amurensis in the mid-
1980s. Today, despite generally abundant nutrients,
there has been persistently low phytoplankton
biomass throughout the northern estuary and

Delta (Cloern 1996), and measurements of primary
production in Suisun Bay (Kimmerer et al. 2012;
Parker et al. 2012¢; Wilkerson et al. 2015) are among
the lowest of estuarine-coastal ecosystems in the
world (Cloern et al. 2014). The northern estuary and
Delta have been characterized as “high-nutrient, low-
growth” environments (HNLG, Wilkerson et al. 2015;
Sharp 2001).

Light and Grazing as Primary Controls on
Phytoplankton Production and Standing Stock

High suspended-sediment concentrations and the
resulting turbidity that characterize the estuary serve
as the primary control on phytoplankton production
by reducing the availability of light needed to drive
photosynthesis (Cloern 1999). This is evidenced by
the successful application of a simple productivity
model that relates rates of primary production to
the availability of light for photosynthesis and
phytoplankton biomass (Harding et al. 2002). The
model requires calibration for individual systems

to derive a “light utilization efficiency” term (¥),
which has been shown to be robust, and can be
used in other light-limited estuarine systems (Cole



and Cloern 1987; Parker et al. 2012c). Much of our
understanding of productivity is based upon this
model and, as developed, the model output is best
viewed as an index of the relationship between light
availability and phytoplankton biomass through

time (Jassby 2008). Changes in W may signal
alterations in phytoplankton community composition,
altered grazing pressure, or nutrient effects. This
suggests that continued direct measurements of
phytoplankton production and application of the
light-productivity model with regular calibrations are
not only necessary but could serve as an indicator of
secondary controls on phytoplankton production.

The light-limited conditions that characterize

much of the estuary provide a certain resilience
against the common effects of high nutrient loads
and concentrations, such as accumulations of
phytoplankton biomass as “blooms” (Cloern 2001).
Delta-wide, phytoplankton biomass is inversely
related to freshwater discharge through control of
water residence time (Jassby 2008). The intense
benthic grazing pressure by P. amurensis in the
brackish and marine reaches of the estuary and

by Corbicula fluminea in freshwater reaches,

along with grazing pressures from copepods and
microzooplankton (Kimmerer and Thompson 2014),
appear to keep phytoplankton biomass low. However,
given that light availability serves as a primary
control of phytoplankton production, increasing
water column transparency in the Delta should
result in higher primary productivity that supports
accumulation of phytoplankton biomass and the
potential for phytoplankton blooms, should grazing
pressure fail to keep pace with phytoplankton supply.
Small but significant increases in Delta chlorophyll
have been documented in recent decades, along
with declines in diatoms and increases in green
algae, cyanobacteria, and flagellates (Jassby 2008;
Lehman 1996), although the quality of some of

the phytoplankton enumeration data collected has

recently been called into question (Cloern et al. 2014).

Ephemeral blooms in excess of 30 ug Chl-aL~! have
been routinely detected in Suisun Bay with more
temporally intensive sampling (e.g., Wilkerson et al.
2006, 2015; Dugdale et al. 2012), and a persistent
bloom, rivaling pre-1980 blooms (~70ug Chl-aL-1)
was observed in the lower Sacramento River in the
spring of 2016. Elevated nutrients create at least the
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potential for phytoplankton to reach nuisance levels
of biomass and production (Jassby 2008).

Recent Measurements of Phytoplankton Primary
Production in the Delta

Over the past decade, several investigators have
measured primary production directly in Suisun
Bay and the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers
using incubation techniques, including the use of
C isotope tracers or changes in dissolved oxygen
concentrations—with some interesting patterns
revealed.

Suisun Bay. Primary production has been measured in
two comprehensive studies in Suisun Bay (Kimmerer
et al. 2012; Wilkerson et al. 2015). Kimmerer et al.
(2012) made temporally intensive measurements

of phytoplankton biomass and production during
spring and summer in the low salinity zone
(generally Suisun Bay) over 2 years (Figure 2). The
authors found little variation in biomass or primary
production seasonally or inter-annually despite
large differences in freshwater flow between years.
Periodic phytoplankton blooms do occur in Suisun
Bay (Wilkerson et al. 2006, 2015; Dugdale et al.
2012). Wilkerson et al. (2015) examined primary
production during spring over 2 years (2011 and
2012) and found lower rates during high freshwater
discharge in 2011. Spatially, primary production was
lowest in mid-Suisun Bay and substantially higher
(7- to 10-fold) at a shoal station in Grizzly Bay,
when compared to the deeper channel in Suisun
Bay. The depth-integrated production measurements
varied considerably from 112mg Cm=2 d~! to

>490 mg Cm~2 d~!. The timing of highest net
production was earlier in upstream locations
compared to downstream locations (Jassby and
Cloern 2000).

Sacramento River. Primary production has been
directly measured in the Sacramento River (Lehman
2007; Kress 2012; Parker et al. 2012b) and in the Yolo
Bypass (Lehman 2007), where substantially higher
rates of primary production were observed and were
attributed to improved light conditions. Differences

in phytoplankton community composition were also
noted, with diatoms and green algae characterizing the
Yolo Bypass while cryptophytes were dominant in the
Sacramento River. Transects of the Sacramento River

http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4
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Figure 2 Chlorophyll-a (A) and estimated primary production (B)
in the Delta from 1975 to 2010. Insets show data from intensive
sampling in the low salinity zone (S from 0.5—5 ppt) during 2006
and 2007. Primary production estimates (B) are based on the
empirical light utilization model of Cole and Cloern (1984) and two
values of W. Source: Kimmerer et al. (2012).

from above the confluence of the American River in
Sacramento to the confluence with Suisun Bay have
revealed what has been described as a “U-shaped”
pattern in phytoplankton biomass and primary
production (Foe et al. 2010; Parker et al. 2012b; Kress
et al. 2012; Glibert et al. 2014). The lowest rates of
primary production were observed between Hood and
Rio Vista. Kraus et al. (forthcoming) have attributed
this pattern to top-down controls that include grazing
and the sinking of diatoms. Kress et al. (2012) noted
a dominance of flagellates in the Sacramento River,
except for during an “extreme” freshwater flow event
during the spring of 2011, when the Sacramento River
was dominated by diatoms and supported elevated
phytoplankton biomass (Kress 2012).

San Joaquin River. Declines in phytoplankton
biomass and primary production in the San Joaquin
River were documented downstream of Stockton
before the SRWCF was upgraded (Lehman 2007).
The lower primary production was associated

with higher biomass-specific C uptake, indicating
that the changes were mostly from declines in
phytoplankton biomass. Based on these results, it
was speculated that less turbid, slower moving water
or ammonium concentrations may have led to shifts
in the phytoplankton community from diatoms to
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flagellates. After the 2007 upgrade to advanced
secondary treatment at the SRWCF that included
reductions in ammonium, Kress (2012) also observed
declines in phytoplankton biomass in the vicinity of
the area of effluent discharge, with the phytoplankton
community primarily made up of diatoms and
chlorophytes. The Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel,
one of the few regions of the Delta where bottom
water hypoxia commonly occurred, was also linked
to ammonium load from the SRWCF with the low
dissolved oxygen attributed to a combination of
nitrogen-fueled increases in phytoplankton biomass
and to biochemical oxygen demand (Jassby and Van
Nieuwenhuyse 2005).

Measurements of Phytoplankton Nutrient
Uptake in the Delta

Unlike the decades-long history of primary carbon
production studies in the Delta, we are not aware

of direct measurements of phytoplankton nitrogen
uptake in the estuary or Delta before 1999. Over

the past decade several studies have reported rates
of nitrate and ammonium uptake, providing insight
into the interactions of varying forms of inorganic
nitrogen and their relations with primary production.

The Northern Estuary and Suisun Bay. Weekly to
monthly measurements of chlorophyll, nitrate
uptake, and ammonium concentration between

1999 and 2003 (Figure 3; Wilkerson et al. 2006)
revealed seasonal inorganic nitrogen uptake rates
that were similar between spring and summer with
nitrate contributing roughly a third to inorganic
nitrogen uptake during spring but only ~15% in

all other seasons. Phytoplankton blooms appeared

to be associated with periods when phytoplankton
were assimilating the much larger pool of inorganic
nitrogen in the form of nitrate at rates that were
substantially higher than rates observed for
ammonium uptake. The results have been interpreted
to suggest that one condition necessary for bloom
formation was phytoplankton use of nitrate. Similar
patterns have been described for phytoplankton
blooms between 2010 and 2013 (Dugdale et al. 2012;
Wilkerson et al. 2015).

Sacramento River. Transects completed in the
Sacramento River showed nitrate uptake to have
occurred only in the reach above the SRWTP at
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Figure 3 Times series (1999-2003) of chlorophyll-a, nitrate
uptake and ammonium concentrations in the northern estuary.
Associations between elevated chlorophyll—a (>10pg L"), high
nitrate uptake and low ammonium concentrations were observed
in all three sub-embayments of the northern estuary (San Pablo
Bay shown; from Wilkerson et al. [2006]).

Freeport (Parker et al. 2012b). In the upper reach
nitrate uptake represented ~80% of phytoplankton
inorganic nitrogen assimilation, because ammonium
concentrations were often quite low (<1uM). Similar
to observations made for primary production,
phytoplankton nitrogen uptake rates declined in the
middle reaches of the Sacramento River between Hood
and Rio Vista, and phytoplankton relied on ammonium
as their primary inorganic nitrogen source. Nitrogen
uptake often rebounded south of Rio Vista, and
phytoplankton used both ammonium and nitrate to
meet cellular N demand.

Currently, few published results explore the influence
of irradiance on the assimilation of nitrogen in the
Delta, and this remains an area for future scientific
effort. The broader oceanographic and estuarine
literature suggests that phytoplankton N uptake is
light-dependent and displays Michaelis-Menten
(hyperbolic) kinetics in response to irradiance

that varies by the form of inorganic N being used
(MacIsaac and Dugdale 1972). Specifically, the
uptake of nitrate by phytoplankton appears strongly
light-dependent, whereas ammonium uptake in the
dark frequently occurs at rates between 30% and
95% of uptake in the light (Maclsaac and Dugdale
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1972; Pennock 1987; Boyer et al. 1994). In central
San Francisco Bay, hyperbolic N uptake versus
irradiance curves indicate that both nitrate and
ammonium uptake were light-saturated at relatively
low irradiances (>15% of surface values), with lower
light intensities required for phytoplankton to begin
assimilating ammonium (Dugdale et al. 2016). Using
water collected from the Sacramento River upstream
of Freeport, Glibert et al. (2014) performed N
amendment experiments at both high and low light,
and suggested that river diatoms may be favored in
conditions with high nitrate and low light.

To our knowledge, there are no measured rates of
phytoplankton phosphorus (P) uptake in the Delta;
clearly, this is a data gap for nutrient management in
the Delta. Van Nieuwenhuyse (2007) analyzed trends
in P in the lower San Joaquin River between 1975
and 2005, and noted a steep decline in P loading
during the mid-1990s associated with mandated
bans of P-based detergents. The rapid decline in

P coincided with similar declines in chlorophyll-a
concentrations, indicating a potential role for P in
regulating phytoplankton. The author could not
associate the decline of chlorophyll-a to documented
changes in zooplankton or clam grazing, but ruled
out light limitation as a cause by noting that the
decline occurred at the same time the photic zone
depth increased. N:P ratios were low (generally <10),
suggesting a greater likelihood for N rather than

P limitation. The author suggested that either the
assumed N:P ratio of the algal cells was wrong or
the bioavailability of the inorganic N and P pools
were not the same as overall inorganic N:P ratios.

NUTRIENT EFFECTS ON PHYTOPLANKTON
PRODUCTION

Although the paradigm in estuarine management is
that anthropogenic nutrient loading will increase the
probability of cultural eutrophication and associated
declines in estuarine water quality, the reality is that
estuaries exhibit a broad spectrum of responses to
nutrient enrichment (Glibert et al. 2010). Given the
diversity of habitats that occur in the estuary and
Delta, it is likely that a range of nutrient-related
responses may be observed (Figure 4). Phytoplankton-
nutrient processes in the estuary represent a largely
unexplored research area. However, monitoring and

http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4


http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4

SAN FRANCISCO ESTUARY & WATERSHED SCIENCE

VOLUME 14, ISSUE 4, ARTICLE 4

Low DO: subtidal, river

] channels, sloughs, creeks,
Increased wetlands
phytoplankton
biomass
M
@ Aesthetics |«
Low
Production Recreation  |<
Anthropogenic o
Nutrient Loads | NH® Drinking Water
N, P - Harmful algal
blooms
and toxins S
> Habitat ,
Fisheries £
Altered
phytuplan.k.ton Paoor food
communities — o

Figure 4 Conceptual model of potential pathways for nutrient-mediated ecosystem disruptions via phytoplankton processes in the high
nutrient Delta (modified from Senn and Novick [2014a]). Green boxes represent pathways leading to the “classical” cultural eutrophication
response. The blue box highlights the pathway described by the Ammonium Paradox (Dugdale et al. 2007), and red boxes highlight the

pathways described by ecological stoichiometry theory (Glibert et al. 2011).

management frameworks for nutrients are currently
under development for the bay (Senn and Novick
2014a) and the Delta (CVRWQCB 2014).

At present much of the published research on nutrients
in the Delta addresses one set of related conceptual
models: the Ammonium Paradox/Ecological
Stoichiometry. These conceptual models have linked
elevated ammonium concentrations to the estuarine
food web through multiple pathways (Brown et al.
2016). The section that follows describes the published
research on the “Ammonium Paradox” and points to
extensive challenges to the proponent’s interpretations.
Senn and Novick (2014b) provide a nice synthesis of
arguments for and against the ammonium paradox for
Suisun Bay, and the reader is directed there for more
detailed discussion. Perhaps because of the level of
scientific uncertainty and the resulting controversy, the
Ammonium Paradox has dominated nutrient research
in the Delta at the expense of a broader discussion of
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potential nutrient-related effects on phytoplankton in
the Delta. Studies that more completely consider the
continuum of estuarine responses to elevated nutrients
are still needed.

The Ammonium Paradox

One observed response to elevated nutrients in
estuaries runs counter to the conventional wisdom
of cultural eutrophication. This is the observations
of lower phytoplankton growth with higher levels
of nutrients (e.g., Yoshiyama and Sharp 2006).
Borrowing from oceanography, these systems are
referred to as “high-nutrient low-chlorophyll” (HNLC;
Cloern 2001) or HNLG (Sharp 2001). Dugdale et

al. (2007), and several publications that followed
have promoted the HNLG paradigm for the estuary
and have suggested that estuarine managers must
separately consider the impacts of anthropogenic



nitrate and ammonium on estuarine production in
the estuary. The hypothesis that lower production
results from ammonium enrichment has come to be
known as the “Ammonium Hypothesis” (Dugdale et
al. 2007; Wilkerson et al. 2015) or the “Ammonium
Paradox” (Dugdale et al. 2012; Wilkerson and
Dugdale 2016). The paradox is that ammonium is
necessary for phytoplankton growth, but ammonium
can also reduce growth relative to phytoplankton
with access to the generally larger pool of DIN that
is in the form of nitrate. The Ammonium Paradox
was briefly mentioned in the SBDS 2008 as an area
of emerging research (Kimmerer et al. 2008), and the
proposed mechanisms behind these hypotheses have
been more completely described since that time.

Acknowledging that light serves as the primary
control of estuarine production, Dugdale et al. (2007)
conceptualized “productivity windows”: situations

in which the light field becomes favorable for
blooms during which anthropogenic increases in
nutrients—specifically ammonium—could result in
declines in estuarine primary production by cutting
off phytoplankton access to nitrate. It is debated that
not all inorganic nitrogen is equal with respect to
phytoplankton physiology; some phytoplankton (i.e.,
diatoms) are nitrate opportunists that can accelerate
or “shift up” nitrate transport and assimilation

based upon the external supply of nitrate (Dugdale
et al. 2006). Dugdale et al. (2007) also hypothesize
that in the estuary, as well as in other estuaries

that receive large anthropogenic ammonium loads,
ammonium concentrations are sufficient to inhibit
phytoplankton access to nitrate, resulting in a lower
probability of phytoplankton blooms. When light
conditions are favorable for phytoplankton blooms,
dissolved inorganic nitrogen concentration represents
the potential fuel for primary production. However,
when ammonium inputs are sufficient to maintain
concentrations that inhibit nitrate uptake, primary
production is supported only by ammonium and

the nitrate, along with potential additional primary
production, is exported to the coastal ocean through
the Golden Gate. Therefore, under most conditions,
nitrate is for all practical purposes a conservative
property in the estuary.

The Ammonium Paradox is based upon three
underlying hypotheses with each receiving scrutiny
and challenge. The first hypothesis is that elevated

11
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ammonium concentrations inhibit nitrate uptake.

It is well established from phytoplankton studies

(for reviews see Dortch 1990; Glibert et al. 2016)
that phytoplankton will take up ammonium before
nitrate. The interaction of ammonium and nitrate

is sometimes described as “preference” because the
energetic cost to phytoplankton cells to assimilate
ammonium into protein is less than that required

for nitrate (Syrett 1981). However, the presence of
ammonium has been shown to inhibit the transport
of nitrate into phytoplankton cells (e.g., He et al.
2004; Song and Ward 2007) as well as inhibiting the
manufacture of the enzymes necessary for nitrate
assimilation (Eppley et al. 1969; Vergera et al.

1998), and so the terms “inhibition” or “repression”
have also been used to describe the phenomenon.

In locations where it has been tested ([1] the three
embayments of the northern estuary, Wilkerson et al.
2006; Dugdale et al. 2007; [2] the Sacramento River,
Parker et al. 2012b, and [3]the San Joaquin River,
Lehman et al. 2015; Parker, unpublished; Figure 5),
results suggest that ammonium inhibition of nitrate is
a universal feature of the estuary and Delta. A review
of ammonium in Suisun Bay (Senn and Novick
2014b) concludes that there is “strong support” that
ammonium inhibition of nitrate uptake does occur in
the estuary.

A second hypothesis embedded in the Ammonium
Paradox is that nitrogen uptake is higher when
phytoplankton use nitrate rather than ammonium.
This higher uptake is attributed to differences in
algal communities that occur in response to the
supply of nitrate and ammonium, even at nitrogen
concentrations considered saturating for algal growth
(Glibert et al. 2016 and references therein). Studies
have suggested that diatoms thrive in nitrate-rich
systems, whereas chlorophytes and cyanobacteria are
often associated with ammonium-rich systems (e.g.,
Blomqvist et al. 1994; Hyenstrand et al. 1998; Glibert
and Berg 2009; McCarthy et al. 2009; Domingues

et al. 2011). Experimental manipulations conducted
using algae and water from the Delta reproduced
these observations (Glibert et al. 2014). Diatoms,
when supplied with high concentrations of nitrate in
upwelling systems, can rapidly assimilate this form
of nitrogen and produce large phytoplankton blooms.
Called “shift up,” diatoms appear to up-regulate

the cellular machinery necessary to assimilate
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in the three sub-embayments of the northern estuary. Nearly
compete inhibition of nitrate uptake occurs at ammonium

>4 ymolL~". (B) Ratio of nitrate to ammonium uptake versus
ammonium concentration. Bubble size is proportional to the
concentration of chlorophyll-a. Nitrate/ammonium uptake occurs
at ammonium <4 pmol L~"; elevated chlorophyll-a concentrations
occur at high nitrate: ammonium uptake. Source: Dugdale et al.
(2007).
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nitrate (Smith et al. 1992; Lomas 2004; Allen et al.
2006) in response to increasing concentrations of
nitrate (Dugdale et al. 1981; Maclsaac et al. 1985;
Wilkerson and Dugdale 1987). No such shift up has
been demonstrated for ammonium (Glibert et al.
2016). Here, too, there is skepticism about whether
the observed differences in nitrogen uptake rates
for nitrate versus ammonium have been sufficiently
demonstrated or rather reflect experimental artifacts
(Senn and Novick 2014b; Reed et al. 2014).

Finally, the third hypothesis to the Ammonium
Paradox requires that phytoplankton primary
production is lower when phytoplankton use
ammonium rather than nitrate. Surveys conducted in
the urban Delaware River (Figure 6), the Hong Kong
Harbor, and the Sacramento River provide support for
the hypothesis that elevated ammonium may inhibit C
and ammonium uptake (Yoshiyama and Sharp 2006;
Xu et al. 2012; Parker et al. 2012b). However, a recent
study (Kraus et al., forthcoming) found no evidence
of ammonium inhibition of primary production when
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Figure 6 Evidence of ammonium inhibition of estuarine primary
production during summer from the Delaware Estuary. Maximum
volumetric primary production per unit Chl-a (P: B ratio) versus
(A) nitrate and (B) ammonium. Source: Yoshiyama and Sharp
(2006).
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Figure 7 Difference in growth rates of Cylindrospermopsin raciborskii when grown on nitrate (red bars) versus ammonium (blue bars) for
eight different strains. Source: Data from Saker and Neilan (2001) and Sucken et al. (2014), as presented by Berg and Sutula (2015).

tracking phytoplankton growth in the Sacramento
River in the presence and absence of SRWTP effluent.
The water parcel absent of this effluent was created by
diverting wastewater into storage basins. Controlled
laboratory culture studies suggest that phytoplankton,
including cyanobacteria and diatoms, grow as well on
ammonium as on nitrate (Collos and Harrison 2014;
Berg and Sutula 2015; Figure 7). In one field study,
Esperaza et al. (2014) were able to produce a diatom
bloom that was supported by ammonium during a
wastewater hold in a slough adjacent to Suisun Bay.
Dugdale et al. (2012, 2013), however, argued that
these observations did not consider the interaction
between river flow and nutrient concentration.
Further complicating this picture is that unknown
contaminants could serve as an anthropogenic
stressor for phytoplankton C, and N uptake may
co-occur with the ammonium loads in anthropogenic
settings such as the Delta. This is because much of the
ammonium load comes from municipal wastewater.
Under this scenario, ammonium serves as a “tracer” of
the effect of unidentified contaminants rather than as
the direct cause. The studies from Suisun Bay and the
Delta (Parker et al. 2012a, 2012c) and the Delaware
River (Yoshiyama and Sharp 2006) have raised this
possibility.

Cloern et al. (2014) used long-term monitoring
program data from Suisun Bay to look for
ecosystem-scale evidence for the Ammonium
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Paradox or nutrient stoichiometry as drivers of
phytoplankton declines, especially for diatoms.
Based on annual mean data from two stations, the
authors concluded that there was no correspondence
between increasing ammonium concentrations

and declining chlorophyll-a or diatoms. This result
may be from the coarse temporal scale used as a
result of annual data aggregation, which might
have obscured the processes described to initiate
phytoplankton blooms in the Ammonium Paradox.
Still, Cloern et al. (2014) raised an important
challenge to the Ammonium Paradox, namely to
place the declines in primary production attributed
to anthropogenic ammonium within the context of
the demonstrated phytoplankton losses resulting
from grazing by clams. They conclude that though
sewage inputs may play a role in declining
production, it is overwhelmed by other processes.
The management implications articulated in Cloern
et al. (2014) are important for both sides of the
controversy. Controls on phytoplankton processes
are likely regulated by many factors, including light
availability, grazing, freshwater flow, and nutrients;
and the relative importance of these drivers likely
vary temporally and spatially across the diverse
hydrographic landscapes of the estuary and Delta.
Efforts to manage a single “master variable” (e.g.,
light, grazing, flow, or nutrients) are unlikely to
improve ecosystem conditions for phytoplankton
throughout the Delta. Continued studies of potential
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phytoplankton responses (Figure 4) to the Delta’s high
nutrient conditions are still needed, and management
of nutrient loading remains an important goal for the
estuary (Jassby 2008).

MICROCYSTIS AND CYANOBACTERIAL
HARMFUL ALGAL BLOOMS

Overview

Growth of cyanobacteria has become increasingly
prevalent in waters around the world, including the
Delta, in the past 2 decades. These harmful algal
blooms (cyanoHABs) are linked to anthropogenic
nutrient enrichment that originates from agricultural,
industrial, and urban development (Heisler et al. 2008;
Li et al. 2014; Paerl and Huisman 2008). CyanoHABs
are associated with a number of adverse consequences
to aquatic ecosystems and human wellbeing. Blooms
reduce water clarity, ultimately to the detriment of
aquatic habitat (Paerl and Otten 2013). As blooms die,
bacterial decomposition can cause hypoxia or anoxia
and potentially fish kills (Paerl and Otten 2013).
CyanoHABs also produce toxins that can lead to
mortality and sublethal effects on wildlife and which
require expensive treatment of drinking water supply
in order to prevent negative effects on humans (Berg
and Sutula 2015). Blooms are expensive to mitigate
and can reduce tourism near affected water bodies,
thus affecting local economies.

Several major factors affect cyanobacterial blooms,
including salinity, irradiance, stratification,
temperature, water residence time, and nutrient
availability (Berg and Sutula 2015; Lehman et

al. 2013). Salinity gradients do not control the
geographic distribution of cyanoHABs; common
cyanobacteria have a broad range of salinity
tolerance and can survive in brackish waters (Berg
and Sutula 2015). Cyanobacteria have a photo-
protective function that allows them to thrive in

high light levels, and their positive buoyancy helps
to ensure that they have adequate irradiance (Berg
and Sutula 2015). At elevated temperatures (25°C
and higher), cyanobacteria grow well and outcompete
diatoms and green algae (Johnk et al. 2008; Paerl
and Huisman 2008; Reynolds 2006), and toxic strains
of Microcystis dominate over nontoxic strains (Davis
et al. 2009; Paerl and Otten 2013).
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Long residence times and strong vertical stratification
can lead to persistent blooms in nutrient-enriched
waters (Berg and Sutula 2015; Paerl and Otten 2013),
although high flushing rates, vertical mixing, and
turbulence negate some of the competitive advantages
for cyanoHABs. The effects of stratification, (e.g.,
warmer temperatures, higher irradiance, and
diminished loss rates) likely promote cyanoHABsS,
rather than the stability of the water column itself
(Berg and Sutula 2015; Elliott 2010). When a period
of high flow, providing a large influx of nutrients,

is followed by a period of low flow, leading to

higher residence times, bodies of water are prone to
cyanoHABs (Paerl and Otten 2013). Additional factors
that affect cyanoHABS include dissolved inorganic

C cycling, zooplankton grazing, iron availability,
turbidity, pH, sediment-water column exchange of
stored nutrients (Paerl and Otten 2013), nutrient
recycling by heterotrophic bacteria, viral lysis,
exposure to herbicides and pesticides, and dissolved
silica (Paerl and Otten 2013; Spier et al. 2013).

Finally, an ample supply of nutrients (N and P)

is important. Although algal blooms persist with
reduced N and P (Paerl and Otten 2013), the blooms
will eventually die back without adequate nutrient
availability. Elevated concentrations of dissolved
macronutrients favor the growth of the toxigenic
ecotypes of Microcystis (Downing et al. 2005;

Paerl and Otten 2013). In addition, Harris et al.
(2016) recently found that microcystin-producing
cyanobacteria were favored, as was toxin production
at low N:P ratios, in midwestern U.S. reservoirs.
Some cyanobacteria are capable of nitrogen fixation,
though most of their demand is met through fixed
N: ammonium, nitrate, nitrite, urea, amino acids, and
cyanate (Berg and Sutula 2015).

Stable isotope analysis suggests ammonium as the
primary source of nitrogen for cyanoHABs in the
Delta (Lehman et al. 2015), though many different
forms of inorganic and organic N are bioavailable
(Lee et al. 2015). Microcystis abundance appears to
be more tied to absolute amounts of N and P than
the N:P ratio (Lehman et al. 2005). Relatively high
nitrate concentrations in the Delta dominate the
N:P molar ratio, and this evidence further supports
that nitrate concentrations have little influence on
Microcystis blooms.



The Delta

CyanoHABs in the Delta were first observed in 1999
and have become commonplace since, though not
necessarily present every year (Berg and Sutula
2015). Blooms generally begin in the central Delta
and extend seaward (Lehman et al. 2005, 2008, 2010,
2013) with an increasing geographic range (Figure 8;
Berg and Sutula 2015; Lehman et al. 2005). Although
a number of cyanobacteria that form harmful blooms
have been observed in the Delta (Cloern and Dufford
2005; Kurobe et al. 2013), Microcystis is most
common (Berg and Sutula 2015). Lehman et al. (2013,
2015) found that Delta Microcystis originates in the
0ld River and the San Joaquin River. Compared with
other regions known for prevalent cyanoHABs, the
coverage and biomass of Microcystis during a bloom
in the central Delta is low (Berg and Sutula 2015;
Mioni et al. 2012). Guidelines for cyanotoxin levels
in California are not yet determined, but microcystin
concentrations in the Delta are within the range of
potential harm to aquatic health according to the
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California Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (Berg and Sutula 2015; OEHHA 2009).

Blooms in the Delta have been associated with high
irradiance, warm water temperatures, timing of
flows, and high nutrient concentrations (Lehman

et al. 2005; Paerl and Otten 2013; Spier et al.

2013). Because nutrient ratios do not differ before
and during the bloom, it is inferred that neither

N nor P limits Microcystis growth (Lehman et al.
2013). It is possible that the Delta is occasionally

at sub-saturated levels for N, so an increase in N
enrichment, especially ammonium, could lead to
increased N uptake in Microcystis communities

(Lee et al. 2015). Overall, nutrient levels are non-
limiting, and nutrient concentrations do not correlate
well with cyanobacterial cell abundance. Therefore,
it is unlikely that nutrients play a major role in
seasonal or inter-annual variability in cyanoHABs
(Lehman et al. 2008, 2013). Lehman et al. (2013)
observed increasing Microcystis abundance and toxin
concentration between 2004 and 2008, with elevated
occurrences during dry vears. These observations

Delta-Mendota

Cl

Figure 8 The Sacramento—San Joaquin Delta region. Red bubbles mark locations with greatest Microcystis associated surface Chl-a
concentrations (largest bubble =554 pg Chl-a L=1). Sources: figure from Berg and Sutula (2015); data from Lehman et al. (2005).
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are especially well correlated with lower streamflow,
suspended solids, higher water temperature, and
nutrient levels. Dry years have elevated ammonium
concentrations because less water dilutes effluent

in the Sacramento River (Jassby 2005), and the
ammonium concentration of the effluent increases.

Although nutrients may play a critical role in the
magnitude and extent of cyanoHABs, the factors
that likely promote the proliferation of Microcystis
in the Delta are increased water temperatures (Paerl
and Paul 2012) and water column clarity (Lehman
et al. 2013). If these two factors occur early in the
cyanoHAB season (June to November), algal blooms
could initiate earlier and grow for a longer period of
time (Berg and Sutula 2015; Peeters et al. 2007). The
effects of vertical mixing (ultimately reducing the
availability of light) can temper these conditions. In
fact, artificial mixing is a technique used to address
blooms in some systems (Burford and O’'Donohue
2006; Reynolds et al. 1983), and natural mixing that
occurs in the Delta may help restrict cyanoHABs
(Berg and Sutula 2015).

Because cyanobacteria are not routinely monitored
in the Delta (though many indicator variables

are, including salinity, turbidity, temperature,
chlorophyll-a, and phytoplankton species composition),
status and trends are difficult to determine and the
relative importance of nutrients remains unclear (Berg
and Sutula 2015). In spite of these uncertainties,
nutrient management could be considered as a
potential method for cyanoHAB management.
Increasing flushing rates could effectively control
cyanoHABs, if the incoming water has low nutrient
concentrations (Paerl et al. 2011; Paerl and Otten
2013); however, this solution may be politically
infeasible in the Delta, where water is a precious
resource and the region is regularly affected by
drought. One practical method of cyanoHAB control
may be reducing nutrient inputs through wastewater
treatment facility upgrades, or reducing nutrient
loading through removal strategies such as wetland
restoration (Paerl and Otten 2013).There has been

a call for more research concerning cyanobacteria
community composition, population dynamics, and
nutrient biogeochemistry both in general and in the
Delta specifically. The SRWTP upgrade presents a
valuable research opportunity in the Delta because
ammonium levels and N loads will decrease in the
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next decade, which may reduce the growth rate of
Microcystis and decrease the frequency and intensity
of blooms (Lee et al. 2015). Phytoplankton biomass
and primary productivity are often low compared to
available nutrients in the Delta, so the effect of this
“large-scale ecosystem experiment” on Microcystis is
an important standing question.

INVASIVE AQUATIC VEGETATION

Dramatic increases in coverage of invasive aquatic
vegetation have occurred across the Delta over the
last decade, particularly for two species: Egeria densa
(Brazilian waterweed) and Eichhornia crassipes (water
hyacinth, Figure 9). Coverage of E. densa, now the
dominant submerged aquatic plant species in the
Delta (Santos et al. 2011), increased 50% from 2000
hectares in 2007 to 2900 ha in 2014, while coverage
of E. crassipes increased 4-fold from ~200 hectares
on average from 2004 to 2007 to ~800 hectares in
2014 (reviewed in Boyer and Sutula 2015). A growing
threat is being recognized in a suite of related species
in the genus Ludwigia (water primrose, Figure 9),
which have now attained coverage approximately
equal to that of E. crassipes despite being relatively
unknown a decade ago.

Globally, E. densa and E. crassipes are recognized as
nuisance species throughout much of the temperate
world (Bini and Thomaz 2005; OTA 1993). These
species are especially problematic to human activities
in the Delta because they impede navigation for
commercial or recreational purposes, but they are
also implicated in altering habitat and negatively
affecting native species. These invasive macrophytes
are considered ecosystem engineers (Yarrow et al.
2009; Wright and Jones 2006; Jones et al. 1994),
because their presence in an environment affects the
availability of resources for other species through
alteration of biotic or abiotic materials. Importantly,
these species often create conditions that are more
favorable to their own growth in a positive feedback
loop. For example E. densa has been shown to
reduce turbidity and water velocity—conditions that
facilitate growth and range expansion (Hestir et al.
2015). As such, much attention has been placed on
understanding factors that drive the growth and
distribution of these species worldwide (e.g., nutrients,
light, temperature, salinity).



Figure 9 Invasive aquatic macrophyte species in the Delta. Top:
Ludwigia (water primrose) at Big Break Visitor Center, Oakley,
California; photo by Maggie Christman. Middle: the submerged
Egeria densa (Brazilian waterweed); photo by the California
Department of Boating and Waterways. Bottom: the floating
species Eichhornia crassipes (water hyacinth); photo by Maggie
Christman.
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Nutrients and Macrophyte Growth

Two recent studies document the importance of
salinity (Borgnis and Boyer 2016) and turbidity and
depth (Durand et al. 2016) on the growth of invasive
vegetation in the Delta, but the relative importance
of nutrients in driving the growth and expansion of
these species remains largely unknown. For example,
no local studies have assessed the effects of nutrients
on macrophyte growth under various scenarios of
light or temperature. Generally, increasing nutrient
concentrations result in increased biomass of

E. densa or E. crassipes (Feijod et al. 1996, 2002;
You et al. 2014), though at least some studies have
found no such response, possibly because they were
conducted at relatively high nutrient concentrations
(at or above ~360uM N-NO3;~ or N-NH4*). The
magnitude of the effect of elevated nutrients on

E. crassipes biomass depends on various factors
including the N:P ratio and temperature (You et al.
2014). Concentrations of nutrients used in all of these
studies are typically much higher than those reported
for the Delta (on the order of 36 uM DIN and 2 uM
DIP; Foe et al. 2010), so extrapolation of results must
be done with caution.

Aquatic macrophytes can generally obtain nutrients
from either the water column or sediments, though
the proportion of nutrient uptake by source has been
debated for different species and nutrients (Chambers
et al. 1989). Truly free-floating vegetation like

E. crassipes primarily obtain nutrients from the water
column. For submerged or emergent species rooted in
the sediment, such as E. densa and Ludwigia spp., the
primary source of nutrients is often the upper layer
of the sediment (Barko and Smart 1981). However,

at least one study has found that E. densa shoots

can be the primary tissue for nutrient uptake (Feijoo
et al. 2002). To date, no studies have investigated
these processes in the Delta. Understanding which
tissues primarily absorb nutrients is essential to
understanding if and how nutrient management
could affect macrophyte growth in the Delta. For
example, management of water column nutrients
may have a more straightforward effect in floating
species such as E. crassipes compared to species
rooted in the sediment, where sediment nutrient
cycling would still need to be considered.

http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4


http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4

SAN FRANCISCO ESTUARY & WATERSHED SCIENCE

Both N and P, the primary nutrients that control
plant growth worldwide, are available in Delta
waters at concentrations well above levels likely to
be limiting (Cloern 2001). In the Delta, ammonium
concentrations and N:P ratios increased over a
30-year period that ended in 2006 (Glibert 2010).
However, in the decade that has followed—the period
of dramatic expansion of these macrophytes—those
trends are no longer evident (Larry Walker Associates
2015). TN and TP also show no clear trends over

this time period. Regardless of Delta-wide trends,

no studies have directly assessed trends in species
growth or coverage against nutrient concentrations at
specific sites.

Changing forms and proportions of nutrients are an
important stressor in aquatic systems throughout the
world, including the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
(Glibert 2012). Wilson et al. (2005) estimated that N
becomes limiting for E. crassipes at inorganic N:P
ratios less than 7. Because the N:P ratio of Delta
waters averages above 8 (Foe et al. 2010; Glibert
2010), E. crassipes is not likely to be limited by N.
Egeria densa is believed to grow well even under
high water column N:P ratios because of its ability
to tolerate high levels of N, particularly when in the
form of ammonium, and because it can acquire P
from sediments as well as the water column (Feijoo
et al. 2002). Dense submerged macrophyte beds

also can produce low dissolved oxygen and high
pH conditions, which can stimulate P release from
sediment (Barko and Smart 1980; Cornwell et al.
2014; Glibert 2012) and promote growth in a positive
feedback loop. Phosphate also appears to be more
readily absorbed in E. densa than either ammonium
or nitrate (Feijoo et al. 2002).

The ratio of available N forms has been shown to
affect phytoplankton blooms (Wilkerson et al. 2006),
but any similar relationship for aquatic macrophytes
has not been studied in the Delta. E. crassipes readily
absorbs added N regardless of form (Carignan and
Neiff 1992; Heard and Winterton 2000; Moran 2006),
though at least one study has found the species to be
more efficient at taking up ammonium than nitrate
when both were supplied in equal proportions (Reddy
and Tucker 1983). Similarly, E. densa has been shown
to take up ammonium more readily than nitrate in
studies occurring in Brazil (Feijoo et al. 2002) and in
Florida (Reddy et al. 1987). However, there was no
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significant effect of N source on biomass in any of
these studies.

Nutrient Cycling

E. densa and E. crassipes are both known for their
abilities to take up and store nutrients (Gopal 1987;
Reddy et al. 1987). In fact, E. crassipes has been
employed in water treatment projects to remove
nutrients from water bodies around the world (Malik
2007). E. crassipes is capable of higher N and P
removal than other co-occurring species, including

E. densa (Reddy and DeBusk 1985). Despite these
species’ large capacities for nutrient uptake, their
effects on water column nutrient concentrations is
hypothesized to be low because of the relatively low
total coverage of these species Delta-wide (Hestir et al.
2008; Boyer and Sutula 2015; 3% for E. crassipes, 11%
for E. densa in 2014, Khanna and Ustin, as cited in
Boyer and Sutula 2015).

Decomposition of large mats of E. crassipes could
have a large effect on nutrient cycling. In the Delta,
only one study has investigated decomposition’s
effect on nutrient cycling. Greenfield et al. (2007)
assessed the effects of mechanical shredding on water
column nutrient concentrations and found elevated
TP, organic P, and TN. Flow conditions influenced the
duration of the effect; under low flow, the elevated
nutrients lasted for several weeks. Seasonal die-

back of E. crassipes might produce a similar effect.

E. densa does not die back seasonally in the Delta
(Boyer et al. 2013; Santos et al. 2011), but die-back
of dense submerged vegetation beds after chemical
control treatments could lead to similar spikes in
nutrient concentrations. To fully characterize the
roles of these species on nutrient cycling in the Delta
would require information on productivity rates,
nutrient sequestration, and nutrient cycling among
plant tissues, the water column, and sediments (Boyer
and Sutula 2015).

Can nutrient management reduce the distribution
and coverage of aquatic macrophytes in the Delta?
A major limitation to understanding the mechanisms
that underlie the expansion of invasive macrophytes
in the Delta is that Delta-wide surveys of vegetation
occur only sporadically. There has never been a
consistent monitoring program to assess Delta-

wide trends in spatial coverage of invasive aquatic



macrophytes. In addition, Boyer and Sutula (2015)
cite the need to develop a biogeochemical model
focused on nutrient and organic C fate and transport,
and the need to better understand the relative
importance for each species of nutrient acquisition
from the water column versus sediment.

CONTINUOUS SENSING OF NUTRIENTS
WITHIN THE DELTA

New Developments in Sensor Technology

Recent technological advances now permit collection
of nutrient data—nitrate, phosphate and ammonium—
in situ, and frequently enough to resolve processes
on diurnal, tidal, and individual-event time-scales,
dramatically improving our understanding of
processes that shape aquatic systems (Johnson et

al. 2010; Kirchner et al. 2004; Pellerin et al. 2016).
Collection of nutrient data at frequent intervals in
aquatic systems has in almost all cases revealed much
higher temporal variability than was evident in less
frequent discrete sample collection (Bende-Michl et
al. 2013; Pellerin et al. 2009, 2011, 2014; Wild-Allen
and Rayner 2014). These data also revealed patterns
in nutrient dynamics that occur at yearly, seasonal,
diurnal, tidal, and individual-event time-scales, which
are difficult if not impossible to detect using lower-
resolution data (Bende-Michl et al. 2013; Bowes et al.
2009; Cohen et al. 2012, 2013; Pellerin et al. 2009,
2011, 2014; Wild-Allen and Rayner 2014).

One fundamental consequence of finding higher-
than-expected variability is that it calls into question
classical techniques for calculating loads as a function
of intermittent concentration data and continuous
discharge data. Comparison of nutrient fluxes and
loads calculated using less-frequent grab sample
data to that calculated from high-frequency data has
demonstrated that data collection at more frequent
intervals improves accuracy, even in large rivers that
are assumed to be buffered from short-term nutrient
pulses (Carey et al. 2014; Cassidy and Jordan 2011;
Pellerin et al. 2014). Assessments of these types of
nutrient data do not yet exist for the Delta.

Although improved load estimates are important, the
highlight of high-frequency data is that it provides
novel insights into nutrient sources and cycling,

and improves the ability to quantify these processes.
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There are many excellent recent examples in the
literature (Bowes et al. 2015; Cohen et al. 2012;
Collins et al. 2013; King et al. 2014; Voynova et

al. 2015). One such example from the Delta is for
quantifying nitrification rates in the Sacramento
River (O’'Donnell 2014). O’Donnell (2014) used

data from the USGS monitoring stations located

at Freeport and Walnut Grove on the Sacramento
River to estimate nitrification rates by determining
the change in nitrate concentration between stations
(Figure 10). To account for exogenous inputs and
in-river uptake of nitrate, the nitrate change was
also determined during the times the SRWTP effluent
was diverted into storage basins for maintenance

or testing. The difference between the calculated
nitrate change in the presence and absence of
wastewater effluent was taken to be nitrification of
wastewater-derived ammonium. As expected from
the differences in temperature, estimated nitrification
rates were 70% greater in the summer than in the
winter, and within the range of published rates from
other aquatic ecosystems (O’'Donnell 2014). Results
indicate that if the measured rates are representative,
it would take between 11 and 17 days to convert the
entire ammonium pool to nitrate, similar to transit
times from the Sacramento River to the estuary,
demonstrating why improving our understanding of
nitrification rates is warranted.

Additional Nutrient Sensors

Although most high-frequency nutrient studies

to date involve nitrate sensors, adoption of
commercially available in situ analyzers for
phosphate and prototype sensors for ammonium is
growing (Rozemeijer et al. 2010; Cassidy and Jordan
2011; Bende-Michl et al. 2013; Cohen et al. 2013;
Gilbert et al. 2013; Outram et al. 2014; Bowes et

al. 2015). We are aware of few studies that report
results from in situ high-frequency ammonium
analyzers, and—not surprisingly—these studies found
that ammonium, nitrate, and phosphate variability
are not necessarily linked (Bende-Michl et al. 2013;
Gilbert et al. 2013). Although there are no published
studies from the Delta using in sifu measurements
of ammonium and phosphate, data collected by the
USGS on the Sacramento River at Walnut Grove
demonstrates their variability and the complex
relationship they share with nitrate (Figure 11).

http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4
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Figure 10 Instantaneous (grey) and tidally averaged (black) flow of the Sacramento River at Freeport (FPT) plotted with nitrate

concentrations measured at the continuous monitoring stations located at FPT (yellow) and Walnut Grove (WGA, green) from August 2013 to

October 2014. Figure from 0'Donnell 2014.

Spatial Applications of High Frequency Sensors

Recent studies have also demonstrated how high-
frequency sensors may be used to improve our
understanding of environmental processes by
mapping spatial variability in rivers, lakes and
estuaries, often in conjunction with fixed-station
measurements (Downing et al., forthcoming; Gilbert
et al. 2013; Hensley et al. 2014; Wild-Allen and
Rayner 2014; Crawford et al. 2015). These examples
include the Columbia River Estuary, where fixed
station and mapping data allowed researchers to
identify nutrient sources and transformations across
a salinity gradient, and thus identify key transition
zones (Gilbert et al. 2013). In Florida, longitudinal
profiling of several rivers permitted nutrient removal
“hot spots” to be located (Hensley et al. 2014). In the
north Delta, Downing et al. (forthcoming) mapped
the spatial variation in water isotopes, from which
they calculated water residence time (Figure 12),

an important ecological parameter related to many
biogeochemical processes—and one previously not
possible to quantify from field measurements. Using
concurrent measurements of concentrations, they
calculated rates of ecosystem uptake of nitrate,
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comparing how rates varied in areas with different
amounts of wetlands. To assess the outcomes of

the ongoing upgrades of the SRWTP and other
management actions, quantitative estimates of nitrate
uptake and transformation by various environmental
compartments in the Delta are needed to model
nutrient cycling.

Continuous Nutrient Measurements in the Delta

Continuous sensor measurements have begun in

the Delta only recently. There are no published
compilations or assessments of the data, although
the data are available on the web in real time (http://
waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis) and in daily reports via
subscription. At present, eight continuous nutrient
monitoring stations currently operate in the Delta
(Table 1), with nitrate the only nutrient parameter
reported from every site, and phosphate and
ammonium reported intermittently on an event basis
(Figure 11). The objectives for establishing these
stations include determining drivers for available
nutrients and quantifying nutrient dynamics as
related to phytoplankton uptake. The stations
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Figure 11 Time series of nitrate, phosphate and ammonium from March 27 to April 8, 2014 in the Sacramento River at Walnut Grove, CA
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Dissolved oxygen [D0%] and water residence time (days) show how environmental gradients are related to residence time. Data were
collected on October 1, 2014, over a period of approximately four hours starting at the flood to ebb transition.
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also directly support efforts to elucidate effects of
wastewater effluent from the SRWTP on downstream
nutrient concentrations and food web dynamics.
Additional continuous nutrient measuring stations
are planned.

Sensor Networks

Several recent papers have explored the advantages
of building networks of nutrient monitoring stations
to improve understanding of how ecosystems
function at the landscape scale (Johnson et al. 2007;
Crawford et al. 2015; Pellerin et al. 2016). Data from
sensor networks can be used to quantify constituent
sources, calculate transport times, and calculate
transformation rates, which together can generate
new insights and quantitative estimates of ecosystem
processes. Rigorous evaluation of these data can
inform current monitoring programs by quantifying
the uncertainty and bias obtained from lower-
frequency measurements, and can help design future
sampling programs that take into account cost and
accuracy (Hirsch 2014; Jiang et al. 2014).

However, as use of in-situ sensors becomes more
common, to ensure data comparability and quality,
there must be a concerted effort among users

to develop, improve, document and adhere to
community protocols for operation, maintenance and
calibration. Further, users need to develop tools to
effectively carry out quality assurance/quality control
on the large volumes of data such networks generate,
and to improve the visualization and analysis tools
necessary to make these data useful to managers,
policy-makers, and other scientists in a timely
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manner, preferably in near real time (Johnson et al.
2007; Pellerin et al. 2016).

A long-term commitment to high-frequency
monitoring in the Delta will improve the ability

to quantify how ecosystem processes are affected
by events such as storms (Saraceno et al. 2009)

and drought (Outram et al. 2014). This will help to
more rapidly identify abrupt state changes and to
recognize long-term change against a background of
continuous variability, as well as the data necessary
to resolve processes at short time-scales (Pellerin et
al. 2009). These data can also be used to calibrate,
validate, and improve models that water managers
and policy-makers rely on to make decisions and
to identify periods where water quality parameters
either exceed or are below critical thresholds (Carey
et al. 2014). Further, these data can help reduce
uncertainties in models, and thereby improve
assessments related to water management actions
and/or climate variability (Pellerin et al. 2016).

As an integrated understanding of ecosystem
processes results from such data and synthesis, the
development, implementation, and evaluation of
water-management strategies and policies will be
advanced (Cassidy and Jordan 2011; Outram et al.
2014; Pellerin et al. 2014).

RESEARCH NEEDS AND DIRECTIONS FOR
DELTA NUTRIENTS

There are many research needs and directions for
studying nutrients within the Delta, and recent

reports, workshops, and symposia have put forth
many useful recommendations. We focus on four

Table 1 Current USGS nutrient monitoring stations in the Delta

Site name Site abbreviation NWIS station number Date established Latitude Longitude
Decker Island DEC 11455478 1/24/2013 38.093333 121.736111
Cache Slough CCH 11455450 2/1/2013 38.212778 121.669167
Liberty Island LIB 11455315 7/15/2013 38.242222 121.686111
Walnut Grove WGA 11447890 8/21/2013 38.257778 121.517222
Sacramento River at Freeport FPT 11447650 8/30/2013 38.456111 121.500278
Liberty Cut LCT 11455146 1/31/2014 38.328850 121.667531
Deep Water Ship Channel DWS 11455335 4/11/2014 38.256111 121.666667
Toe Drain North of Stair Steps TOE 11455139 8/19/2014 38.365180 121.637730
San Joaquin River at Vernalis SJV 11303500 1/21/2015 37.676111 121.265278
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research areas that we believe will prove fruitful:
(1) coupling continuous sensor data for nutrients
with similar sensors for dissolved oxygen and
temperature to estimate daily rates of primary
production and ecosystem respiration along

with nutrient stoichiometry; (2) linking existing
hydrodynamic models of the Delta with appropriate
water-quality processes that involve dissolved
nutrients; (3) measuring key rates of nutrient
uptake and transformation in habitat types off
main channels including sloughs, backwaters, tidal
marshes, macrophyte beds, and aquatic sediments;
and (4) exploring the use of stable isotopes to trace
the movement and fate of effluent-derived nutrients
within the Delta.

The Delta has an extensive network of monitoring
stations that measure flow (Burau et al. 2016),
conductivity, temperature, turbidity, chlorophyll, pH,
and dissolved oxygen (http://waterdata.usgs.gov/
nwis). Daily dissolved oxygen patterns—when coupled
with data on temperature, barometric pressure, and
light regime—can be used to estimate gross primary
production and ecosystem respiration in aquatic
ecosystems as pioneered by Odum (1956) and now
widely used in various aquatic ecosystems (Grace et
al. 2015). Metabolism estimates can also be coupled
to continuous nutrient sensor data to examine both
elemental stoichiometry and the coupling of primary
production and ecosystem respiration to the uptake of
nutrients such as ammonium, nitrate, and phosphate
(Cohen et al. 2013). Few places anywhere have the
combined measurements of flows, fixed stations

for basic water quality, and the network of high-
frequency nutrient stations (Table 1) that are found
in the Delta. This presents an excellent opportunity
to estimate daily rates of primary production and
ecosystem respiration that are linked to nutrient
uptake and stoichiometry.

Hydrodynamic modeling of the Delta is well
developed and mature with several existing models
applied to portions of—or the totality of—the Delta
(Trowbridge et al. 2016). The linking of these
hydrodynamic models to water-quality models that
focus on the transport and fate of nutrients is a
logical next step. Trowbridge et al. (2016) offered
recommendations to make this connection between
hydraulics and nutrient biogeochemistry a reality for
the Delta. Key recommendations included good data
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management, phased implementation of the coupled
models, selecting the right model—or models—for
the task, rigorous quality assurance, and regular
workshops between modelers and biogeochemists.
If resources can be found to develop these tools,

an excellent opportunity exists to make progress

at this interface between modeling and nutrient
biogeochemistry.

Much of what we know about nutrients in the Delta
has been gathered from samples collected where
larger boats can travel. Locations that are less
commonly sampled include sloughs, backwaters,
tidal marshes, macrophyte beds, and aquatic
sediments. Key processes that take up nutrients

(e.g., uptake by attached bacteria, fungi, algae, and
aquatic macrophytes) and transform nutrients (e.g.,
nitrification and denitrification) are concentrated

in these rather than open-water habitats. Novick et
al. (2015) have made an initial estimate of ~30%
internal losses for N within the Delta, and the roles
for various habitat types in the uptake by biota or
loss to the atmosphere through denitrification remain
an important unknown. Current planning and some
initial implementation of large-scale restoration
within the Delta through EcoRestore (/ittp://resources.
ca.gov/ecorestore/) heighten the need for rate
measurements on key processes that cycle nutrients
in these parts of the Delta.

A large-scale natural experiment is in the offing

for the Delta because the Sacramento Regional
County Sanitation District has broken ground on

the EchoWater Project (http://www.regionalsan.com/
echowater-project) that will upgrade the SRWTP,
which serves about 1.4 million people. This upgrade
will reduce ammonium inputs in the north Delta from
the plant by 95% or more, and substantively reduce
overall inorganic nutrient inputs by 2021. Effluent N
has a distinctive isotopic signal that allows effluent
nitrogen to be traced within the Delta. Effluent

water is generally enriched in the heavier isotope of
nitrogen ('°N) compared to the lighter isotope (14N),
and, therefore, a natural tracer is available to study
the transport, uptake, transformation, and role in food
webs of effluent nitrogen (Costanzo et al. 2005; Miller
et al. 2010). This large-scale experiment, if adequately
documented, could yield far-reaching insight into the
dynamics of nutrient cycling within the Delta.

http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4
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CONCLUSIONS

An ever-changing Delta has encouraged a
re-evaluation of the roles for nutrients within it.

At the turn of the millennium, nutrient levels were
high, nutrient limitation was rare, and regulation of
primary production resulted from factors other than
nutrients (Jassby et al. 2002). As Delta waters became
clearer (Schoellhamer et al. 2016), and Microcystis
blooms became commonplace and invasive aquatic
macrophytes became more pervasive, questions
arose about the effects of concentrations, chemical
form, and elemental stoichiometry of N and P on
the structure and productivity of the open-water
algal community. There has been a resurgence in
interest in nutrients and their roles within the Delta.
Good, long-term data on nutrients allow the status
and trends of Delta nutrients to be assessed, and

an emerging network of high-frequency nutrient
sensors allows high resolution studies on the
availability, transport, and fate of dissolved nutrients
in Delta waterways. We highlight four emerging
opportunities of interest relating to nutrients within
aquatic ecosystems of the Delta. The first is how a
major, nearly completed upgrade to the SRWTP will
affect the primary producers and food webs of the
Delta. The second is the opportunity to couple high
temporal and spatial resolution estimates of primary
production and ecosystem respiration to nutrient
uptake and the elemental stoichiometry of C, N, and
P. The third is addressing how tidal marsh restoration
and floodplain re-connection within the Delta will
affect nutrient biogeochemistry. The fourth is linking
hydrodynamic models of the Delta to a growing
understanding of biogeochemical processes within
the tidally dominated Delta. Nutrients are most
definitely of growing interest within the Delta, and
future changes to the Delta allow some fundamental
hypotheses about nutrient biogeochemistry of this
rapidly changing landscape to be tested.

REFERENCES

Allen AE, Vardi A, Bowler C. 2006. An ecological and
evolutionary context for integrated nitrogen metabolism
and related signaling pathways in marine diatoms. Curr
Opin Plant Biol 9(3):264-273.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pbi.2006.03.013

24

VOLUME 14, ISSUE 4, ARTICLE 4

Ball MD, Arthur, JF. 1979. Planktonic chlorophyll
dynamics in the northern San Francisco Bay and Delta.
In: Conomos TJ, Leviton AE, Berson M, editors. San
Francisco Bay: the urbanized estuary. Proceedings of
the fifty-eighth annual meeting of the Pacific Division/
American Association for the Advancement of Science;
1977 Jun 12-16; San Francisco. San Francisco (CA):
Allen Press. [Internet]. [accessed 2016 Aug 15]; p. 265-
285. Available from: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/
waterrights/water_issues/programs/bay_delta/deltaflow/
docs/exhibits/ccwd/spprt_docs/ccwd_conomos_1979.pdf

Barko JW, Smart RM. 1980. Mobilization of sediment
phosphorus by submersed freshwater macrophytes.
Freshwater Biol 10(3):229-238. doi: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.1980.tb01198.x

Barko JW, Smart RM. 1981. Sediment-based nutrition of
submersed macrophytes. Aquat Bot 10:339-352.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-3770(81)90032-2

Bende-Michl U, Verburg K, Cresswell HP. 2013. High-
frequency nutrient monitoring to infer seasonal patterns
in catchment source availability, mobilisation and
delivery. Environ Monit Assess 185:9191-9219.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10661-013-3246-8

Berg M, Sutula M. 2015. Factors affecting the growth of
cyanobacteria with special emphasis on the Sacramento-
San Joaquin Delta. Costa Mesa (CA): Southern
California Coastal Water Research Project. Technical
Report 869 August 2015 [Internet]. [accessed 2016
May 16]; 111 p. Available from: http://ftp.sccwrp.org/
pub/download/DOCUMENTS/TechnicalReports/869_
FactorsAffectGrowthOfCyanobacteria-1.pdf

Bini LM, Thomaz SM. 2005. Prediction of Egeria
najas and Egeria densa occurrence in a large subtropical
reservoir (Itaipu Reservoir, Brazil-Paraguay). Aquat Bot
83(3):227-238.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aquabot.2005.06.010

Blomqvist P, Pettersson A, Hyenstrand P. 1994.
Ammonium-nitrogen: A key regulatory factor causing
dominance of non-nitrogen-fixing cyanobacteria in
aquatic systems. Arch Hydrobiol 132:141-164.

Borgnis E, Boyer KE. 2016. Salinity tolerance and
competition drive distributions of native and invasive
submerged aquatic vegetation in the upper San Francisco
Estuary. Estuaries Coasts 39(3):707-717.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-015-0033-5


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pbi.2006.03.013
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/bay_delta/deltaflow/docs/exhibits/ccwd/spprt_docs/ccwd_conomos_1979.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.1980.tb01198.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-3770(81)90032-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10661-013-3246-8
http://ftp.sccwrp.org/pub/download/DOCUMENTS/TechnicalReports/869_FactorsAffectGrowthOfCyanobacteria-1.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aquabot.2005.06.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-015-0033-5

Bowes MJ, Smith JT, and Neal C. 2009. The value of high-
resolution nutrient monitoring: A case study of the River
Frome, Dorset, UK. J Hydrol 378:82-96.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2009.09.015

Bowes MJ, Jarvie HP, Halliday SJ, Skeffington RA,
Wade AlJ, Loewenthal M, Gozzard E, Newman, JR,
Palmer-Felgate EJ. 2015. Characterising phosphorus
and nitrate inputs to a rural river using high-frequency
concentration-flow relationships. Sci Total Environ
511:608-620. doi: https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/].
scitotenv.2014.12.086

Boyer KE, Sutula M. 2015. Factors controlling submersed
and floating macrophytes in the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta. Costa Mesa (CA): Southern California
Coastal Water Research Project. Technical Report 870
[Internet]. [accessed 2016 May 16]; 97 p. Available from:
http://online.sfsu.edu/katboyer/Boyer_Lab/Publications_
files/Boyer%20and%20Sutula%2010.07.15%20Final.
pdf

Boyer JN, Stanley DW, Christian RR. 1994. Dynamics of
NH,4* and NO5;~ uptake in the water column of the Neuse
River Estuary, North Carolina. Estuaries 17(2):361-371.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1352669

Boyer KE, Borgnis E, Miller J, Moderan J, Patten M. 2013.
Habitat values of Native SAV (Stuckenia spp.) in the low
salinity zone of San Francisco Estuary. Sacramento (CA):
Delta Stewardship Council, Grant agreement no. 2035.
[Internet]. [accessed 2016 May 13]; 66 p. Available from:
http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2035%20
Final.pdf

Brown LR, Kimmerer W, Conrad JL, Lesmeister S, Mueller—
Solger A. 2016. Food webs of the Delta, Suisun Bay,
and Suisun Marsh: an update on current understanding
and possibilities for management. San Franc Estuary
Watershed Sci 14(3).
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss3art4

Burau J, Ruhl C, Work P. 2016. Innovation in monitoring:
the U.S. Geological Survey Sacramento-San Joaquin
River Delta, California, flow-station network. Fact Sheet
2015-3061. doi: http://dr.doi.org/10.3133/fs20153061

Burford MA, O’Donohue MJ. 2006. A comparison of
phytoplankton community assemblages in artificial
and naturally mixed subtropical water reservoirs.
Freshwater Biol 51:973-982. doi: http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2006.01536.x

25

DECEMBER 2016

Carey RO, Wollheim WM, Mulukutla GK, Mineau MM.
2014. Characterizing storm-event nitrate fluxes in a fifth
order suburbanizing watershed using in situ sensors.
Environ Sci Technol 48(14):7756-7765.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es500252j

Carignan R, Neiff JJ. 1992. Nutrient dynamics in the
floodplain ponds of the Parana River (Argentina)
dominated by the water hyacinth Eichhornia crassipes.
Biogeochemistry 17:85-121.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00002642

Cassidy R, Jordan P. 2011. Limitations of instantaneous
water quality sampling in surface-water catchments:
Comparison with near-continuous phosphorus time-
series data. J Hydrol 405(1-2):182-193.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2011.05.020

[CVRWQCB] Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board. 2014. 2014 Delta Strategic Work Plan. Rancho
Cordova (CA): Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board. [Internet]. [accessed 2016 May 13]; 18
p. Available from: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/
centralvalley/water_issues/delta_water_quality/strategic_
workplan_baydelta/2014_delta_strategic_workplan.pdf

Chambers PA, Prepas EE, Bothwell M, Hamilton HR.
1989. Roots versus shoots in nutrient uptake by aquatic
macrophytes in flowing waters. Can J Fish Aquat Sci
46(3):435-439. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/b99-092

Cloern JE. 1996. Phytoplankton bloom dynamics in coastal
ecosystems: A review with some general lessons from
sustained investigation of San Francisco Bay, California.
Rev Geophys 34(2):127-168.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/96RG00986

Cloern JE. 1999. The relative importance of light and
nutrient limitation of phytoplankton growth: a simple
index of coastal ecosystem sensitivity to nutrient
enrichment. Aquat Ecol 33(1):3-15.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1009952125558

Cloern JE. 2001. Our evolving conceptual model of the
coastal eutrophication problem. Mar Ecol-Prog Ser
210:223-253.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.3354/meps210223

Cloern JE, Dufford R. 2005. Phytoplankton community
ecology: Principles applied in San Francisco Bay. Mar
Ecol-Prog Series 285:11-28. Available from: http://
www.int-res.com/articles/meps2004/285/m285p011.pdf

http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4


http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2009.09.015
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2014.12.086
http://online.sfsu.edu/katboyer/Boyer_Lab/Publications_files/Boyer%20and%20Sutula%2010.07.15%20Final.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1352669
http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2035%20Final.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss3art4
http://dx.doi.org/10.3133/fs20153061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2006.01536.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es500252j
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00002642
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2011.05.020
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/delta_water_quality/strategic_workplan_baydelta/2014_delta_strategic_workplan.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/b99-092
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/96RG00986
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1009952125558
http://dx.doi.org/10.3354/meps210223
http://www.int-res.com/articles/meps2004/285/m285p011.pdf

SAN FRANCISCO ESTUARY & WATERSHED SCIENCE

Cloern JE, Foster SQ, Kleckner AE. 2014. Phytoplankton
primary production in the world’s estuarine-coastal
ecosystems. Biogeosciences 11:2477-2501.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/bg-11-2477-2014

Cohen MJ, Heffernan JB, Albertin A, Martin JB. 2012.
Inference of riverine nitrogen processing from
longitudinal and diel variation in dual nitrate isotopes.
J Geophys Res-Biogeosci 117:G01021.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2011JG001715

Cohen MJ, Kurz MJ, Heffernan JB, Martin JB, Douglass RL,
Foster CR, Thomas RG. 2013. Diel phosphorus variation
and the stoichiometry of ecosystem metabolism in a
large spring-fed river. Ecol Monogr 83(2):155-176.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/12-1497.1

Cole BE, Cloern JE. 1987. An empirical model for
estimating phytoplankton productivity in estuaries.
Mar Ecol Prog Ser 36:299-305.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.3354/meps036299

Collins JR, Raymond PA, Bohlen WF, Howard-Strobel MM.
2013. Estimates of new and total productivity in central
Long Island Sound from in situ measurements of nitrate
and dissolved oxygen. Estuaries Coasts 36(1):74-97.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-012-9560-5

Collos Y, Harrison PJ. 2014. Acclimation and toxicity of
high ammonium concentrations to unicellular algae.
Mar Pollut Bull 80(1-2):8-23.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2014.01.006

Cornwell JC, Glibert PM, Owens MS. 2014. Nutrient fluxes
from sediments in the San Francisco Bay Delta. Estuaries
Coasts 37:1120-1133.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-013-9755-4

Costanzo SD, Udy J, Longstaff B, Jones A. 2005. Using
nitrogen stable isotope ratios (015N) of macroalgae
to determine the effectiveness of sewage upgrades:
changes in the extent of sewage plumes over four
years in Moreton Bay, Australia. Mar Pollut Bull
51(1-4):212-217. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/].
marpolbul.2004.10.018

Crawford JT, Loken LC, Casson NJ, Smith C, Stone AG,
Winslow LA. 2015. High-speed limnology: using
advanced sensors to investigate spatial variability in
biogeochemistry and hydrology. Environ Sci Technol
49(1):442-450. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es504773.x

26

VOLUME 14, ISSUE 4, ARTICLE 4

Damashek J, Casciotti KL, Francis CA. 2016. Variable
nitrification rates across environmental gradients in
turbid, nutrient-rich estuary waters of San Francisco
Bay. Estuaries Coasts 39(4):1050-1071.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-016-0071-7

Davis TW, Berry DL, Boyer GL, Gobler CJ. 2009. The
effects of temperature and nutrients on the growth and
dynamics of toxic and non-toxic strains of Microcystis
during cyanobacteria blooms. Harmful Algae 8(5):715-
725. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hal.2009.02.004

Di Toro DM, Thomann RV, O’Connor DJ. 1977. 25.
Estuarine phytoplankton biomass models-verification
analysis and preliminary applications. In: Goldberg ED,
McCave IN, O’'Brien JJ, Steele JH, editors. The sea: ideas
and observations on progress in the study of the seas.
Vol. 6. New York (NY): John Wiley € Sons. Available
from: http://www.ce.udel.edu/courses/CIEG667rader/
Papers/Di%20Toro%20Estuarine%20Phytoplankton%20
Biomass%20Models%20-%20The%20Sea%20P-RVT-
008.pdf

Domagalski J, Saleh D. 2015. Sources and transport of
phosphorus to rivers in California and adjacent states,
U.S., as determined by SPARROW modeling. J Am Water
Resour Assoc 51(6):1463-1486.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1752-1688.12326

Domingues RB, Barbosa AB, Sommer U,
Galviao HM. 2011. Ammonium, nitrate and
phytoplankton interactions in a freshwater tidal
estuarine zone: potential effects of cultural
eutrophication. Aquat Sci 73(3):331-343.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00027-011-0180-0

Dortch Q. 1990. The interaction between ammonium
and nitrate uptake in phytoplankton. Mar Ecol-Prog
Ser 61:183-201. Available from: http://www.int-res.com/
articles/meps/61/m061p183.pdf

Downing TG, Meyer C, Gehringer MM, van de Venter M.
2005. Microcystin content of Microcystis aeruginosa is
modulated by nitrogen uptake rate relative to specific
growth rate or carbon fixation rate.

Environ Toxicol 20(3):257-262.
doi: https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/tox.20106


http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/bg-11-2477-2014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2011JG001715
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/12-1497.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.3354/meps036299
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-012-9560-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2014.01.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-013-9755-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2004.10.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es504773x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-016-0071-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hal.2009.02.004
http://www.ce.udel.edu/courses/CIEG667rader/Papers/Di%20Toro%20Estuarine%20Phytoplankton%20Biomass%20Models%20-%20The%20Sea%20P-RVT-008.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1752-1688.12326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00027-011-0180-0
http://www.int-res.com/articles/meps/61/m061p183.pdf
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/tox.20106

Downing BD, Bergamaschi BA, Kendall C, Kraus TEC, von
Dessonneck TS. Forthcoming. Using continuous water
isotope measurements to map water residence time in
hydrodynamically complex tidal environments.

Environ Sci Technol 50(24):13387-13396.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.6b05745

Dugdale RC, Jones BH, Maclsaac JJ. 1981. Adaptation of
nutrient assimilation. In: Platt T, editor. Physiological
bases of phytoplankton ecology. Can B Fish Aquat Sci
210:234-250.

Dugdale RC, Wilkerson FP, Hogue VE, Marchi A. 2006.
Nutrient controls on new production in the Bodega Bay,
California, coastal upwelling plume.

Deep-Sea Res Part II 53:3049-3062.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dsr2.2006.07.009

Dugdale RC, Wilkerson FP, Hogue VE, Marchi A. 2007. The
role of ammonium and nitrate in spring bloom
development in San Francisco Bay.

Estuar Coast Shelf Sci 73(1-2):17-29.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2006.12.008

Dugdale RC, Wilkerson FP, Parker AE, Marchi A,
Taberski K. 2012. River flow and ammonium discharge
determine spring phytoplankton blooms in an urbanized
estuary. Estuar Coast Shelf Sci 115:187-199.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2012.08.025

Dugdale RC, Wilkerson FP, Parker AE. 2013. A
biogeochemical model of phytoplankton productivity in
an urban estuary: The importance of ammonium and
freshwater flow. Ecol Model 263:291-307.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2013.05.015

Dugdale RC, Wilkerson FP, Parker AE. 2016. The
“ammonium paradox:” a summary of more than a
decade of research into phytoplankton processes and
nitrogen relationships in the northern San Francisco
Estuary. In: Suisun Synthesis II. San Francisco (CA): San
Francisco Estuary Institute.

Durand J, Fleenor W, McElreath R, Santos MJ,
Moyle PB. 2016. Physical controls on the distribution
of the submerged aquatic weed Egeria densa in
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, California, and
implications for habitat restoration. San Franc Estuary
Watershed Sci 14(1).
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss1art4d

27

DECEMBER 2016

Elliott JA. 2010. The seasonal sensitivity of cyanobacteria
and other phytoplankton to changes in flushing rate and
water temperature. Glob Change Biol 16:864-876. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2009.01998.x

Eppley RW, Coatsworth JL, Solérzano L. 1969. Studies of
nitrate reductase in marine phytoplankton.
Limnol Oceanogr 14:194-205.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.4319/10.1969.14.2.0194

Esperaza ML, Farrell AE, Craig DJ, Swanson C,
Dhaliwal BS, Berg GM. 2014. Impact of atypical
ammonium concentrations on phytoplankton abundance
and composition in fresh versus estuarine waters. Aquat
Biol 21:191-204. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.3354/ab00588

Feijod C, Garcia ME, Momo F, Toja J. 2002. Nutrient
absorption by the submerged macrophyte Egeria densa
Planch: Effect of ammonium and phosphorus availability
in the water column on growth and nutrient uptake.
Limnetica 21(1-2):93-104. Available from: http://www.
limnetica.com/Limnetica/Limne21/L21a093_Nutrient.
absorption.Egeria.densa.pdf

Feijoo C, Momo FR, Bonetto CA, Tur NM. 1996. Factors
influencing biomass and nutrient content of the
submersed macrophyte Egeria densa Planch in a
pampasic stream. Hydrobiologia 341:21-26.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00012299

Foe C, Ballard A, Fong S. 2010. Nutrient concentrations
and biological effects in the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta. Rancho Cordova (CA): Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board. [Internet]. [accessed 2016
Dec 11]; 90 p. Available from: http://www.waterboards.
ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/delta_water_quality/
ambient_ammonia_concentrations/foe_nutrient_conc_bio_

effects.pdf

Gee AK, Wasson K, Shaw SL, Haskins J. 2010. Signatures
of restoration and management changes in the water
quality of a central California Estuary. Estuaries Coasts
33(4):1004-1024.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-010-9276-3

Gilbert M, Needoba J, Koch C, Barnard A, Baptista A.
2013. Nutrient loading and transformations in the
Columbia River Estuary determined by high-resolution in
situ sensors. Estuaries Coasts 36(4):708-727.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-013-9597-0

http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4


http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.6b05745
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dsr2.2006.07.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2006.12.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2012.08.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2013.05.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss1art4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2009.01998.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.4319/lo.1969.14.2.0194
http://dx.doi.org/10.3354/ab00588
http://www.limnetica.com/Limnetica/Limne21/L21a093_Nutrient.absorption.Egeria.densa.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00012299
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/delta_water_quality/ambient_ammonia_concentrations/foe_nutrient_conc_bio_effects.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-010-9276-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-013-9597-0

SAN FRANCISCO ESTUARY & WATERSHED SCIENCE

Glibert PM. 2010. Long-term changes in nutrient loading
and stoichiometry and their relationships with changes
in the food web and dominant pelagic fish species in the
San Francisco Estuary, California. Rev Fish Sci 18:211-
232. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10641262.2010.49
2059

Glibert PM. 2012. Ecological stoichiometry and its
implications for aquatic ecosystem sustainability. Curr
Opin Environ Sustain 4:272-277.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2012.05.009

Glibert PM, Berg GM. 2009. Nitrogen form, fate
and phytoplankton composition. In Peterson JE,
Kennedy VS, Dennison WC, Kemp WM, editors. 2009.
Enclosed experimental ecosystems and scale: tools for
understanding and managing coastal ecosystems. New
York: Springer-Verlag. p. 183-189.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-76767-3

Glibert PM, Allen I, Bouwman AF, Madden C. 2010.
Modeling of HABs and eutrophication: status, advances,
challenges. J Marine Syst 83:262-275.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jmarsys.2010.05.004

Glibert PM, Wilkerson FP, Dugdale RC, Raven JA,
Dupont CL, Leavitt PR, Parker AE, Burkholder JM,
Kana TM. 2016. Pluses and minuses of ammonium
and nitrate uptake and assimilation by phytoplankton
and implications for productivity and community
composition, with emphasis on nitrogen-enriched
conditions. Limnol Oceanogr 61(1):165-197.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/In0.10203

Glibert PM, Dugdale RC, Wilkerson F, Parker AE,
Alexander J, Antell E, Blaser S, Johnson A, Lee J, Lee T,
Murasko S, Strong S. 2014. Major —but rare — spring
blooms in 2014 in San Francisco Bay Delta, California,
a result of the long-term drought, increased residence
time, and altered nutrient loads and forms. J Exp Mar
Biol Ecol 460:8-18.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2014.06.001

Gopal B. 1987. Water hyacinth. Amsterdam (Netherlands):
Elsevier.

Grace MR, Giling DP, Hladyz S, Caron V, Thompson RM,

MacNally R. 2015. Fast processing of diel oxygen curves:

Estimating stream metabolism with BASE (Bayesian
Single-station Estimation). Limnol Oceangr-Methods
13:103-114. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/lom3.1001 1

28

VOLUME 14, ISSUE 4, ARTICLE 4

Greenfield BK, Siemering GS, Andrews JC, Rajan M,
Andrews, Jr. SP, Spencer DF. 2007. Mechanical
shredding of water hyacinth (Eichhornia crassipes):
Effects on water quality in the Sacramento-San Joaquin
River Delta, California. Estuaries Coasts 30:627-640. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02841960

Harding LW, Mallonee ME, Perry ES. 2002. Toward a
predictive understanding of primary productivity in a
temperate, partially stratified estuary. Estuar Coast Shelf
Sci 55(3):437-463.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/ecss.2001.0917

Harris TD, Smith VH, Graham JL, Van de Waal DB,
Tedesco LP, Clercin N. 2016. Combined effects of
nitrogen to phosphorus ratios and nitrogen speciation
on cyanobacterial metabolite concentrations in eutrophic
Midwestern USA reservoirs. Inland Waters 6(2):199-210.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.5268/IW-6.2.938

Harrison MD, Groffman PM, Mayer PM, Kaushal SS. 2012.
Nitrate removal in two relict oxbow urban wetlands: a
N-15 mass-balance approach.

Biogeochemistry 111(1-3):647-660.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10533-012-9708-1

He Q, Qiao D, Zhang Q, Li Y, Xu H, Wei L, Gu Y, Cao Y.
2004. Cloning and expression study of a putative
high-affinity nitrate transporter gene from Dunaliella
salina. J Appl Phycol 16:395-400. doi: http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1023/B:JAPH.0000047950.76549.ce

Healey MC, Dettinger MD, Norgaard RB, editors. 2008.
The State of Bay-Delta Science, 2008. Sacramento (CA):
CALFED Science Program. [Internet]. [accessed 2016 Aug
22]; 174 p. Available from: http://www.science.calwater.
ca.gov/pdf/publications/sbds/sbds_final_update_122408.

pdf

Heard TA, Winterton SL. 2000. Interactions between
nutrient status and weevil herbivory in the biological
control of water hyacinth. J Appl Ecol 37:117-127. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2664.2000.00480.x

Heisler J, Glibert PM, Burkholder JM, Anderson DM,
Cochlan WP, Dennison WC, Dortch Q, Gobler CJ,
Heil CA, Humphries E, Lewitus A, Magnien R,
Marshall HG, Sellner L, Stockwell DA, Stoecker DK,
Suddleson M. 2008. Eutrophication and harmful algal
blooms: a scientific consensus. Harmful Algae 8(1):3-13.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hal.2008.08.006


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10641262.2010.492059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2012.05.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-76767-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jmarsys.2010.05.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/lno.10203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2014.06.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/lom3.10011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02841960
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/ecss.2001.0917
http://dx.doi.org/10.5268/IW-6.2.938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10533-012-9708-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:JAPH.0000047950.76549.ce
http://www.science.calwater.ca.gov/pdf/publications/sbds/sbds_final_update_122408.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2664.2000.00480.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hal.2008.08.006

Hensley RT, Cohen MJ, Korhnak LV. 2014. Inferring
nitrogen removal in large rivers from high-resolution
longitudinal profiling. Limnol Oceanogr 59(4):1152-
1170. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.4319/10.2014.59.4.1152

Hestir EL, Schoellhamer DH, Morgan-King T, Ustin SL.
2013. A step decrease in sediment concentration in a
highly modified tidal river delta following the 1983
El Nifio floods. Mar Geol 345:304-313.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.margeo.2013.05.008

Hestir EL, Brando VE, Bresciani M, Giardino C, Matta E,
Villa P, Dekker AG. 2015. Measuring freshwater aquatic
ecosystems: The need for a hyperspectral global mapping
satellite mission. Remote Sens Environ 167:181-195.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2015.05.023

Hestir EL, Khanna S, Andrew ME, Santos MJ, Viers JH,
Greenberg JA, Rajapakse SS, Ustin SL. 2008.
Identification of invasive vegetation using hyperspectral
remote sensing in the California Delta ecosystem.
Remote Sens Environ 112:4034-4047.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2008.01.022

Hirsch RM. 2014. Large biases in regression-based
constituent flux estimates: Causes and diagnostic tools.
J Am Water Resour Assoc 50(6):1401-1424.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jawr.12195

Hyenstrand P, Blomquist P, Pettersson A. 1998. Factors
determining cyanobacterial success in aquatic
systems —a literature review. Arch Hydrobiol Spec Iss
Adv Limnol 51:41-62. Available from: http://uu.diva-
portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2%3A63498&dsw
id=-2012

Jassby AD. 2005. Phytoplankton regulation in a eutrophic
tidal river (San Joaquin River, California). San Franc
Estuary Watershed Sci 3(1).
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2005v3iss1art5

Jassby AD. 2008. Phytoplankton in the upper San
Francisco Estuary: recent biomass trends, their causes,
and their trophic significance. San Franc Estuary
Watershed Sci 6(1).
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2008v6iss1art2

Jassby AD, Cloern JE. 2000. Organic matter sources and
rehabilitation of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
(California, USA). Aquat Conserv Mar Freshw Ecosyst
10:323-352. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1099-
0755(200009/10)10:5<323::AID-AQC417>3.0.C0;2-J

29

DECEMBER 2016

Jassby AD, Van Nieuwenhuyse EE. 2005. Low dissolved
oxygen in an estuarine channel (San Joaquin River,
California): mechanisms and models based on long-term
time series. San Fran Estuary Watershed Sci 3(2).
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2005v3iss2art2

Jassby AD, Cloern JE, Cole BE. 2002. Annual primary
production: Patterns and mechanisms of change in a
nutrient-rich tidal ecosystem.

Limnol Oceanogr 47(3)698-712.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.4319/10.2002.47.3.0698

Jiang Y, Frankenberger JR, Bowling LC, Sun Z. 2014.
Quantification of uncertainty in estimated nitrate-N
loads in agricultural watersheds.

J Hydrol 519(PA):106-116.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2014.06.027

Johnk KD, Huisman J, Sharples J, Sommeijer B,
Visser PM, Stroom JM. 2008. Summer heatwaves
promote blooms of harmful cyanobacteria. Glob
Change Biol 14(3):495-512. doi: http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2007.01510.x

Johnson KS, Needoba JA, Riser SC, Showers WJ. 2007.
Chemical sensor networks for the aquatic environment.
Chem Rev 107(2):623-640. doi: http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1021/cr050354e

Johnson MS, Billett MF, Dinsmore KJ, Wallin M,
Dyson KE, Jassal RS. 2010. Direct and continuous
measurement of dissolved carbon dioxide in freshwater
aquatic systems—method and applications. Ecohydrology
3(1):68-78. doi: http://dr.doi.org/10.1002/ec0.95

Jones CG, Lawton JH, Shachak M. 1994. Organisms as
ecosystem engineers. Oikos 69:373-386.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3545850

Kimmerer WJ, Thompson JK. 2014. Phytoplankton growth
balanced by clam and zooplankton grazing and net
transport into the low-salinity zone of the San Francisco
Estuary. Estuaries Coasts 37(5):1202-1218.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-013-9753-6

Kimmerer WJ, Parker AE, Lidstrom UE, Carpenter EJ.
2012. Short-term and interannual variability in primary
production in the low-salinity zone of the San Francisco
Estuary. Estuaries Coasts 35:913-929.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-012-9482-2

http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4


http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4
http://dx.doi.org/10.4319/lo.2014.59.4.1152
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.margeo.2013.05.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2015.05.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2008.01.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jawr.12195
http://uu.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2%3A63498&dswid=-2012
http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2005v3iss1art5
http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2008v6iss1art2
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/1099-0755(200009/10)10:5%3C323::AID-AQC417%3E3.0.CO;2-J/abstract;jsessionid=CAE95022CFA1FCC9EFA844507D31F17A.f03t01
http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2005v3iss2art2
http://dx.doi.org/10.4319/lo.2002.47.3.0698
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2014.06.027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2007.01510.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/cr050354e
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eco.95
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3545850
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-013-9753-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-012-9482-2

SAN FRANCISCO ESTUARY & WATERSHED SCIENCE

Kimmerer W, Brown L, Culberson S, Moyle P, Nobriga M,
Thompson J. 2008. Aquatic ecosystems. In: Healey
MG, Dettinger MD, Norgaard RB, editors. The State of
Bay-Delta Science, 2008. [Internet]. [accessed 2016 May
31]; 104 p. Sacramento (CA): CALFED Science Program.
Available from: http://www.science.calwater.ca.gov/pdf/
publications/sbds/sbds_final_update_122408.pdf

King SA, Heffernan JB, Cohen MJ. 2014. Nutrient flux,
uptake, and autotrophic limitation in streams and rivers.
Freshw Sci 33(1):85-98.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/674383

Kirchner JW, Feng XH, Neal C, Robson AJ. 2004. The
fine structure of water-quality dynamics: the (high-
frequency) wave of the future.

Hydrol Process 18(7):1353-1359.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hyp.5537

Kratzer CR, Shelton JL. 1998. Water Quality Assessment of

the San Joaquin-Tulare Basins, California: Analysis of
Available Data on Nutrients and Suspended Sediment in

Surface Water, 1972-1990. Denver (CO): U.S. Department

of the Interior, U.S. Geological Survey. Professional
Paper 1587. [Internet]. [accessed 2016 Aug 15]; 104 p.
Available from: http://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/1587/report.pdf

Kratzer CR, Dileanis PD, Zamora C, Silva SR, Kendall C,
Bergamaschi BA, Dahlgren RA. 2004. Sources
and Transport of Nutrients, Organic Carbon, and
Chlorophyll-a in the San Joaquin River Upstream of
Vernalis, California, during Summer and Fall, 2000
and 2001. Denver (CO): U.S. Department of the Interior,
U.S. Geological Survey. Water-Resources Investigations
Report 03-4127. [Internet]. [accessed 2016 Aug 15];
124 p. Available from: http://pubs.usgs.gov/wri/
wri034127/wri034127rev.pdf

Kratzer CR, Kent R, Seleh DK, Knifong DL, Dileanis PD,
Orlando JL. 2011. Trends in nutrient concentrations,
loads, and yields in streams in the Sacramento, San
Joaquin, and Santa Ana Basins, California, 1975-2004.
Denver (CO): US Department of the Interior, US
Geological Survey. Scientific Investigations Report
2010-5228. [Internet]. [accessed 2016 Aug 15]; 112 p.
Available from: http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2010/5228/pdf/
sir20105228.pdf

Kress ES. 2012. Phytoplankton abundance and community
structure in the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers
[Master’s thesis]. [San Francisco (CA)]: San Francisco
State University.

30

VOLUME 14, ISSUE 4, ARTICLE 4

Kress ES, Parker AE, Wilkerson FP, Dugdale RC. 2012.
Assessing phytoplankton communities in the Sacramento
and San Joaquin Rivers using microscopic and indirect
analytical approaches [Internet]. [accessed 2016 May
31]. IEP Newsletter 25(2):43-55. Available from: http://
www.water.ca.gov/iep/newsletters/2012/IEPNewsletter_
FinalSPRING2012.pdf

Kurobe T, Baxa DV, Mioni CE, Kudela RM, Smythe TR,
Waller S, Chapman AD, Teh SJ. 2013. Identification of
harmful cyanobacteria in the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta and Clear Lake, California by DNA barcoding,.
SpringerPlus 2(1).
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/2193-1801-2-491

Lee J, Parker AE, Wilkerson FP, Dugdale RC. 2015. Uptake
and inhibition kinetics of nitrogen in Microcystis
aeruginosa: Results from cultures and field assemblages
collected in the San Francisco Bay Delta, CA.

Harmful Algae 47:126-140.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hal.2015.06.002

Lehman PW. 1996. Changes in chlorophyll a concentration
and phytoplankton community composition with water-
year type in the upper San Francisco Bay Estuary. In:
Hollibaugh JT, editor. San Francisco Bay: the ecosystem.
San Francisco (CA): Pacific Division, AAAS. p 351-374.

Lehman PW. 2007. The influence of phytoplankton
community composition on primary productivity along
the riverine to freshwater tidal continuum in the San
Joaquin River, California. Estuaries Coasts 30(1):82-93.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02782969

Lehman PW, Boyer G, Satchwell M, Waller S. 2008. The
influence of environmental conditions on the seasonal
variation of Microcystis cell density and microcystins
concentration in San Francisco Estuary.
Hydrobiologia 600:187-204.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10750-007-923 1 -x

Lehman PW, Boyer G, Hall C, Waller S, Gehrts K. 2005.
Distribution and toxicity of a new colonial Microcystis
aeruginosa bloom in the San Francisco Bay Estuary,
California. Hydrobiologia 541:87-99.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10750-004-4670-0


http://www.science.calwater.ca.gov/pdf/publications/sbds/sbds_final_update_122408.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/674383
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hyp.5537
http://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/1587/report.pdf
http://pubs.usgs.gov/wri/wri034127/wri034127rev.pdf
http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2010/5228/pdf/sir20105228.pdf
http://www.water.ca.gov/iep/newsletters/2012/IEPNewsletter_FinalSPRING2012.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/2193-1801-2-491
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hal.2015.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02782969
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10750-007-9231-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10750-004-4670-0

Lehman PW, Marr K, Boyer GL, Acuna S, Teh SJ. 2013.
Long-term trends and causal factors associated with
Microcystis abundance and toxicity in San Francisco
Estuary and implications for climate change impacts.
Hydrobiologia 718:141-158.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10750-013-1612-8

Lehman PW, Teh SJ, Boyer GL, Nobriga ML, Bass E,
Hogle C. 2010. Initial impacts of Microcystis aeruginosa
blooms on the aquatic food web in the San Francisco
Estuary. Hydrobiologia 637:229-248.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10750-009-9999-y

Lehman PW, Kendall C, Guerin MA, Young MB, Silva SR,
Boyer GL, Teh SJ. 2015. Characterization of the
Microcystis bloom and its nitrogen supply in San
Francisco Estuary using stable isotopes.

Estuaries Coasts 38:165-178.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-014-9811-8

Li H, Tang H, Shi X, Zhang C, Wang X. 2014. Increased
nutrient loads from the Changjiang (Yangtze) River have
led to increased harmful algal blooms.

Harmful Algae 39:92-101.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hal.2014.07.002

Lomas MW. 2004. Nitrate reductase and urease enzyme
activity in the marine diatom Thalassiosira weissflogii
(Bacillariophyceae): interactions among nitrogen
substrates. Mar Biol 144(1):37-44.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00227-003-1181-x

Maclsaac JJ, Dugdale RC. 1972. Interactions of light and
inorganic nitrogen in controlling nitrogen uptake in the
sea. Deep Sea Res Oceanogr Abstr 19(3):209-232.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0011-7471(72)90032-0

Maclsaac JJ, Dugdale RC, Barber RT, Blasco D, Packard TT.
1985. Primary production cycle in an upwelling center.
Deep Sea Res Oceanogr Abstr 32(5):503-529.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0198-0149(85)90042-1

Malik A. 2007. Environmental challenge vis a vis
opportunity: the case of water hyacinth.
Environ Int 33:122-138.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2006.08.004

McCarthy MJ, James RT, Chen Y, East TL, Gardner WS.
2009. Nutrient ratios and phytoplankton community
structure in the large, shallow, eutrophic, subtropical
lakes Okeechobee (FL, USA) and Taihu (China).
Limnology 10:215-227.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10201-009-0277-5

31

DECEMBER 2016

Miller TW, Omori K, Hamaoka H, Shibata J, Hidejiro O.
2010. Tracing anthropogenic inputs to production in the
Seto Inland Sea, Japan —a stable isotope approach.

Mar Pollut Bull 60:1803-1809.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2010.06.002

Mioni C, Kudela R, Baxa D. 2012. Harmful cyanobacteria
blooms and their toxins in Clear Lake and the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (California). Rancho
Cordova (CA): Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board. Surface Water Ambient
Monitoring Program Report 10-058-150. [Internet].
[accessed 2016 May 16]; 110 p. Available from:
http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Assets/WaterResources/
Algae/201 1+Cyanobacteria+Report.pdf

Moran PJ. 2006. Water nutrients, plant nutrients, and
indicators of biological control on water hyacinth at
Texas field sites. J Aquat Plant Management 44:109-
114. Available from: hitp://www.apms.org/japm/vol44/
v44p109.pdf

Mulholland PJ, Helton AM, Poole GC, Hall RO,
Hamilton SK, Peterson BJ, Tank JL, Ashkenas LR,
Cooper LW, Dahm CN, Dodds WK, Findlay SEG, Gregory
SV, Grimm NB, Johnson SL, McDowell WH, Meyer JL,
Valett HM, Webster JR, Arango CP, Beaulieu JJ, Bernot
MJ, Burgin AJ, Crenshaw CL, Johnson LT, Niederlehner
BR, O’Brien JM, Potter JD, Sheibley RW, Sobota DJ,
Thomas SM. 2008. Stream denitrification across biomes
and its response to anthropogenic nitrate loading,.
Nature 452:202-205.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature06686

Novick E, Holleman R, Jabusch T, Sun J, Trowbridge P,
Senn D, Guerin M, Kendall C, Young M, Peek S. 2015.
Characterizing and quantifying nutrient sources, sinks
and transformations in the Delta: synthesis, modeling,
and recommendations for monitoring. San Francisco
(CA): San Francisco Estuary Institute. [Internet].
[accessed 2016 Aug 15]; 28 p. Available from: http://
www.sfei.org/sites/default/files/biblio_files/785%20
Delta%20synthesis%20modeling.pdf

O’Donnell K. 2014. Nitrogen sources and transformations
along the Sacramento River: linking wastewater
effluent releases to downstream nitrate [Master’s
thesis]. [Sacramento (CA)]: California State University.
52 p. Available from: http://csus-dspace.calstate.edu/
bitstream/handle/10211.3/131710/0’Donnell_M%20S _
Thesis_2014-12-05_K0%Z20FINAL%202.pdf?sequence=1

http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4


http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10750-013-1612-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10750-009-9999-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-014-9811-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hal.2014.07.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00227-003-1181-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0011-7471(72)90032-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0198-0149(85)90042-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2006.08.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10201-009-0277-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2010.06.002
http://www.co.lake.ca.us/Assets/WaterResources/Algae/2011+Cyanobacteria+Report.pdf
http://www.apms.org/japm/vol44/v44p109.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature06686
http://www.sfei.org/sites/default/files/biblio_files/785%20Delta%20synthesis%20modeling.pdf
http://csus-dspace.calstate.edu/bitstream/handle/10211.3/131710/O%E2%80%99Donnell_M%20S_Thesis_2014-12-05_KO%20FINAL%202.pdf?sequence=1

SAN FRANCISCO ESTUARY & WATERSHED SCIENCE

Odum HT. 1956. Primary production in flowing waters.
Limnol Oceanogr 1:102-117. doi: http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.4319/10.1956.1.2.0102

OEHHA 2009. Microcystins: A brief overview of their
toxicity and effects, with special reference to fish,
wildlife, and livestock. Sacramento (CA): California
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of

Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Integrated Risk

Assessment Branch, Ecotoxicology Program. [Internet].
[accessed 2016 May 15]; 21 p. Available from: http://
oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/ecotoxicology/document/
microcystin031209.pdf

[OTA] Office of Technology Assessment. 1993. Harmful

Non-indigenous species in the United States. Washington,

DC: U.S. Congress. [Internet]. [accessed 2016 May 15];
112 p. Available from: http://www.anstaskforce.gov/
Documents/OTA_Report_1993.pdf

Outram FN, Lloyd CEM, Jonczyk J, Benskin CMH, Grant F,
Perks MT, Deasy C, Burke SP, Collins AL, Freer J,
Haygarth PM, Hiscock KM, Johnes PJ, Lovett AL. 2014.
High-frequency monitoring of nitrogen and phosphorus
response in three rural catchments to the end of the
2011-2012 drought in England.

Hydrol Earth Sys Sci 18(9):3429-3448.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/hess-18-3429-2014

Paerl HW, Huisman J. 2008. Blooms like it hot.
Science 320:57-58.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1155398

Paerl HW, Otten TG. 2013. Harmful cyanobacterial blooms:

Causes, consequences, and controls.
Microbial Ecol 65:995-1010.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00248-012-0159-y

Paerl HW, Paul VJ. 2012. Climate change: links to global
expansion of harmful cyanobacteria.
Water Res 46:1349-1363.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2011.08.002

Paerl HW, Hall NS, Calandrino ES. 2011. Controlling
harmful cyanobacterial blooms in a world experiencing
anthropogenic and climatic-induced change. Sci Total

Environ 409:1739-1745. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.

scitotenv.2011.02.001

32

VOLUME 14, ISSUE 4, ARTICLE 4

Parker AE, Hogue VE, Wilkerson FP, Dugdale RC. 2012a.
The effect of inorganic nitrogen speciation on primary
production in the San Francisco Estuary. Estuar Coast
Shelf Sci 104-105:91-101.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2012.04.001

Parker AE, Dugdale RC, Wilkerson FP. 2012b. Elevated
ammonium concentrations from wastewater discharge
depress primary productivity in the Sacramento River
and the Northern San Francisco Estuary. Mar Pollut
Bull 64:574-586. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/].
marpolbul.2011.12.016

Parker AE, Kimmerer WJ, Lidstrom UU. 2012c.
Reevaluating the generality of an empirical model for
light-limited primary production in the San Francisco
Estuary. Estuaries Coasts 35(4):930-942.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-012-9507-x

Peeters F, Straile D, Lorke A, Livingstone DM. 2007.
Earlier onset of the spring phytoplankton bloom in
lakes of the temperate zone in a warmer climate.
Glob Change Biol 13:1898-1909. doi: http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2007.01412.x

Pellerin BA, Saraceno JF, Shanley JB, Sebestyen SD, Aiken
GR, Wollheim WM, Bergamaschi BA. 2011. Taking
the pulse of snowmelt: in situ sensors reveal seasonal,
event and diurnal patterns of nitrate and dissolved
organic matter variability in an upland forest stream.
Biogeochemistry 108:183-198.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10533-011-9589-8

Pellerin BA, Bergamaschi BA, Gilliom RJ, Crawford CG,
Saraceno J, Frederick CP, Downing BD, Murphy JC.
2014. Mississippi River nitrate loads from high frequency
sensor measurements and regression-based load
estimation. Environ Sci Technol 48(21):12612-12619.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es504029c

Pellerin BA, Downing BD, Kendall C, Dahlgren RA, Kraus
TEC, Saraceno J, Spencer RGM, Bergamaschi BA.
2009. Assessing the sources and magnitude of diurnal
nitrate variability in the San Joaquin River (California)
with an in situ optical nitrate sensor and dual nitrate
isotopes. Freshw Biol 54(2):376-387. doi: http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2008.02111.x


http://dx.doi.org/10.4319/lo.1956.1.2.0102
http://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/ecotoxicology/document/microcystin031209.pdf
http://www.anstaskforce.gov/Documents/OTA_Report_1993.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/hess-18-3429-2014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1155398
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00248-012-0159-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2011.08.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2011.02.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2012.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2011.12.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-012-9507-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2007.01412.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10533-011-9589-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es504029c
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2008.02111.x

Pellerin BA, Stauffer BA, Young DA, Sullivan DJ,
Bricker SB, Walbridge MR, Clyde GA, Shaw M. 2016.
Emerging tools for continuous nutrient monitoring
networks: sensors advancing science and water resources
protection. J Am Water Resour Assoc 52(4):993-1008.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1752-1688.12386

Pennock JR. 1987. Temporal and spatial variability in
phytoplankton ammonium and nitrate uptake in the
Delaware Estuary. Estuar Coast Shelf Sci 24(6):841-857.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0272-7714(87)90156-9

Reddy KR, DeBusk WF. 1985. Nutrient removal potential
of selected aquatic macrophytes. J Environ Qual
14(4):459-462. Available from: hitps://soils.ifas.ufl.
edu/wetlands/publications/PDF-articles/96.Nutrient%20
removal%?20potential%200f%20selected%20aquatic%20
macrophytes..pdf

Reddy KR, Tucker JC. 1983. Productivity and nutrient
uptake of water hyacinth, Eichhornia crassipes 1. Effect
of nitrogen source. Econ Bot 37(2):237-247.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02858790

Reddy KR, Tucker JC, DeBusk WF. 1987. The role of Egeria
in removing nitrogen and phosphorous from nutrient
enriched waters. J Aquat Plant Manag 25:14-19.
Available from: https://www.apms.org/wp/wp-content/
uploads/2012/10/v25p 14.pdf

Reed D, Hollibaugh J, Korman J, Peebles E, Rose K,
Smith P, Montagna P. 2014. Workshop on Delta outflows
and related stressors panel summary report. Sacramento
(CA): Delta Stewardship Council, Delta Science Program.
[Internet]. [accessed 2016 Aug 15]; 80 p. Available from:
http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/
files/Delta-Outflows-Report-Final-2014-05-05.pdf

Reynolds CS. 2006. Ecology of phytoplankton. Cambridge
(UK): Cambridge University Press.

Reynolds CS, Wiseman SW, Godfrey BM, Butterwick C.
1983. Some effects of artificial mixing on the dynamics
of phytoplankton populations in large limnetic
enclosures. J Plankton Res 5:203-232.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/plankt/5.2.203

Rozemeijer JC, Van Der Velde Y, Van Geer FC, De
Rooij GH, Torfs PJJF, Broers HP. 2010. Improving
load estimates for NO3 and P in surface waters by
characterizing the concentration response to rainfall
events. Environ Sci Technol 44(16):6305-6312.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es101252¢

33

DECEMBER 2016

Saleh D, Domagalski J. 2015. SPARROW modeling of
nitrogen sources and transport in rivers and streams of
California and adjacent states, US.

J Am Water Resour Assoc 51(6):1487-1507.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1752-1688.12325

Santos MJ, Anderson LW, Ustin SL. 2011. Effects of
invasive species on plant communities: An example
using submersed aquatic plants at the regional scale.
Biol Invasions 13:443-457.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10530-010-9840-6

Santos MJ, Khanna S, Hestir EL, Andrew ME,
Rajapakse SS, Greenberg JA, Anderson LWJ, Ustin SL.
2009. Use of hyperspectral remote sensing to evaluate
efficacy of aquatic plant management.
Invasive Plant Sci Manag 2:216-229.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1614/IPSM-08-115.1

Saraceno JF, Pellerin BA, Downing BD, Boss E,
Bachand PAM, Bergamaschi BA. 2009. High-frequency
in situ optical measurements during a storm event:
Assessing relationships between dissolved organic
matter, sediment concentrations, and hydrologic
processes. J Geophys Res 114:G0O0F09.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2009JG000989

Schlegel B, Domagalski JL. 2015. Riverine nutrient trends
in the Sacramento and San Joaquin basins, California: A
comparison to state and regional water quality policies.
San Franc Estuary Watershed Sci 13(4).
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2015v13iss4art2

Schoellhamer DH, Wright SA, Drexler JZ. 2012. Conceptual
model of sedimentation in the Sacramento-San Joaquin
River Delta. San Franc Estuary Watershed Sci 10(3).
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2012v10iss3art3

Schoellhamer DH, Wright SA, Drexler JZ. 2013.
Adjustment of the San Francisco estuary and watershed
to reducing sediment supply in the 20th century.

Mar Geol 345:63-71.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.margeo.2013.04.007

Schoellhamer DH, Wright SA, Monismith S,
Bergamaschi BA. 2016. Recent advances in
understanding flow dynamics and transport of water-
quality constituents in the Sacramento-San Joaquin
River Delta. San Franc Estuary Watershed Sci 14(4).
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4/art1

http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4


http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1752-1688.12386
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0272-7714(87)90156-9
https://soils.ifas.ufl.edu/wetlands/publications/PDF-articles/96.Nutrient%20removal%20potential%20of%20selected%20aquatic%20macrophytes..pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02858790
https://www.apms.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/v25p14.pdf
http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/files/Delta-Outflows-Report-Final-2014-05-05.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/plankt/5.2.203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es101252e
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1752-1688.12325
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10530-010-9840-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1614/IPSM-08-115.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2009JG000989
http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2015v13iss4art2
http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2012v10iss3art3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.margeo.2013.04.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4/art1

SAN FRANCISCO ESTUARY & WATERSHED SCIENCE

Seitzinger S, Harrison JA, Bohlke JK, Bouwman AF,
Lowrance R, Peterson B, Tobias C, Van Drecht G. 2006.
Denitrification across landscapes and waterscapes: a
synthesis. Ecol Appl 16(6):2064-2090. doi: http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1890/1051-0761(2006)016[2064:DALAWA]2.0
.CO;2

Senn D, Novick E. 2014a. Scientific Foundation for the
San Francisco Bay Nutrient Management Strategy.
Richmond (CA): San Francisco Estuary Institute.
[Internet]. [accessed 2016 Aug 15]; 157 p. Available
from: http://sfobaynutrients.sfei.org/sites/default/files/
SFBNutrientConceptualModel_Draft_Final_Oct2014.pdf

Senn D, Novick E. 2014b. Suisun Bay Ammonium
Synthesis Report. Richmond (CA): San Francisco Estuary
Institute. [Internet]. [accessed 2016 Aug 15]; 191 p.
Available from: http://www.sfei.org/sites/default/files/
SuisunSynthesisl_Final_March2014_0.pdf

Sharp JH. 2001. Marine and aquatic communities, stress
from eutrophication. In: Levin S, editor. Encyclopedia of
biodiversity, vol. 4. p. 1-11.

Smith GJ, Zimmerman RC, Alberte RS. 1992. Molecular
and physiological responses of diatoms to variable
levels of irradiance and nitrogen availability: Growth of
Skeletonema costatum in simulated upwelling conditions.
Limnol Oceanogr 37(5):989-1007.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.4319/10.1992.37.5.0989

Smyth AR, Thompson SP, Siporin KN, Gardner WS,
McCarthy MJ, Piehler MF. 2013. Assessing nitrogen
dynamics throughout the estuarine landscape. Estuaries
Coasts 36(1):44-55. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
§12237-012-9554-3

Sobczak WV, Cloern JE, Jassby AD, Cole BE, Schraga TS,
Arnsberg A. 2005. Detritus fuels ecosystem metabolism
but not metazoan food webs in San Francisco estuary’s
freshwater Delta. Estuaries 28(1):124-137.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02732759

Song B, Ward BB. 2007. Molecular cloning and
characterization of high-affinity nitrate transporters in
marine phytoplankton. J Phycol 43(3):542-552. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1529-8817.2007.00352.x

34

VOLUME 14, ISSUE 4, ARTICLE 4

Spier C, Stringfellow W, Hanlon J, Estiandan M, Koski T,
Kaaria J. 2013. Unprecedented bloom of toxin-producing
cyanobacteria in the Southern Bay-Delta Estuary and
its potential negative impact on the aquatic food web.
Stockton (CA): University of the Pacific Ecological
Engineering Research Program. Report 4.5.1. [Internet].
[accessed 2016 Aug 15]; 30 p. Available from: http://
www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/tmdl/
central_valley_projects/san_joaquin_oxygen/required_
studies/2013_model_peer_review/451_cyanobacteria_rpt.
pdf

Syrett PJ. 1981. Nitrogen metabolism of microalgae.
In: Platt T, editor. Physiological bases of phytoplankton
ecology. Can B Fish Aquat Sci 210:182-210.

Trowbridge PR, Deas M, Ateljevich E, Danner E,
Domagalski J, Enright C, Fleenor W, Foe C, Guerin M,
Senn D, Thompson L. 2016. Modeling science
workgroup white paper: recommendations for a
modeling framework to answer nutrient management
questions in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.
Rancho Cordova (CA): Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board. [Internet]. [accessed 2016 Aug
15]; 62 p. Available from: http://www.waterboards.
ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/delta_water_quality/
delta_nutrient_research_plan/science_work_
groups/2016_0301_final_modwp_w_appb.pdf

Van Nieuwenhuyse EE. 2007. Response of summer
chlorophyll concentration to reduced total phosphorus
concentration in the Rhine River (Netherlands) and the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (California, USA). Can J
Fish Aquat Sci 64(11):1529-1542.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/f07-121

Vergera JJ, Berges JA, Falkowski PG. 1998. Diel
periodicity of nitrate reductase activity and
protein levels in the marine diatom Thalassiosira
weissflogii (Bacillariophyceae). J Phycol 34(6):952-
961. doi: http://dx.doi.
0rg/10.1046/j.1529-8817.1998.340952.x

Voynova YG, Lebaron KC, Barnes RT, Ullman WJ. 2015.
In situ response of bay productivity to nutrient loading
from a small tributary: The Delaware Bay-Murderkill
Estuary tidally-coupled biogeochemical reactor. Estuar
Coast Shelf Sci 160:33-48.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2015.03.027


http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2006)016[2064:DALAWA]2.0.CO;2
http://sfbaynutrients.sfei.org/sites/default/files/SFBNutrientConceptualModel_Draft_Final_Oct2014.pdf
http://www.sfei.org/sites/default/files/SuisunSynthesisI_Final_March2014_0.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.4319/lo.1992.37.5.0989
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-012-9554-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02732759
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1529-8817.2007.00352.x
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/tmdl/central_valley_projects/san_joaquin_oxygen/required_studies/2013_model_peer_review/451_cyanobacteria_rpt.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/delta_water_quality/delta_nutrient_research_plan/science_work_groups/2016_0301_final_modwp_w_appb.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1139/f07-121
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1529-8817.1998.340952.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2015.03.027

Wild-Allen K, Rayner M. 2014. Continuous nutrient
observations capture fine-scale estuarine variability
simulated by a 3D biogeochemical model.

Mar Chem 167:135-149.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marchem.2014.06.01 1

Wilkerson FP, Dugdale RC. 1987. The use of large
shipboard barrels and drifters to study the effects of
coastal upwelling on phytoplankton dynamics.
Limnol Oceanogr 32(2):368-382.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.4319/10.1987.32.2.0368

Wilkerson FP, Dugdale RC, Hogue VE, Marchi A. 2006.
Phytoplankton blooms and nitrogen productivity in San
Francisco Bay. Estuaries Coasts 29:401-416.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02784989

Wilkerson FP, Dugdale RC, Parker AE, Blaser SB, Pimenta
A. 2015. Nutrient uptake and primary productivity in
an urban estuary: using rate measurements to evaluate
phytoplankton response to different hydrological and
nutrient conditions. Aquat Ecol 49(2):211-233.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10452-015-9516-5

Wilkerson, FP, Dugdale RC. 2016. The ammonium paradox
of an urban high-nutrient low-growth estuary. In:
Glibert PM, Kana TM, editors. Aquatic microbial ecology
and biogeochemistry: a dual perspective. Switzerland:
Springer International. p. 117-126.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-30259-1

Wilson JR, Holst N, Rees M. 2005. Determinants and
patterns of population growth in water hyacinth.
Aquat Bot 81:51-67.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aquabot.2004.11.002

Wollheim WM, Harms TK, Peterson BJ, Morkeski K,
Hopkinson CS, Stewart RJ, Gooseff MN, Briggs MA.
2014. Nitrate uptake dynamics of surface transient
storage in stream channels and fluvial wetlands.
Biogeochemistry 120:239-257.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10533-014-9993-y

Wollheim WM, Vorosmarty C J, Bouwman AF, Green P,
Harrison J, Linder E, Peterson BJ, Seitzinger SP,
Syvitski JPM. 2008. Global N removal by freshwater
aquatic systems using a spatially distributed, within-
basin approach. Glob Biogeochem Cy 22:GB2026.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2007GB002963

35

DECEMBER 2016

Wright JP, Jones CG. 2006. The concept of organisms as
ecosystem engineers ten years on: progress, limitations,
and challenges. BioScience 56(3):203-209. doi: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2006)056[0203:TCOOA
EJ2.0.CO;2

Xu J, Glibert PM, Liu H, Yin K, Yuan X, Chen M,
Harrison PJ. 2012. Nitrogen sources and rates of
phytoplankton uptake in different regions of Hong Kong
waters in summer. Estuaries Coasts 35:559-571.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-011-9456-9

Yarrow M, Marin VH, Finlayson M, Tironi A, Delgado LE,
Fischer F. 2009. The ecology of Egeria densa Planchon
(Liliopsida: Alismatales): A wetland ecosystem engineer.
Revista Chilena de Historia Natural 82:299-313. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.4067/S0716-078X2009000200010

Yoshiyama K, Sharp JH. 2006. Phytoplankton
response to nutrient enrichment in an urbanized
estuary: Apparent inhibition of primary production
by overeutrophication. Limnol Oceanogr
51(1, part 2):424-434. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.4319/
10.2006.51.1_part_2.0424

You W, Yu D, Xie D, Yu L, Xiong W, Han C. 2014.
Responses of the invasive aquatic plant water hyacinth
to altered nutrient levels under experimental warming in
China. Aquat Bot 119:51-56.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aquabot.2014.06.004

NOTES

Larry Walker Associates. 2015. N and P data graphs for
Delta stations. Developed by Larry Walker Associates for
use by the Delta NNE science work groups. Available
from: 707 Fourth Street, Suite 200, Davis, CA 95616 or
email: infolwa@Ilwa.com.

http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4


http://dx.doi.org/10.15447/sfews.2016v14iss4art4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marchem.2014.06.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.4319/lo.1987.32.2.0368
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02784989
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10452-015-9516-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-30259-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aquabot.2004.11.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10533-014-9993-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2007GB002963
http://dx.doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2006)056[0203:TCOOAE]2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12237-011-9456-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.4067/S0716-078X2009000200010
http://dx.doi.org/10.4319/lo.2006.51.1_part_2.0424
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aquabot.2014.06.004



