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Executive Summary
Thirty-one teams participated in the 2025 Lake Vegetation Index (LVI) Team Proficiency exercise conducted at Gap Lake (five teams), Lake Crosby (eight teams), and Lake Gentry (18 teams). Twenty-nine teams were within the acceptable score ranges (±12 points of the expert median) within the initial sampling period; one team tested one week after the sampling period and was within the acceptable range; and one team retested outside of the sampling period but within the LVI index period, and was within the acceptable range.  Variability in the results was associated with multiple factors: % Florida Invasive Species Council (FISC) Category 1 taxa and % native taxa that diverged from the central tendency, a low dominant Coefficient of Conservatism (CC) score (the one sample that was out in the initial exercise), and level of effort and taxa richness. The total number of taxa identified was highly variable, but did not always affect comparability of scores.  The total number of taxa identified at Gap Lake was less variable than the other lakes, but it had fewer taxa overall.  Consistency in overall scores was variable among the three lakes.  Score ranges were similar between Gap and Crosby (10 and 13 points, respectively); the score range for Gap was improved from the lake in its respective region in the 2023 exercise (10 points vs. 17), while the range for Crosby was similar to the lake in its respective region in 2023 (13 points vs. 14).  Lake Gentry had a much larger range in scores than the other two lakes, but was exactly the same as for the south region lake in the 2023 exercise (28 points).  Dominance selection was more consistent at each lake than in previous years. As in previous exercises, the lake in the south region had more variability in scores, as well as more variability in number of total taxa, attributable at least in part to its large number of teams testing, and its higher number of taxa overall.      
Introduction
The Lake Vegetation Index (LVI) is a rapid assessment of lake health based upon the lake’s aquatic and littoral zone plant community.  To submit LVI data to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), sampling teams must demonstrate proficiency in the LVI method by generating an LVI score that is within the acceptance criteria (± 12 points of median expert score), per DEP Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) LVI 1200.   Three lakes were sampled for LVI proficiency demonstration in 2025: Gap Lake in Washington County, Lake Crosby in Bradford County, and Lake Gentry in Osceola County (Figure 1).  The sampling time window for all lakes was June 1-June 30, 2025. 
To “pass” the proficiency demonstration, the LVI score generated from the data collected by each team (expert or non-expert) was required to be within 12 points (+/-) of the median expert LVI score.  To qualify as expert, an organization’s team must have passed the previous proficiency exercise, have at least one team member from the previous exercise, sample within the testing window, and submit required sampling information by the requested deadline.  Each participating team conducted the LVI at one lake, following the sampling SOP LVI 1100 (effective January 2017, https://floridadep.gov/dear/quality-assurance/content/dep-sops).  SOP LVI 1100 also requires that at least one person on an LVI sampling team be proficient in plant identification, by annually taking and passing the DEP test of the most common lake plants for the LVI.  Sampling maps were provided by DEP, but the teams followed a random procedure to choose their starting section and subsequent sections, as directed by the SOP.  Teams recorded the observed vegetation in each of the four sampling sections.  Plants that could not be identified with confidence in the field were collected and later identified in the lab, and when necessary, verified by an expert botanist.  Teams then calculated their LVI scores per SOP LVI 2200, either by using the Statewide Biological Database (SBIO) (DEP teams) or the LVI calculator (V.3 December 2024) provided by DEP https://floridadep.gov/dear/bioassessment/content/bioassessment-training-evaluation-and-quality-assurance).  
This report describes the results of the 2025 LVI Proficiency Demonstration, with a comparison of team determinations of the LVI score and component metrics for each lake.  Expert and non-expert teams should compare their scores to the expert scores to determine which elements may not be consistent with others’ assessments.  Teams should use this exercise as a way to correct any observed methodological deficiencies or deviations from the LVI SOP.  Additionally, issues that arise during these exercises may prompt DEP to revise the LVI SOP to enhance clarity and consistency.  Demonstration of proficiency by being within the expert range for this exercise provides DEP with assurance that various sampling entities are producing comparable data.
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                  Figure 1. Location of lakes sampled for the LVI Proficiency Demonstration 2025.
Data Analysis
LVI scores were calculated per DEP SOP LVI 2200 and submitted to the DEP Aquatic Ecology and Quality Assurance Section (AEQAS).  DEP sampling teams entered the data into SBIO, and AEQAS staff retrieved those data.  All non-DEP teams used the Excel LVI calculator (V.3 December 2024) available on the DEP website and sent completed files to AEQAS.  The LVI score is calculated for each lake section for each team.  The overall LVI score is the average of the four individual lake section scores.  The LVI scores for each section are derived from four metrics: Percent Native Taxa (% Native), Percent Category I Invasive Exotic Taxa from the Florida Invasive Species Council (FISC), previously known as the Florida Exotic Pest Plant Council (FLEPPC) list (% FISC 1), Percent Sensitive Taxa (% Sensitive), and the Coefficient of Conservatism (CC) of Dominant/Co-dominant Taxa (CC_Dom_Codom).  The median score of the expert teams was calculated for each lake.  Per SOP LVI 1200, LVI scores that were within ±12 points of the expert median were considered acceptable.  Mean metric data for each team are provided to help teams determine why their scores might have been different from the median; however, in the actual calculation of the LVI, metric scores are not averaged among sections.
Quality control protocols for data entry are in place for the new version of the LVI calculator (v. 3.0, December 2024) and for SBIO-entered samples, so manual checks for region and taxa presence/dominance were not performed prior to data analysis.  For all samples, taxa that appear to be data entry errors or inappropriately entered (e.g. upland species) and scores that don’t appear to reflect the taxa lists or dominance choices, were flagged as necessary.  The DEP online registry and SurveyGizmo notifications were checked to verify that each team had at least one person who passed the online plant test.  If a major QC issue was evident, samples were returned to submitters for review and correction if needed. 
Overall Results
Scores
Thirty teams conducted LVI assessments for the 2025 LVI Proficiency exercise during the June 1-30, 2025 testing window, and one team sampled a week later on July 7, 2025. Thirty teams successfully scored within ±12 points of the expert median during the initial exercise.  All teams that sampled Gap Lake and Lake Crosby were within the passing range for the initial exercise, while one team that sampled Lake Gentry was out of range (low).  The team that was out of range at Lake Gentry completed a re-test at Lake Crosby after the testing window and scored within the passing range.  All 31 teams are thus eligible to submit LVI data to DEP.  Table 1 contains summary statistics for all LVI scores.  Any errors or inconsistencies with the SOP made by teams during the sampling or analysis phases are described below.  



Table 1.  Summary statistics of all LVI assessments conducted for the 2025 LVI Proficiency exercise. 
	Lake
	Expert N
	Expert Median
	Passing Range
	Total N
	Median (all)
	Mean (all)
	Standard deviation (all)
	Range (all)

	Gap Lake
	5
	89
	77-100
	5
	89
	88
	4.3
	80-90

	Lake Crosby
	7
	80
	68-92
	8
	80
	78
	4.6
	70-83

	Lake Gentry
	14
	70
	58-82
	18
	65
	67
	7.3
	54-82



Selection of Dominant/Co-dominant Taxa
The CC score of the dominant taxon or the average CC score of two co-dominant taxa is one of the four LVI metrics.  Previous LVI variability exercises have shown that the selection of the dominant or co-dominant taxa is one of the most important decisions made by a team conducting the LVI.  The LVI SOP directs samplers to choose two co-dominants rather than a single dominant species if there is not one species that clearly comprises a majority of the areal coverage of plants.  The choice of no dominant taxon or co-dominant taxa should be made only when three or more taxa are equally abundant or when plants are so sparse that no taxon is abundant.  
Among the 32 LVI Proficiency samples (30 initial, one late, and one re-test), there were a total of 128 sections assessed.  Teams assigned a single dominant for 86 lake sections, two co-dominants for 40 lake sections, and did not assign any dominant for two lake sections.  This is a departure from previous exercises where the ratio was more co-dominants, more sections with no dominance, and fewer sections with a single dominant.  In many lake sections, there was strong consistency among teams in dominance selection, and when one dominant was selected, it appeared to be appropriate.  At Lake Gentry, for example, Panicum hemitomon was selected for 68 of 72 sections and was selected as a single dominant in 44 of those sections (Table 10).  At Lake Crosby, Panicum hemitomon was identified as the single dominant for 26 of the 36 total sections (Table 7).  At Gap Lake, Utricularia floridana was chosen as a single dominant in 12 of 20 total sections (Table 4).  In some cases, it appears that there was not a single obvious dominant species and the assignment of two co-dominants was the more appropriate choice.  At Lake Gentry, for example, Panicum repens, Taxodium, and Typha were frequently chosen co-dominants with Panicum hemitomon (Table 10).  The consistency in dominance /co-dominance selection in 2025 was excellent overall, and slightly improved compared to previous years’ exercises.   
[bookmark: _Hlk23242252]Taxonomic Verifications
Most LVI samplers agree that taxonomic identification is the most difficult part of the LVI method, and that is why taxonomic verification by outside experts is an important part of the method.  Overall, taxa lists were comparable, particularly for common taxa, but additional plant training is needed in some taxonomic areas.  Groups for which there were noticeable differences among teams were the genera Hypericum, Ludwigia, and Utricularia, and slender, submersed Eleocharis, whether long or short and wispy.  There was very high variability in the number of taxa identified by each team, especially at Lakes Gentry and Crosby.  These lakes had 80 and 86 taxa, respectively, that were identified by only one or two teams.  Although some variability in taxa observations is likely due to their patchiness throughout the lake, some taxa being small and inconspicuous, and the chances of retrieving taxa with the frotus, the data suggest there were also incorrect identifications, inclusion of upland taxa, and likely both insufficient and excessive sampling effort in some cases.  Teams should review the discussions in the lake-specific sections below regarding which plants varied in ID at each lake and review the full taxa lists in Appendix A.  It is important that teams collect taxa that require magnification for ID (see LVI Primer section 4.2.3 for that list) and have an outside expert available for consultation on difficult identifications.  The SOP requires either sample collection or photo documentation of the dominant or co-dominant taxa, in order to verify identification.
Determination of Lake Boundary and Taxa Inclusion Decisions
[bookmark: _Hlk94005446]Determining the assessment area for the LVI and deciding which taxa are appropriate to include is an important part of the LVI method.  There was notably high variability in the number of taxa identified by teams, especially at Lakes Crosby and Gentry.  The range in number of total taxa for Gap Lake, Lake Crosby, and Lake Gentry was 19, 44, and 35, respectively.  This variability is likely due to several factors.  Differences in species richness in different lake sections or where transects are sampled are generally sources of variability inherent to the method. Factors contributing to variability which can be made more consistent include differences in determining the lake boundary, and differences in level of effort.    Per LVI SOP 1100 section 3.2.4, additional effort to access the shore should be limited to the transect within each lake section: 
3.2.4.	Identify a location within the sampling unit to set up a transect 5 m in width.  Choose a location where you will be able to navigate the boat approximately perpendicular to the shoreline.  Where possible, choose a location that is species rich and/or contains species which were not identified in section 3.2.3 above.  At the shoreline, estimate 5 m for transect width. Orient the transect perpendicular to the shoreline, using the boat as the transect centerline.   Record the presence of all aquatic and wetland plant species within the 5 m transect landward to the estimated seasonal high water mark of the lake (as practical, see Section 3.5 of LVI Primer).  If practical, get out of the boat and wade to identify plants that are small, hidden or in areas too shallow to reach by boat.  Record the presence of new species in the transect (species not already recorded in the “drive-by” portion described in 3.2.3 above)
It is important not to spend an extensive amount of time out of the boat identifying plants, beyond the effort spent on the transect. The method is not intended to be a complete plant inventory of the lake.  Per LVI SOP 1100 Section 3.2.5, the level of effort for the frotus is also standardized: 
3.2.5.   Deploy the frotus a minimum of five times per section within the 5 m transect, moving from the shoreline to open water.  Deploy the frotus additional times as necessary to assess the extent of additional new plant taxa.  
The frotus should be deployed more than five times only if a determination still needs to be made about dominance of newly observed submersed taxa.  The high variability among lakes is also notable and may be due more taxa overall in the two peninsula lakes, and the number of teams that assessed each lake.  
The determination of the assessment area is covered in section 3.5 of the LVI Primer.  Here are key guidelines for determining the assessment area: 
· The assessment area should be to the seasonal high water level, defined as “the elevation to which the groundwater and surface water can be expected to rise in a normal wet season”
· The following hydrologic indicators, used with reasonable scientific judgment, can be used to estimate the seasonal high water level: algal mats, aquatic mosses and liverworts, aquatic plants, rafted debris lines, elevated lichen lines, morphological plant adaptations, and water marks. These indicators are useful in determining if plants are indeed “in the lake.”
· Do not include plants in woods or lawns above the seasonal high water level.
· Plants at the shoreline in saturated soil should be included. 
· In the case of sites with extensive fringe wetlands (swamps or marshes), do not include plants in those areas (even though they are within seasonal high water) if they are inaccessible from the boat. 

Only aquatic and wetland plant taxa should be included in the LVI assessment. Upland taxa that were included in LVI taxa lists, but should NOT have been, included Magnolia grandiflora (southern magnolia) Quercus virginiana (live oak), Serenoa repens (saw palmetto), Pinus palustris (longleaf pine), Toxicodendron radicans (poison ivy), and Smilax pumila (green brier).  These taxa were included by one team each, but multiple teams included upland taxa.  Although both SBIO and the new LVI calculator (V. 3.0.2 December 2024) exclude upland plants from LVI calculations, it is still important to understand the key guidelines, and not to include upland taxa in your taxa list: 
· Aquatic plants include all floating and submersed taxa (any plant which typically floats on water or requires water for structural support). 
· For most emergents and all woody taxa, you must determine the wetland status, and include only taxa which have a wetland status of obligate (OBL), facultative wetland (FACW), or facultative (FAC). 
· Do NOT include upland taxa. Pinus elliottii (slash pine) is the exception. 
· Vines should be included ONLY if they are rooted in saturated soils, creeping out onto the water, growing intermixed with emergent vegetation, or covering a large portion of shoreline shrubs or trees that are part of the assessment.  In addition to using the appropriate lake boundary and including only aquatic and wetland taxa, it is important to maintain consistency among teams in the level of effort.  In the “drive-by” portion of the method, “you should not leave the boat or spend effort on difficult to access areas” (LVI SOP 3.2.3).  Only during the transect portion of sampling each section should you spend additional effort: “if practical, get out of the boat and wade to identify plants that are small, hidden or in areas too shallow to reach by boat.” (LVI SOP 3.2.4). 



[image: Shoreline of Gap Lake June 2025]
[bookmark: _Hlk22130361]Figure 2.  Shoreline of Gap Lake on 6/11/2025 with woody, emergent, and floating taxa characteristic of lake (photo: DEP AEQAS). 
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Figure 3.  Shoreline facing boat launch area at Gap Lake (photo: DEP AEQAS).
Results by Lake
Gap Lake Results
Gap Lake is an approximately 500-acre lake in Washington County, approximately 40 miles north of Panama City, Florida.  In Lake Regions of Florida (Griffith, G.E., et al. 1997), Gap Lake  is in the New Hope Ridge/Greenhead Slope region and is very clear and low alkalinity.  This area is also known as Florida’s Sandhill Lakes region and is characterized by rolling sugar-sand hills and solution lakes that are very sensitive to changes in rainfall and groundwater levels.  Gap Lake is one of the largest of these lakes.  The primary land uses surrounding the lake are forested wetlands (Cypress swamps), upland scrub, and low-density residential areas.  The lake is characterized by a shoreline of woody, emergent, and floating taxa, and there is abundant submersed vegetation in the lake.  The teams who sampled Gap Lake identified between 91% and 100% native taxa in the four sections each team sampled.  Common shoreline woody taxa were Taxodium, Cephalanthus occidentalis, and Cyrilla racemiflora.  Other woody taxa identified included Nyssa sylvatica biflora, Hypericum fasciculatum, Myrica cerifera, Liquidambar styraciflua, Clethra alnifolia and Magnolia virginiana (Figure 2).  Common floating taxa included Nuphar, Nymphaea odorata, and Nymphoides aquatica. Other confirmed floating taxa included Brasenia schreberi, Limnobium spongia, and Nymphoides cordata.  Common emergent taxa included Bacopa caroliniana, Eriocaulon compressum, Panicum hemitomon, Pontederia cordata, Schoenoplectus etuberculatus, and Triadenum virginicum.  Additional emergent taxa included different species of Eleocharis and Juncus, Panicum repens, Scirpus cyperinus, and Drosera intermedia (Figure 3). There was one FISC taxon observed at Gap Lake, Panicum repens (Category 1).  Water levels at Gap Lake were normal during the proficiency testing window.
Five teams, all expert from 2023, sampled Gap Lake in 2025 (Table 2) using the sampling map provided by DEP (Figure 4).  Team LVI and metric scores and dominant taxa selections are shown in Tables 3 and 4.  The median LVI score for Gap Lake teams was 89 and the acceptable range was 77-100.  All teams were within the acceptable range.  The total number of taxa observed at Gap Lake ranged from 28 to 47 taxa, while the overall average number (± 1 standard deviation) of taxa per section was 21.1 (± 3.9).  The average metric values (± 1 standard deviation) per lake section across all teams were as follows: 97.0 (± 2.4) % Native, 1.7 (± 0.4) % FISC Category 1, 25.5 (± 0.9) % Sensitive, and dominant/co-dominant C of C of 5.9 (± 0.7) (Table 3).  See Appendix A for team taxa lists.
Table 2. Teams, team abbreviations, team members, expert status, and sampling date for Gap Lake 2025 LVI Proficiency demonstration. 
	Team
	Team Abbreviation
	Status
	Date Sampled
	Team Members

	DEP-Tallahassee ROC
	DEP TLH ROC
	Expert
	6/19/2025
	 Paul Blair, Corey Prell, Sarah Noble

	DEP-Northwest ROC
	DEP NW ROC
	Expert
	6/22/2023
	Frank Butera, Christopher Slade, , David Brady, John Lorenzen

	City of Tallahassee
	City of TAL
	Expert
	6/20/2023
	Ken Espy, Keith Lawhon, Courtney Schoen

	DEP-Watershed Assessment Section/TLH ROC 
	DEP WAS
	Expert
	6/8/2023
	Jon Woods, Juliana Belitz, Joe Brazelton 

	DEP-Aquatic Ecology and Quality Assurance Section
	DEP AEQAS 1
	Expert
	6/12/2025
	Ashley O’Neal, Aaryn Letson, Jackie Krebs, Joy Jackson



Table 3. Summary results for each team at Gap Lake, including final LVI score, total number of taxa observed, the average of each metric score, and the average number of taxa in the 4 sampling sections.  The acceptable LVI score range was 77-100. 
	[bookmark: _Hlk208233853]Team
	Sections Sampled
	LVI Score
	Total Taxa
	Mean # Taxa
	Mean % Native
	Mean % FISC 1
	Mean % Sens.
	Mean CC_
Dom_Codom

	DEP TLH ROC
	3,6,9,12
	80
	32
	21
	92.9
	2.3
	25.2
	4.6


	DEP NW ROC
	1,4,7,10
	89
	47
	27.8
	98.1
	1.9
	25.3
	6.3

	City of TAL
	3,6,9,12
	89
	32
	19.8
	98.6
	1.4
	24.5
	6.1

	DEP WAS/TLH ROC
	2,5,8,11
	90
	28
	17.8
	98.4
	1.6
	27.0
	6.1


	DEP AEQAS
	1,4,7,10
	90
	35
	19
	97.1
	1.5
	25.5
	
6.4




Table 4. Selected dominant or co-dominant taxa per lake section for each team at Gap Lake.
	[bookmark: _Hlk206164125]Team
	Sections Sampled
	Section 1,2,3 Dominants
	Section 4,5,6 Dominants
	Section 7,8,9 Dominants
	Section 10,11,12 Dominants

	DEP TLH ROC
	3,6,9,12
	Myriophyllum aquaticum/Utricularia floridana
	Myriophyllum aquaticum/Utricularia floridana 
	Nymphaea odorata/Utricularia floridana 
	Panicum hemitomon/Nymphaea odorata 

	DEP NW ROC 
	1,4,7,10
	Utricularia floridana 
	Utricularia floridana
	Utricularia floridana
	Utricularia floridana

	City of TAL
	3,6,9,12
	Panicum hemitomon/Utricularia floridana
	Utricularia floridana
	Panicum hemitomon
	Utricularia floridana

	DEP WAS/TLH ROC
	2,5,8,11
	Myriophyllum heterophyllum/Utricularia floridana
	Utricularia floridana
	Utricularia floridana
	Utricularia floridana

	DEP AEQAS
	1,4,7,10
	Utricularia floridana
	Utricularia floridana
	Utricularia floridana
	Taxodium/ Utricularia floridana




Gap Lake Dominance Selection
Dominance selection was generally very consistent at Gap Lake.  All five teams selected Utricularia floridana as a dominant or co-dominant taxon in three or four sections. Two teams selected Panicum hemitomon as a co-dominant in at least one section (Figure 5).  One team selected a single dominant (Utricularia floridana) for all four lake sections, and one team selected two co-dominants for all four sections (Utricularia floridana, Nymphaea odorata, Panicum hemitomon, and Myriophyllum aquaticum).  The remaining three teams selected a mix of one dominant and two co-dominants.  The team that selected Myriophyllum aquaticum as a co-dominant was a bit of an outlier in scoring (low), although they were within the acceptable range.  After the exercise and summary of the data, they noted that they actually intended to select Myriophyllum heterophyllum.  The issue therefore was that the team documented the wrong taxon, rather than made an incorrect identification.  There were six taxa total chosen as co-dominants or dominants: Utricularia floridana, Nymphaea odorata, Panicum hemitomon,  Myriophyllum aquaticum, Myriophyllum heterophyllum, and Taxodium.  Of the 20 total sections assessed, Utricularia floridana (CC=6.34) was dominant or co-dominant for 18, Nymphaea odorata (CC=5), Panicum hemitomon (CC=5.82), and Myriophyllum aquaticum (0.98) were each co-dominant for two, and Myriophyllum heterophyllum (CC=4.77) and Taxodium (CC=7) were each co-dominant for one section.  All strata were represented in Gap Lake, and the submersed community was abundant.  The submersed community was characterized by Utricularia floridana (five teams, CC=6.34), which was a common dominant/co-dominant, Myriophyllum heterophyllum/Myriophyllum native (four teams, CC=4.77), and Websteria confervoides (five teams, CC=7) both of which occurred throughout the lake.  The woody stratum was clearly dominated by Taxodium (CC=7); other observed woody taxa were Cyrilla racemiflora (five teams, CC=5.0), Nyssa sylvatica biflora (five teams, CC=7.0), Cephalanthus occidentalis (four teams, CC=5.0), Clethra alnifolia (three teams, CC=5.63), Liquidambar styraciflua (three teams, CC=2.5), Acer rubrum (two teams, CC=4.65), and Leucothoe racemosa (two teams, CC=8).  Commonly observed taxa in the emergent stratum included Panicum hemitomon (five teams, CC=5.82), Bacopa caroliniana (four teams, CC=4.5), Pontederia cordata (five teams, CC=5.38), Eriocaulon compressum (four teams, CC=7.5), and Lachnanthes caroliniana (five teams, CC=3.76).  Floating taxa identified throughout the lake included Nymphaea odorata (five teams, CC=5), Nuphar (five teams, CC=3.5), and Nymphoides aquatica (five teams, CC=6.09).  Also commonly identified were Brasenia schreberi (three teams, CC=8.79) and Nymphoides cordata (three teams, no CC score).   
[image: LVI sampling map for Gap Lake]
Figure 4. Lake Vegetation Index sampling map of Gap Lake. This map was prepared by the Water Quality Standards Program, Division of Environmental Assessment and Restoration. 
[bookmark: _Hlk90043227]Gap Lake Plant ID Discussion
All teams were within the acceptable scoring range, and the range was 10 points.  The length of taxa lists at Gap Lake ranged from 28 to 47 total taxa.  Average taxa per section ranged from 17.8 to 27.8.  In general, there was good accuracy and consistency in plant identification.  Two submersed taxa, Utricularia floridana (without flowers in much of the lake, Figure 5) and Websteria confervoides (Figure 8), that have been challenging for samplers in the past were identified correctly by all teams.  There were, however, a few differences in identifications that are important to note.  Fifteen taxa were identified by all five teams: Cyrilla racemiflora, Lachnanthes caroliana, Myrica cerifera, Nuphar, Nymphaea odorata, Nymphoides aquatica, Panicum hemitomon, Panicum repens, Pontederia cordata, Taxodium, Triadenum virginicum, Utricularia floridana, Websteria confervoides (syn. Eleocharis confervoides), and Xyris.  An additional four taxa were identified by four teams: Cephalanthus occidentalis, Eriocaulon compressum, Hypericum fasciculatum, and Magnolia virginiana.  A subset of commonly identified taxa at Gap Lake is shown in Figures 6 and 7.  Other frequently identified taxa were Bacopa caroliniana, Brasenia schreberi, Clethra alnifolia, Liquidambar styraciflua, Myriophyllum heterophyllum, Nymphoides cordata, and Schoenoplectus etuberculatus.  Thirty-three unique taxa each were identified by only one team.  The large number of infrequently observed taxa likely is due to several factors, including the patchiness and variable taxonomic level ID of smaller easily overlooked taxa (Drosera, Bacopa, Lycopus), and variable identifications of Hypericum (four teams identified Hypericum fasciculatum [Figure 7], one team identified H. lissophloeus, and one team identified H. brachyphyllum, all in two to four sections).  All three of these Hypericum species are similar looking.  Both the common Nymphoides aquatica and the less common and more range restricted Nymphoides cordata were present at Gap Lake.  Nymphoides aquatica was identified by all five teams in all sections, and Nymphoides cordata was identified by two teams, in one section each.  N. cordata appears similar to N. aquatica, although it is smaller overall and is smooth on the underside of the leaf, unlike N. aquatica which is red, rough, and punctate underneath (Figure 10).  The presumption is that the Nymphoides cordata was patchier and less abundant, and/or it may have been overlooked by the three teams that did not record it.  If not collected and observed closely, a sampler may assume N. cordata is N. aquatica.   Eleocharis was another group that was variably identified at Gap Lake.  Two teams identified Eleocharis baldwinii, one team identified only ‘submersed viviparous Eleocharis,’ and one team identified ‘submersed viviparous Eleocharis,’ Eleocharis elongata, and Eleocharis equisetoides.  Photos of Eleocharis equisetoides confirm that it was present.  For guidance on the identification of Eleocharis, see this newsletter on Eleocharis identification  AQUATIC PLANT NOTES_Eleocharis_AO_8_10_2022.pdf and this field key to Eleocharis Aquatic Eleocharis Taxa.  Hypericum was also identified variously at Gap Lake.  Four teams identified Hypericum fasciculatum, and one team identified Hypericum brachyphyllum and Hypericum lissophloeus.  Hypericum lissophloeus was confirmed with photos.  H. lissophloeus is an endangered species in Florida and is an endemic species to ponds and lakes in Washington and Bay Counites.  At least one team misidentified H. lissophloeus as H. fasciculatum (confirmed with photos).  Hypericum fasciculatum was also present at the lake (confirmed with photos), and it is not uncommon for them to grow together.  This journal article is a good resource for Hypericum identification PhytoN-Hypericum.  
[image: Photo of Utricularia floridana at Gap Lake]
 Figure 5. Utricularia floridana, a frequently selected co-dominant and dominant taxon at Gap Lake (photo: DEP AEQAS).
[image: Shoreline view of Gap lake with commonly identified taxa ]
 Figure 6. A shoreline view of Gap Lake, showing commonly identified taxa: Taxodium, Nymphaea odorata, and Panicum hemitomon (photo: DEP AEQAS).  
         
[image: Photo of submersed, emergent and woody taxa at Gap Lake ]
Figure 7. Submersed Utricularia floridana (green) and Myriophyllum heterophyllum (red) in the foreground, Nymphaea odorata in the mid-ground, and Pontederia cordata, Taxodium, Hypericum fasciculatum, Cephalanthus occidentalis and Xyris in the background at Gap Lake on 6/11/2025 (photo: DEP AEQAS).   
   [image: close up photo of Websteria confervoides] [image: Close up photo of Schoenoplectus etuberculatus from Gap Lake]     
Figure 8. (left) Close-up photo Websteria confervoides collected at Gap Lake (photo: DEP AEQAS) and (right) Schoenoplectus etuberculatus collected from Gap Lake (photo: City of Tallahassee). 
  
[image: Drosera intermedia from Gap Lake] [image: Hypericum lissophloeus and Taxodium at Gap Lake. ]     
Figure 9. Drosera intermedia collected from Gap Lake (left) and Hypericum lissophloeus in front of Taxodium (right)  (photos: DEP AEQAS).
[image: underside of leaf of Nymphoides aquatica] [image: Understide of leaf of Nymphoides cordata]
Figure 10. Underside of leaves of Nymphoides aquatica (L) and Nymphoides cordata (R) at Gap Lake, on 6/11/2025 and 6/18/2025.  Photos by DEP AEQAS (L) and DEP NWROC (R). 

Lake Crosby Results
Lake Crosby is an approximately 557-acre lake in Bradford County, and is a high color, low nutrient lake.  The lake is surrounded by mixed wetland hardwoods and wet prairie, other lakes (Lake Sampson and Lake Rowell), and low density residential development.  There is a public boat ramp on the northern side  of the lake.  The plant community at Lake Crosby is characterized by woody, emergent, and floating zones.  Submersed taxa are present, but not abundant enough to be selected as dominant or co-dominant.  Common shoreline emergents included Cladium jamicense,  Panicum hemitomon, and Pontederia cordata.  Common woody taxa were Nyssa biflora, Cephalanthus occidentalis, Myrica cerifiera, Acer rubrum, and Salix caroliniana.  The floating community was characterized by Nuphar and included Nymphaea odorata, and Nymphoides aquatica.  
Eight teams (six expert teams) sampled Lake Crosby within the proficiency sampling period, and one team retested after the proficiency window but within the LVI index period.  The one sampling event outside of the proficiency period was not included in establishing the central tendency.  Team LVI, metric scores, and dominant/co-selections from Lake Crosby are shown in Tables 6 and 7.  The median LVI score for Lake Crosby expert teams was 80, and the acceptable range was 68-92.  All teams were within the acceptable range.  The overall average number of taxa (± 1 standard deviation) per section was 41.0 (± 14.8).  The average metric values (± 1 standard deviation) per lake section across all teams were as follows: 92.6 (± 2.7) % Native, 4.6 (± 2.0) % FISC Category 1, 21.3 (± 2.2) % Sensitive, and dominant/co-dominant C of C of 5.6 (± 0.3) (Table 6).  See Appendix A for team taxa lists.
There was considerable variability among teams at Lake Crosby in the total number of plants identified at the lake, ranging from 24-68 taxa.  Taxa per section also was highly variable, with a standard deviation between teams of 14.8 taxa (mean=41).  
[image: LVI sampling map of Lake Crosby]
Figure 10. Lake Vegetation Index sampling map of Lake Crosby. This map was prepared by the Water Quality Standards Program, Division of Environmental Assessment and Restoration. 



Table 5. Teams, team abbreviations, team members, expert status, and sampling date for Lake Crosby 2025 LVI Proficiency Demonstration.
	Team
	Team Abbreviation
	Status
	Date Sampled
	Team Members

	[bookmark: _Hlk141776072]DEP – Aquatic Ecology and Quality Assurance 2
	DEP AEQAS 2
	Expert
	6/18/2025 

	Jessica Patronis, Nia Wellendorf, Ashley O’Neal

	Breedlove Dennis*
	BDA
	Non-Expert
	8/13/2025
	Liam Machinski, Jackson Loftis

	Pinellas County
	PINELLAS
	Expert
	6/13/2025
	Will Mullen, Rob Burnes, Emma Dontis, Alex Manos, Sarah Nappier, Christine Davies

	Noel Cawley
	Cawley
	Expert
	6/6/2025
	Noel Cawley


	DEP – Northeast  
	DEP NE ROC 
	Expert
	6/12/2025
	Jeremy Parrish, Katherine Halbert, Kyle Coker, Nate Schirmer

	St. Johns River Water Management District
	SJRWMD
	Expert
	6/4/2025
	Dianne Hall, Kimberli Ponzio, Jodi Slater, Jennifer Mitchell, Anabelle Baggs, Christy Akers


	STANTEC
	STANTEC
	Expert
	6/25/2025
	Sheri Huelster, Thomas Haas, Brandon Wanner, Jay Stodghill, Zack Yaun, Nathan Myers

	Wetland Solutions
	WETLANDS
	Non-Expert
	6/24/2025
	Baris Yildirim-Alicea, Ron Clarke

	WSP
	WSP
	Non-Expert 
	6/19/2023
	Shannon McMorrow, Craig Duxbury, Vance Herbener


*retest sample outside of proficiency window but within LVI index period

Table 6. Summary results for each team at Lake Crosby, including final LVI score, total number of taxa observed, the average of each metric score, and the average number of taxa in the 4 sampling sections.  The acceptable LVI score range was 68-92.
	Team
	Sections Sampled
	LVI score
	Total Taxa
	Mean # Taxa
	Mean % Native
	Mean % FISC
	Mean % Sensitive
	Mean CC dom/codom

	AEQAS 2
	1,4,7,10
	80
	38
	23.5
	92.3
	5.7
	13.5
	5.3

	BDA*
	2,5,8,11
	83
	26
	16.0
	93.5
	1.4
	22.0
	5.8

	Pinellas 
	3,6,9,12
	72
	24
	15.5
	92.0
	8.0
	19.7
	5.4

	Cawley
	2,5,8,11
	81
	37
	22.5
	93.5
	4.3
	22.5
	5.8

	DEP NE ROC 
	1,4,7,10
	83
	31
	19.0
	93.0
	3.3
	15.8
	5.8

	STANTEC
	2,5,8,11
	78
	46
	24.8
	94.5
	3.8
	19.7
	5.5

	WETLANDS
	1,4,7,10
	70
	68
	37.5
	85.7
	6.3
	20.0
	5.2

	SJRWMD
	2,5,8,11
	80
	60
	33
	94.5
	2.8
	19.4
	6.0

	WSP
	3,6,9,12
	80
	39
	22.8
	94.1
	5.9
	25.5
	5.5


*retest sample outside of proficiency window but within LVI index period

Table 7. Selected dominant or co-dominant taxa per lake section for each team at Lake Crosby. 
	Team
	Sections Sampled
	Section 1,2,3 Dominants
	Section 4,5,6 Dominants
	Section 7,8,9 Dominants
	Section 10, 11, 12 Dominants

	AEQAS 2
	1,4,7,10
	Nuphar/Panicum hemitomon
	Nuphar/Panicum hemitomon
	Taxodium/
Panicum hemitomon
	Cyrilla racemiflora/
Panicum hemitomon

	BDA*
	2,5,8,11
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon

	Pinellas
	3,6,9,12
	Nuphar/Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	No dom/codom

	Cawley
	2,5,8,11
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon

	DEP NE ROC 
	1,4,7,10
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon

	STANTEC
	2,5,8,11
	Nuphar/Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon

	WETLANDS
	1,4,7,10
	Nuphar/Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon

	SJRWMD
	2,5,8,11
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon 
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon/Taxodium

	WSP
	3,6,9,12
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Nuphar/Panicum hemitomon


* retest sample outside of proficiency window but within LVI index period 

Lake Crosby Dominance Selection
There was excellent consistency in dominance selection among teams at Lake Crosby.  There were four taxa selected as dominant or co-dominant: Panicum hemitomon (CC=5.82), Nuphar sp. (CC=3.5), Taxodium (CC=7.00), and Cyrilla racemiflora (CC=5.00).  All six expert teams selected Panicum hemitomon as dominant or co-dominant in all of the sampled sections, as did the three non-expert teams.  Nuphar was selected as co-dominant in seven sections, Taxodium in two sections, and Cyrilla racemiflora in one section.  It is worth noting that only one team had Panicum hemitomon as co-dominant in all four of their sampled sections. The remaining teams had P. hemitomon as a dominant in multiple sections, or all sections.   Additionally, only one team had Taxodium listed as a dominant or co-dominant species in only one of their sampled sections, and only one team had Cyrilla racemiflora as a dominant or co dominant species in one of their sampled sections.  Overall, the consistency in dominance selection is among the best for this exercise since it began in 2010.   
Two co-dominant taxa were chosen for 10 of 36 sections, one dominant taxon was chosen for 25 sections, and no dominance was assigned for one section.  The emergent, woody, and floating taxa zones were extensive throughout Lake Crosby.  There were several floating species present, but only Nuphar was abundant enough to be chosen as dominant or co-dominant.  There were several submersed Eleocharis, Potamogeton, and Utricularia species identified, but no submersed taxa were chosen as dominant or co-dominant.  

[image: Shoreline photo of Lake Crosby]
Figure 11. Shoreline photo Lake Crosby, including Panicum hemitomon and Cladium jamaicense, which teams identified in every section (photo: DEP AEQAS).
                                [image: Photo of Lake Crosby LVI section 4 with Panicum hemitomon and Nuphar]
[bookmark: _Hlk496089642]Figure 12. Photo of Lake Crosby, showing Section 4 with frequently selected co-dominants Panicum hemitomon and Nuphar (photo: DEP AEQAS). 


Lake Crosby Plant Identification Discussion 
Plant identification was generally consistent for Lake Crosby, although there were many taxa only identified by one or two teams.  All nine teams identified the woody taxa Acer rubrum, Cephalanthus occidentalis, Cyrilla racemiflora and Gordonia lasianthus.  Additionally, Hypericum fasciculatum, Myrica cerifera, Salix caroliniana, Sapium sebiferum, Ilex cassine, Pinus elliottii, and Taxodium were identified by a majority of the teams.  In the emergent stratum, all nine teams identified Cladium jamaicense, Panicum hemitomon, Panicum repens and Pontederia cordata.  Additionally, most teams identified Eriocaulon compressum, Eupatorium capillifolium, Hydrocotyle, and Ludwigia grandiflora.  In the submersed stratum, most teams identified Ludwigia arcuata, submersed viviparous Eleocharis, and Utricularia gibba. 
The floating plants most commonly identified were Nuphar (all nine teams), Nymphoides aquatica (eight teams), and Luziola fluitans (seven teams).  Submersed taxa were common, but less abundant than emergent and floating taxa.  Commonly identified submersed were Ludwigia arcuata and Utricularia gibba (six teams each), and submersed viviparous Eleocharis and Najas guadalupensis (five teams each).  
There were 86 species that were identified by only one or two teams, which is many more infrequently occurring taxa than is typical.  There are multiple possible reasons for this high number of infrequent taxa.  High species richness in small pockets of the lake, small and easily overlooked species, and the incorrect inclusion of upland taxa all contributed to this result.  Infrequent taxa, however, often don’t have a significant impact on LVI scores.  The LVI is not intended to be a complete plant inventory, and differences due to patchy distribution and the different sections assessed are expected.  It is important, however, to confirm unknowns, use the correct taxonomic level, and include only plants with wetland status (FAC, FACW, OBL, and aquatics).  All teams are encouraged to review the complete taxa list in the Appendix and evaluate cases in which their team was the only one to record a particular taxon, or the only team without a taxon, especially if it was frequently observed.  Those scenarios often indicate mis-identification.   
A plant group that was variably identified at Lake Crosby was Eleocharis.  The Eleocharis identified were all submersed forms (no robust or delicate emergent).  Five teams identified ‘submersed viviparous Eleocharis,’ which is the correct identification if the Eleocharis is submersed, short, slender, and thread-like, and new plantlets form at the tips (“vivipary” is the term for a new plant germinating while still attached to the parent plant).  Not every specimen will have the new plant attached.  In this submersed form, the plant will not flower, and so identification to species is difficult.  The ‘submersed viviparous Eleocharis’ include Eleocharis baldwinii, Eleocharis vivipara, and Eleocharis acicularis.  Four teams identified Eleocharis baldwinii and two teams identified Eleocharis vivipara.  Because these are difficult to identify to species, it is best practice to use ‘submersed viviparous Eleocharis.’  Eleocharis elongata (3 teams), and Eleocharis robbinsii (1 team) were also identified at Crosby.  These two taxa are slender and wiry, submersed or weakly erect, but much longer than submersed viviparous Eleocharis.  E. elongata and E. robbinsii reach 0.8 m or longer, and they do NOT form new plants at the tips.  E. elongata has distinctive red rhizomes, and E. robbinsii has an easily crushed weakly triangular stem.  Identification resources for Eleocharis can be found here: a newsletter,   AQUATIC PLANT NOTES_Eleocharis and a field key, Aquatic Eleocharis Key.  
Eight species of Ludwigia were identified at Lake Crosby.  It is common for multiple Ludwigia species to grow at a single lake, and for distributions of individual taxa to be patchy.  Some taxa may even grow together.  While the Ludwigia identifications at Lake Crosby do not suggest signficant errors, there are a couple of reminders that may be helpful for identification within this genus.  Ludwigia grandiflora, a nonnative that has been expanding its range in Florida in recent years, has a sprawling habit and five overlapping petals (Figure 13). Ludwigia uruguayensis and Ludwigia hexapetala are synonyms, but for consistency, Ludwigia grandiflora is currently the correct name for this taxon.  Five teams identified Ludwigia grandiflora, and one team Ludwigia uruguayensis.  Ludwigia arcuata was identified by six teams and was confirmed with photos (Figure 14).  Although the typical growth habit for most Ludwigia species is emergent, Ludwigia arcuata has emergent and submersed forms, and is often submersed.  The submersed form of L. arcuata looks very different from the emergent/mat-forming habit and does not produce flowers or fruits.  It has slender, opposite leaves.  The submersed form of L. arcuata may have emergent leaves at the tips, which will be wider and have more color than the submersed portions.  If samplers are not familiar with the submsersed form of L. arcuata, it may be mistaken for other submersed taxa such as Potamogeton (which can be distinguished by its alternate leaves, Figure 13) or Najas guadalupensis (which although also opposite, can be distinguished by its marginal teeth, and sessile flowers/fruits in the leaf axils).  Magnification is needed to make these observations.  Aquatic and Wetland Plants of Southeastern United States--Dicotyledons (Godfrey and Wooten, 1981) provides the dichotomous keys, detailed descriptions, and drawings (for most species) needed to be able to differentiate similar-looking Ludwigia taxa.  The Flora of North America website (Ludwigia - FNA (floranorthamerica.org) is another great resource for detailed species descriptions, and includes taxa more recently introduced to Florida (i.e., L. grandiflora). 
The needle-leaved Hypericum was variably identified at Lake Crosby.  Eight teams identified Hypericum fasciculatum, while one team identified Hypericum brachyphyllum.  These taxa are tricky, as many taxonomic keys and field guides don’t cover them sufficiently.  After reviewing the data and photos of the Hypericum, we think that the Hypericum brachyphyllum ID is likely an error.  The team relied heavily on the needle length of collected material, but a review of other features and the overall habit and size of the plant suggests it is Hypericum fasciculatum.  A good resource for ID of needle-leaved Hypericum:   2012-76 - Phytoneuron - Biodiversity Heritage Library_Hypericum_in_SE_US
The genus Potamogeton was also variably identified at Lake Crosby.  It was not abundant or frequent, but four taxa were identified.  One team identified Potamogeton diversifolius in two sections, and one team identified P. diversifolius in one section, and P. pectinatus in two sections.   One team identified P. pusillus in 2 sections.  One team identifed genus level Potamogeton in one section.  These Potamogeton taxa are small and inconspicuous, and were identified with other submersed taxa on the frotus, or were visible in shallow water and collected.  P. diversifolius and P. pusillus were confirmed with photos.  These narrow-leaved Potamogeton have alternate leaves which can distinguish them from the opposite-leaved Najas (N. guadalupensis or N. filifolia), or the submersed form of Ludwigia arcuata, which is also opposite-leaved.  Potamogeton also have prominent stipules (aka a little leaf-like growth in the same axil with a regular leaf).  P. diversifolius is dimorphic, with submersed leaves that are narrow and linear, and floating leaves that are elliptic to obovate.  The other taxa identified at Crosby have only narrow, linear submersed leaves.  All of the native Potamogeton have high CC scores (>6), and since they were just occasional at Lake Crosby, the variability in ID did not have a big impact in the scoring.  Potamogeton can be abundant and even dominant in lakes, however, so it is useful to learn their key features.  
Another plant group at Lake Crosby that was variably identified was the genus Utricularia.  Utricularia was not abundant, and CC scores among the species are similar, so variable identification of these species likely did not affect the LVI score significantly.  It is still important to learn the differences among the species and identify them correctly, as they can be abundant and dominant.   There are nine species of Utricularia that commonly occur in Florida lakes, and because their structure is not clearly separated into roots, stems, and leaves, they can be challenging to identify.  Their dissected “branches” do take different forms, however, usually allowing for species level identification without flowers.  Six teams identified Utricularia gibba.  Most teams identified two species (U. gibba and one other), although a few identified only one species, and one team identified three species.  Three teams identified U. inflata, and two teams identified U. radiata.  One team each identified U. foliosa and Utricularia (genus level).  Utricularia gibba has fine, threadlike strands, and is often tangled with other taxa on the frotus.  The strands can be forked once or twice, and the bladders are on the lateral strands.  U. radiata and U. inflata are similar and may have been confused.  To separate U. inflata from U. radiata, both of which produce a whorl of floating branchlets that support the flowering stalk, you must look at the lateral branches and determine whether they are symmetrical.  The lateral branches are symmetrical in U. radiata, but unequal in U. inflata (Figure 15).  There are other size and flower characteristics that are different among the two species.  For a thorough comparison of the two species, please see:  AQUATIC PLANT NOTES_Utricularia_inflata and radiata. Utricularia foliosa is large, leafy, and triangular in outline like a fern.  The main stem of the plant is thick and flattened like a strap.  For help in identifying the Utricularia common in Florida lakes, please see the Key to Utricularia in Florida Lakes.   
[image: Ludwigia grandiflora near the boat ramp at Lake Crosby]
Figure 13. Ludwigia grandiflora near the boat ramp at Lake Crosby (photo: DEP AEQAS). 
[image: Submeresed Ludwigia arcuata ] [image: Potamogeton pusillus at Lake Crosby]
Figure 14.  Submersed Ludwigia arcuata (left) and Potamogeton pusillus (right), similar looking taxa at Lake Crosby (both photos: DEP AEQAS).   
      
  
    
[image: Utricularia inflata branching at Lake Crosby]

         









 Figure 15. LEFT: Utricularia inflata branching, from Lake Crosby; and RIGHT: TOP, Utricularia radiata branching and BOTTOM, Utricularia inflata branching (Photo: DEP AEQAS; illustrations from Aquatic Plants of Southeastern United States, Godfrey and Wooten, p.691  ).

[image: Lake Crosby Section 7 shoreline]
Figure 15.  Section 7 shoreline with Panicum repens at Lake Crosby. (photo: DEP AEQAS)

Lake Gentry Results
Lake Gentry is an approximately 1600-acre lake in central Osceola County.  It is in the Osceola Slope lake region (75-27), which is characterized by lakes that are colored, low pH, and relatively low nutrient.   Land uses around the lake are primarily hardwood swamps and freshwater marshes, with some low density rural residential, improved pasture, and abandoned citrus groves (Figure 19).  Woody, emergent, floating, and submersed strata were all represented, although only emergent and woody taxa were selected as dominants or co-dominants.  The shoreline emergent community (Figure 20) included the grasses Panicum hemitomon and Panicum repens, the sedges Fuirena scirpoidea and Schoenoplectus californicus, and other monocots Pontederia cordata, Typha, and Sagittaria lancifolia.  Common emergent dicots were Alternanthera philoxeroides, Hibiscus grandiflorus and Bacopa caroliniana.  The woody zone was characterized by Acer rubrum, Cephalanthus occidentalis, Ludwigia peruviana, Salix caroliniana, and Gordonia lasianthus.  Floating species included Nelumbo lutea, Pistia stratiotes, Nymphaea odorata, and Nuphar.  Frequent submersed taxa were Cabomba caroliniana, submersed viviparous Eleocharis, Nitella, Vallisneria americana, and Limnophila sessiliflora.  
[image: LVI sampling map for Lake Gentry]
Figure 19.  Lake Vegetation Index sampling map of Lake Gentry. This map was prepared by the Water Quality Standards Program, Division of Environmental Assessment and Restoration. 

[image: Shoreline of Lake Gentry in Section 4. ]
Figure 20. Shoreline of Lake Gentry in Section 4 on 6/24/2025 (photo: SWFWMD) 

[image: Shoreline of Lake Gentry, June 2025]
Figure 21.  Shoreline of Lake Gentry on 6/19/2025,  (photo: Orange County EPD).  
Seventeen teams (14 expert) sampled Lake Gentry within the sampling period, and one team sampled slightly outside of the sampling window (Table 8).  Team LVI, metric scores and dominant selections from Lake Gentry are shown in Tables 9 and 10.  The median LVI score for expert Lake Gentry teams was 70 and the acceptable range of LVI was 58-82.  The median LVI score for all Lake Gentry teams was 65.  Seventeen teams were within the acceptable range, and 1 team was below the acceptable range by 4 points.  The total number of taxa observed at Lake Gentry ranged from 28 to 63 taxa, while the overall average number of taxa per section was 26.2.  The average (± 1 standard deviation) metric values per lake section across all teams were as follows: 84.8 (± 3.3) % Native, 9.5 (± 2.0) % FISC Category 1, 12.0 (± 3.1) % Sensitive, and dominant/co-dominant C of C of 4.9 (± 1.0) (Table 9).  See Appendix A for team taxa lists.
Table 8. Teams, team abbreviations, team members, expert status, and sampling date for Lake Gentry 2025 LVI Proficiency demonstration.
	Team
	Team Abbreviation
	Status
	Date Sampled
	Team Members

	[bookmark: _Hlk89784051]Applied Ecology
	AE
	Non-Expert 
	6/18/2025
	Sarah Malone, Joey Mandara, Kelsey Mack

	Breedlove Dennis Associates 
	BDA
	Expert

	6/26/2025
	Jackson Loftis, Liam Machinski, Teresa Marker

	Central ROC 1
	CENROC 1
	Expert
	6/12/2025
	Leif Boman, Sara McGrory, Terry Riordan

	Central ROC 2 
	CENROC 2
	Expert
	6/12/2025
	Katie March, Victoria Schwartz, Jessie Atchison

	City of Lakeland


	LAKELAND
	Expert
	6/3/2025
	Emily Henrikson, Sandra Pope, Jessica Schilling, Amanda Christiansen




	City of Orlando
	ORLANDO
	Expert
	6/17/2025
	Nicholas Lyle, Jennifer Littrell, Jessinya Harris, Chase Brown,  Lisa Lotti, Kari Lara-Murabito 

	[bookmark: _Hlk155184096]City of Winter Park
	WINTER
	Non-Expert
	7/7/2025
	Daniel Barber, Gloria Eby, Joseph Cordell 

	Highlands County
	HIGHLANDS
	Expert
	6/19/2025
	Michael McMillian, JD Foster, Dawn Ritter

	Orange County
	ORANGE
	Expert
	6/19/2025
	Mike Drennan, Michael Linger, Patricia Cruz, Keri Pollock

	Pale Blue Dot Consulting
	PBDC
	Non-Expert
	6/15/2025
	Eesa Ali, Ryan Countess, Joe Brooker (now with Halff)

	Polk County
	POLK
	Expert
	6/23/2025
	Chris Bolin, Garrett Tawes

	Seminole County
	SEMINOLE
	Expert
	6/19/2025
	Thomas Calhoun, Anthony Cintron, Chad Day, Cheyenne Hammell,Casey Mullen, Elizabeth Stephens  

	Southeast ROC
	SEROC
	Expert
	6/17/2025
	Andrew Luering, Drew Liddick, Jordan Skaggs, Brittny Breier

	Southwest Florida WMD
	SWFWMD
	Expert
	6/24/2025
	Kym Rouse Holzwart, Jordan Miller, Madison Frazier

	Southwest ROC 1
	SWROC 1
	Expert
	6/12/2025
	Monica Jaeger, Mateo Dominguez, Kevin Grace, Ken Turman

	Southwest ROC 2
	SWROC 2
	Expert
	6/12/2025
	Ben Paswater, Sarah Meyer, Hannah Henning, Lauren Amitrano

	University of South Florida Water Institute
	USF
	Expert
	6/27/2025
	David Eilers, Isabella Vastola, Towfiqul Islam Khan

	Verdantas 
	VERDANTAS
	Non-Expert
	6/24/2025
	Michael Grzywacz, Matt Gonzalez, Cameron Clark, Allison Berkley, Anna Freivogel



Table 9. Summary results for each team at Lake Gentry, including final LVI score, total number of taxa observed, the average of each metric score, and the average number of taxa in the 4 sampling sections.  The acceptable LVI score range was 58-82. 
	Team
	Sections Sampled
	LVI Score
	Total Taxa
	Mean # Taxa
	Mean % Native
	Mean % FISC
	Mean % Sensitive
	Mean CC_Dom_Codom

	AE
	3,6,9,12
	60
	44
	23
	80.6
	10.7
	10.7
	5.8*

	BDA
	3,6,9,12
	54
	44
	23.8
	85.1
	11.3
	10.6
	2.3

	CENROC 1
	1,4,7,10
	82
	34
	20
	89.2
	6.1
	20.4
	5.2

	CENROC 2
	1,4,7,10
	77
	37
	20.8
	85.5
	7.4
	17.7
	5.5

	LAKELAND
	2,5,8,11
	63
	60
	36
	81.1
	8.3
	10.1
	5.2

	ORLANDO
	1,4,7,10
	63
	47
	27.8
	81.9
	10.2
	10.8
	5.2

	WINTER
	3,6,9,12
	61
	54
	31.5
	80.4
	9.3
	7.2
	6.0

	HIGHLANDS
	2,5,8,11
	66
	59
	37.3
	84.3
	10.5
	11.3
	5.2

	ORANGE
	2,5,8,11
	69
	52
	30
	85.0
	8.8
	12.0
	5.2

	PBDC
	2,5,8,11
	60
	63
	38.5
	82.4
	10.3
	14.0
	2.9

	POLK
	1,4,7,10
	74
	62
	34.8
	88.2
	6.9
	11.8
	5.2

	SEMINOLE
	1,4,7,10
	73
	29
	21.5
	90.8
	8.0
	9.3
	5.8

	SEROC
	2,5,8,11
	70
	28
	18.5
	87.1
	7.9
	10.7
	5.1

	SWFWMD
	1,4,7,10
	71
	34
	20
	89.5
	8.5
	13.0
	4.5

	SWROC 1
	2,5,8,11
	63
	40
	24.3
	83.5
	10.3
	11.4
	4.5

	SWROC 2
	3,6,9,12
	71
	40
	23.8
	87.1
	10.8
	14.7
	4.6

	USF
	2,5,8,11
	60
	38
	22.3
	81.0
	14.4
	10.2
	5.8

	VERDANTAS
	1,4,7,10
	60
	33
	18.3
	82.9
	12.0
	10.5
	4.5


*mean CC calculated with fewer than 4 CC scores (dominance assigned in fewer than 4 sections)

Table 10. Dominant and co-dominant taxa per lake section for each team at Lake Gentry.  
	Team
	Sections Sampled
	Section 1,2,3 Dominants
	Section 4,5,6 Dominants
	Section 7,8,9 Dominants
	Section 10,11,12 Dominants

	AE
	3,6,9,12
	No dominant
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon

	BDA
	3,6,9,12
	Panicum hemitomon/Panicum repens
	Panicum hemitomon/Panicum repens
	Panicum hemitomon/Typha
	Panicum repens

	CENROC 1
	1,4,7,10
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon/Typha

	CENROC 2
	1,4,7,10
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon/Taxodium
	Panicum hemitomon/Taxodium
	Panicum hemitomon/Typha

	LAKELAND
	2,5,8,11
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon/Typha
	Panicum hemitomon

	ORLANDO
	1,4,7,10
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon|Fuirena scripoidea
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon/Typha

	WINTER
	3,6,9,12
	Panicum hemitomon/Taxodium
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon

	HIGHLANDS
	2,5,8,11
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon/Typha
	Panicum hemitomon

	ORANGE
	2,5,8,11
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon/Typha
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon

	PBDC
	2,5,8,11
	Panicum repens
	Panicum hemitmon/Panicum repens
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitmon/Panicum repens

	POLK
	1,4,7,10
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon/Typha

	SEMINOLE
	1,4,7,10
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon

	SEROC
	2,5,8,11
	Panicum hemitomon/Panicum repens
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon

	SWFWMD
	1,4,7,10
	Panicum hemitomon/Panicum repens
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon/Typha

	SWROC 1
	2,5,8,11
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon/Taxodium
	Typha
	Panicum hemitomon/Bacopa monnieri

	SWROC 2
	3,6,9,12
	Panicum hemitomon/Typha
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon/Typha
	Panicum hemitomon

	USF
	2,5,8,11
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon

	VERDANTAS
	1,4,7,10
	Panicum hemitomon/Panicum repens
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon
	Panicum hemitomon



Lake Gentry Dominance Selection
The consistency in dominance selection among teams at Lake Gentry was excellent.  Panicum hemitomon was selected by all teams, as a dominant or co-dominant in either 3 or 4 sections.  Of the 72 total sampling sections (18 teams X 4 sections), 24 had two co-dominant taxa assigned, 47 had one dominant taxon assigned, and 1 had no dominance assigned.  There were 6 unique taxa chosen as dominant or co-dominant.  Two species were emergent grasses (Panicum hemitomon, Panicum repens), one a tree (Taxodium), one an emergent monocot (Typha), one an emergent sedge (Furiena scripoidea), and one an emergent dicot (Bacopa monnieri).  Teams strongly favored Panicum hemitomon (68 of 72 section sections, all 18 teams) in selection of dominant and co-dominant taxa.  Also frequently selected were Typha (12 sections, 11 teams), Panicum repens (nine sections, five teams), and Taxodium (four sections, three teams.  Bacopa monnieri and Fuirena scripoidea were both selected once as co-dominant, by one team.  The results of dominance selection at Lake Gentry indicate that there was strong agreement on Panicum hemitomon, and also good agreement on less abundant, but still frequently encountered taxa. 
Lake Gentry Plant ID Discussion
Plant identification at Lake Gentry was somewhat variable.  Seventeen or 18 teams identified the same 14 taxa, including the three most frequently assigned dominant taxa.  Fourteen teams identified the fourth most commonly assigned dominant taxon, Taxodium.  Less abundant taxa appear to be patchily distributed and/or variably identified.  There was high variability in the number of total taxa, ranging from 28 to 63 taxa, with an average of 44.3 and a standard deviation of + 11.5 taxa.  
Teams were also divided on how many and which Eleocharis species were present.  Eight teams identified Eleocharis baldwinii, seven teams identified ‘submersed viviparous Eleocharis,” four teams identified Eleocharis vivipara, and one team identified the genus Eleocharis.  The guidance for the identification of wiry, short stemmed, submersed Eleocharis is as follows: 
· Wiry, delicate specimens that have a submersed habit and produce new plantlets at the tips of their stems (vivipary) should be identified for the LVI as “submersed viviparous Eleocharis.”  This includes Eleocharis baldwinii, Eleocharis vivipara, and Eleocharis acicularis.  These species don’t produce flowers or fruits in their submersed habit. 
If the Eleocharis was emergent and had seed heads, the identification of Eleocharis baldwinii or Eleocharis vivipara may have been appropriate.  It is also possible that Eleocharis vivipara is a misunderstanding of the above guidance.  The genus level identification is not incorrect, but if the specimens in question were short and wiry, it would be best practice to use “submersed viviparous” Eleocharis, as it has a CC assigned, while genus level does not.  Although Eleocharis was not a dominant taxon at Lake Gentry, and did not have a strong influence on scoring, it is still important to identify these taxa correctly.  Here are some identification resources: a newsletter,  AQUATIC PLANT NOTES_Eleocharis and a field key, Aquatic Eleocharis Key.  
Ludwigia identification at Lake Gentry was variable, although some identifications were consistent.  Eight species were identified.  Seventeen teams identified Ludwigia peruviana, the large, shrubby invasive species that is not typically confused with other Ludwigia species.  Seven teams identified L. arcuata, six identified L. leptocarpa, and five identified L. grandiflora (Figure 23).  L. grandiflora was confirmed with photos.  L. ocotovalvis, L. peploides, and L. repens were each identified by three teams.  It is common for multiple species of Ludwigia to co-occur at a single lake.  It is also common for emergent species to have floating or submersed runners.  Ludwigia arcuata, in particular, can appear as predominantly submersed, and therefore be tricky since it doesn’t flower or fruit when submersed.  A single team identified Najas guadalupensis at Lake Gentry, and it may have been a misidentification of Ludwigia arcuata, since they are of similar size and both have opposite leaves.  Najas guadalupensis has minute teeth on the leaf edges (must have magnification to see), sheaths around the leaf bases, and flowers or fruits in the leaf axils (also tiny and requiring magnification!).  Ludwigia arcuata has none of those characteristics.  Most teams identified at least two species of Ludwigia, and several identified four or five.  Species like L. peruviana and L. grandiflora can be abundant or even dominant (although not at Gentry), but many Ludwigia occur in small patches, and it is not uncommon for two or more species to grow in close proximity.  L. octovalvis and L. leptocarpa are somewhat similar (alternate leaves, 8-10 stamens, long barrel-shaped fruits, similar size and habit), with the most obvious difference being four calyx segments (L. octovalvis) versus five to six (L. leptocarpa).  They often grow together, and two teams identified both species, so there is not an indication that there were misidentifications.  Three teams identified Ludwigia “unknown nativity.”  It is possible that this was the appropriate identification, but usually it is possible to recognize the nonnative taxa (Ludwigia peruviana and Ludwigia grandiflora), and therefore use the name “Ludwigia native” when Ludwigia flowers or fruits are absent but Ludwigia peruviana and Ludwigia grandiflora can be ruled out.  Using “Ludwigia native” allows the plant to be included in the total taxa counts for the % native and % FISC 1 metrics, providing more information for the LVI than if it is identified at the genus level as “Ludwigia (unknown nativity).”  
Another group that was variably identified was Sagittaria.  Seventeen teams identified Sagittaria lancifolia in three or four sections.  Four teams identified Sagittaria latifolia in addition to S. lancifolia, in just one or two sections, suggesting it was present but not frequent or abundant at Lake Gentry.  Infrequently identified were S. graminea (two teams, one or two sections), S. isoetiformis (two teams, both two sections), Sagittaria “unknown nativity” (two teams, one section), and Sagittaria native, S. subulata, and S. filiformis (all one team, one section).  The variability in the identification of the infrequently identified Sagittaria is not surprising, given a couple of factors.  First, the genus is very ‘plastic,’ meaning that there is high morphological variability within species, for features such as leaf width and shape, based on habitat and other environmental factors.  Second, different species have submersed, floating, or emergent forms, and some have different forms within species (or even on the same plant!) due to the phenotypic plasticity.  Most leaves on S. filiformis, for example, are submersed and narrow, but there are also floating leaves with wider blades.  Occassionally, only one or the other may be present.  If flowers or fruits are present, most Sagittaria can be identified to species.  This is a group, however where field identification would benefit from updated taxonomic guidance, including DNA barcoding, which has contributed to many plant name and relationship revisions in recent years.  
Fourteen teams identified Bacopa caroliniana, and two teams identified Bacopa monnieri.  Bacopa is mat-forming, emergent, and can have an extensive submersed portion, especially in clear water.  These two species are generally easily separated, even without flowers or fruits.  Bacopa caroliniana, the most common of three native species in Florida, has spongy, pubescent stems and clasping leaves (base of leaves surround the stem), and has aromatic, lemon-scented stems and leaves.  The scent can be faint to strong.  Bacopa monnieri has succulent leaves that are NOT clasping, no hairs on stems or leaves, is overall a smaller plant, and is NOT scented.  B. caroliniana was confirmed at Lake Gentry with photos (Figure 24).  The presence of B. monnieri has not been confirmed. 
Two taxa that may have been confused with each other at Lake Gentry were Cabomba caroliniana and Limnophila sessiliflora.  Cabomba caroliniana was identified by ten teams, and Limnophila sessiliflora was identified by nine teams.  Only one team identified both taxa; the remaining teams identified either one or the other.  Limnophila sessiliflora was confirmed with a photograph.   Both of these taxa have fine textured, dissected submersed leaves.  Limnophila also has emergent leaves that are wider and entire, although those may not have been present or obvious at Lake Gentry.   Limnophila’s submersed leaves are whorled and feathery with a tree-branching pattern, while Cabomba has fan shaped leaves that are opposite rather than whorled (Figure 25).  Cabomba loses its shape when out of the water, and often has reddish or purple stems.  
Overall, consistency was good on the identification of grass species at Lake Gentry.  Pancium hemitomon (Figure 22) and Panicum repens were identified by all 18 teams, and were abundant.  Paspalidium geminatum (Figure 23) appeared to be more patchy, identified by six teams, but was confirmed with photographs.  Infrequently identified were Sacciolepis striata and Urochloa mutica (both four teams, one or two sections), and Hymenachne amplexicaulis (three teams, one section).  For assistance in identification of the common lake grass species, please see the presentation Field Identification of Common Grasses, here: https://floridadep.gov/dear/bioassessment/content/plant-identification-resources.   
                                                                        [image: Lake Gentry taxa commonly chosen as dominant/co-dominant, Panicum hemitomon, Typha, and Taxodium. ]     
Figure 22.  Lake Gentry taxa commonly selected as dominant/co-dominant.  Panicum hemitomon (foreground), Typha (midground), and Taxodium (background) (photo: Orange County)
[image: Paspalidium geminatum at Lake Gentry] [image: Ludwigia grandiflora at Lake Gentry]
Figure 23.  Paspalidium geminatum (left) at Lake Gentry (photo: Orange County). Ludwigia grandiflora at Lake Gentry (right) (photo: Orange County)
   [image: Bacopa caroliniana at Lake Gentry] [image: Cyperus blepharoleptos at Lake Gentry]
Figure 24. Bacopa caroliniana (left) and Cyperus blepharoleptos (right) at Lake Gentry (photos: Orange County).  
[image: Cabomba caroliniana stem arrangement] [image: Limnophila sessiliflora stem and leaf arrangement ]
Figure 25. Close-ups of submersed stems and leaves of Cabomba caroliniana (left) and Limnophila sessiliflora (right) Limnophila sessilifora was confirmed at Lake Gentry. (photos: DEP AEQAS).  

Conclusions
Results for the 2025 LVI Proficiency exercise indicate that 30 of the 31 participating teams were within the passing range of scores in the initial exercise.  The team that was not within the range of passing scores in the initial exercise re-tested successfully.  All 31 participating teams are therefore currently eligible to submit LVI data to DEP.  Dominance selection was very consistent in all three testing lakes, and improved overall from previous testing exercises.  No dominance was assigned in only two of 128 sections sampled, which was fewer than in previous exercises.  Plant identification challenges were comparable to prior years.  There continues to be notable variability in plant identification in a few groups of plants.  Continued guidance is needed in several areas of identification of species, including within the genera Eleocharis, Hypericum, Ludwigia, and Utricularia.  Recognition and identification of various grass species is generally improved over previous years.  Samplers should review the list of taxa in the LVI Primer for which genus level ID is acceptable or recommended.  Hydrocotyle, Nuphar, Peltandra, Pluchea, Taxodium, and Typha, were all taxa occasionally identified to species, but which should be left at genus level, unless flowers or fruits are present, and there is high confidence in the species identification.   Samplers also should remember to exclude upland taxa from their sample data.  SBIO and the new LVI calculator screen for upland taxa and do NOT include them in LVI calculations, but it is still important that samplers not include them.  As LVI 1100 3.2.3 states, “Record only taxa that are either aquatic or have OBL, FACW, or FAC wetland status (as listed in Chapter 62-340.450, F.A.C.).”  If you have a question about a taxon’s wetland status, you can contact AEQAS.  Incorrect plant identifications did not result in significant differences in LVI scores for these test lakes, but teams should always strive to attain correct plant identifications for LVI sampling events and remember to obtain secondary/expert verification of dominant/co-dominant plants through photos or specimens.  There was also notable variability in the number of taxa included in the assessment, particularly at Lakes Crosby and Gentry (although this can partially be attributed to more taxa overall and more teams testing at these lakes).  Review of the guidance on determination of the lake boundary, and consistency in level of effort is needed.  
LVI sampling teams should use this exercise as a method to correct any observed methodological deficiencies or deviations from the LVI SOP.  Team member status has been updated on the FDEP searchable Biological Method Proficiency Registry, Biological Method Proficiency Registry - Qlik Sense. 

Appendix A – Taxa Lists for Gap Lake, Lake Crosby, and Lake Gentry during June 2025 LVI Proficiency Testing

Gap Lake (For each team, the number of lake sections in which team observed taxon is displayed.)

	Taxa Observed

	DEP AEQAS
	CITY OF TAL
	DEP NW ROC
	DEP TLH ROC
	DEP WAS /ROC
	# sections taxon observed (out of 20 total)

	Acer rubrum
	
	2
	
	3
	
	5

	Andropogon
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	3

	Bacopa
	
	4
	
	
	
	4

	Bacopa caroliniana
	3
	
	4
	
	4
	11

	Bacopa monnieri
	
	
	
	4
	
	4

	Bidens mitis
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Brasenia schreberi
	1
	
	3
	
	2
	6

	Centella asiatica
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Cephalanthus occidentalis
	
	4
	4
	4
	3
	15

	Ceratophyllum
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Ceratophyllum demersum
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Clethra alnifolia
	3
	
	1
	
	1
	5

	Crinum americanum
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Cyrilla racemiflora
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	20

	Drosera
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Drosera intermedia
	1
	
	
	
	1
	2

	Eleocharis baldwinii
	
	1
	
	2
	
	3

	Eleocharis elongata
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Eleocharis equisetoides
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Eleocharis submersed viviparous (species unknown)
	1
	
	1
	
	
	2

	Eriocaulon compressum
	3
	1
	
	4
	4
	12

	Eriocaulon lineare
	
	
	3
	
	
	3

	Eupatorium capillifolium
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Fuirena
	
	
	
	2
	
	2

	Hydrocotyle
	
	
	2
	
	
	2

	Hypericum brachyphyllum
	
	
	2
	
	
	2

	Hypericum fasciculatum
	3
	3
	
	3
	2
	11

	Hypericum lissophloeus
	
	
	4
	
	
	4

	Itea virginica
	
	
	4
	
	
	4

	Juncus marginatus
	
	1
	
	1
	
	2

	Juncus polycephalus
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Lachnanthes caroliniana
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	7

	Leucothoe racemosa
	1
	
	1
	
	
	2

	Limnobium spongia
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Liquidambar styraciflua
	1
	1
	
	1
	
	3

	Ludwigia (native)
	1
	
	
	
	
	1

	Ludwigia leptocarpa
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Lycopus
	3
	
	4
	
	
	7

	Lycopus rubellus
	
	
	
	
	2
	2

	Magnolia grandiflora
	
	
	
	
	2
	2

	Magnolia virginiana
	1
	3
	3
	3
	
	10

	Mimosa pigra
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Myrica cerifera
	1
	1
	1
	3
	2
	8

	Myriophyllum (native)
	
	
	4
	
	
	4

	Myriophyllum aquaticum
	
	
	
	4
	
	4

	Myriophyllum heterophyllum
	3
	3
	
	
	4
	10

	Nuphar
	4
	3
	4
	4
	3
	18

	Nymphaea odorata
	4
	2
	4
	4
	4
	18

	Nymphoides aquatica
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	19

	Nymphoides cordata
	
	2
	2
	
	1
	5

	Nyssa sylvatica biflora
	1
	4
	2
	3
	3
	13

	Panicum hemitomon
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	20

	Panicum repens
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	6

	Pieris
	1
	
	
	
	
	1

	Pontederia cordata
	4
	4
	4
	2
	4
	18

	Rhynchospora
	1
	
	3
	
	
	4

	Rhynchospora chalarocephala
	
	1
	
	
	1
	2

	Rhynchospora inundata
	1
	
	2
	
	
	3

	Sabal palmetto
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Sacciolepis striata
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Sagittaria (native)
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Schoenoplectus etuberculatus
	1
	4
	3
	
	
	8

	Scirpus cyperinus
	2
	
	1
	
	
	3

	Taxodium
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	20

	Triadenum virginicum
	1
	3
	3
	3
	3
	13

	Utricularia cornuta
	1
	
	1
	
	
	2

	Utricularia floridana
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	20

	Vitis
	
	
	1
	
	1
	2

	Websteria confervoides
	4
	4
	3
	4
	3
	18

	Woodwardia areolata
	
	
	2
	
	
	2

	Woodwardia virginica
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Xyris
	2
	1
	3
	2
	1
	9

	TOTAL TAXA PER TEAM 
	35
	32
	47
	32
	28
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Lake Crosby  (For each team, the number of lake sections in which team observed taxon is displayed.)
	Taxa Observed
	AEQAS 2
	BDA*
	Cawley
	NEROC
	PINELLAS
	SJRMWD
	STANTEC
	WETLANDS
	WSP
	# sections taxon observed (out of 36 total) 

	Acer rubrum
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	35

	Alternanthera philoxeroides
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	
	3

	Andropogon virginicus
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	2

	Bacopa caroliniana
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Bacopa monnieri
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Bidens alba
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Blechnum serrulatum
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Brasenia schreberi
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	2

	Canna x generalis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Centella asiatica
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	1
	
	3

	Cephalanthus occidentalis
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	36

	Chara
	
	
	
	
	3
	
	
	
	
	3

	Cladium jamaicense
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	35

	Cliftonia monophylla
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Colocasia esculenta
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Cyperus haspan
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Cyperus polystachyos
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Cyrilla racemiflora
	3
	3
	4
	4
	2
	4
	3
	3
	2
	28

	Dichanthelium commutatum
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	
	3

	Diodia virginiana
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	2

	Eichhornia crassipes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Eleocharis
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Eleocharis baldwinii
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	2
	5

	Eleocharis elongata
	2
	
	
	
	
	3
	
	2
	
	7

	Eleocharis robbinsii
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Eleocharis submersed viviparous (species unknown)
	4
	
	
	4
	
	4
	4
	
	4
	20

	Eleocharis vivipara
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	4

	Eriocaulon
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Eriocaulon compressum
	3
	
	
	2
	
	
	1
	2
	3
	11

	Eriocaulon decangulare
	
	
	1
	
	1
	4
	
	
	
	6

	Eupatorium capillifolium
	1
	
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1
	
	
	8

	Fontinalis
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	3

	Galium tinctorium
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Gordonia lasianthus
	3
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1
	1
	4
	1
	16

	Habenaria repens
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Hydrilla verticillata
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Hydrocotyle
	2
	
	3
	1
	3
	
	
	4
	
	13

	Hydrocotyle ranunculoides
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Hydrocotyle umbellata
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	2
	
	
	5

	Hypericum brachyphyllum
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	Hypericum fasciculatum
	
	4
	4
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	30

	Hypericum mutilum
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Hypericum myrtifolium
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Ilex cassine
	2
	1
	
	4
	
	3
	1
	3
	3
	17

	Ilex vomitoria
	
	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	Ipomoea
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Juncus effusus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Juncus repens
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2

	Lachnanthes caroliniana
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	
	
	3

	Lachnocaulon anceps
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Leersia hexandra
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Limnobium spongia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Limnophila sessiliflora
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Liquidambar styraciflua
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Ludwigia (native)
	1
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	3

	Ludwigia alternifolia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Ludwigia arcuata
	3
	
	1
	
	1
	4
	
	1
	2
	12

	Ludwigia grandiflora
	2
	1
	
	2
	
	1
	
	4
	
	10

	Ludwigia leptocarpa
	
	2
	
	
	2
	3
	2
	
	
	9

	Ludwigia palustris
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	
	3

	Ludwigia peruviana
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	2

	Ludwigia repens
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	
	2
	5

	Ludwigia uruguayensis
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Luziola fluitans
	3
	
	3
	2
	
	2
	4
	3
	3
	20

	Magnolia virginiana
	
	
	
	1
	
	2
	
	2
	
	5

	Mikania scandens
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	2

	Myrica cerifera
	2
	1
	3
	4
	
	3
	4
	4
	2
	23

	Najas filifolia
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2

	Najas guadalupensis
	
	3
	1
	
	
	2
	2
	
	2
	10

	Nelumbo lutea
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	
	
	3

	Nuphar
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	36

	Nymphaea odorata
	
	
	
	
	3
	
	1
	
	
	4

	Nymphoides aquatica
	4
	4
	3
	3
	
	4
	4
	4
	3
	29

	Nyssa sylvatica biflora
	4
	1
	4
	2
	
	2
	
	
	
	13

	Osmunda cinnamomea
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	
	1
	4

	Osmunda regalis
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	1
	3

	Oxalis corniculata
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Oxypolis filiformis
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Panicum hemitomon
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	36

	Panicum repens
	3
	1
	3
	2
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3
	25

	Paspalum urvillei
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	2

	Persea borbonia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	
	4

	Persea palustris
	
	
	2
	1
	
	
	
	2
	
	5

	Persicaria hydropiperoides
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Phyla nodiflora
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	2

	Pinus elliottii
	
	
	4
	3
	
	4
	
	4
	2
	17

	Pluchea
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	2

	Pluchea baccharis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Pluchea odorata
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Polygonum glabrum
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Pontederia cordata
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	36

	Potamogeton
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Potamogeton diversifolius
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	2

	Potamogeton pectinatus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	2

	Potamogeton pusillus
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Ptilimnium capillaceum
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Quercus laurifolia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Quercus nigra
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Rhexia
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Rhexia mariana
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	2

	Rhynchospora
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Rhynchospora fascicularis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	2

	Rubus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	2

	Sacciolepis striata
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	2

	Sagittaria filiformis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Sagittaria graminea
	
	
	1
	
	
	3
	1
	
	
	5

	Sagittaria isoetiformis
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	3
	3
	11

	Sagittaria lancifolia
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	2

	Salix caroliniana
	1
	4
	1
	1
	4
	1
	2
	2
	
	16

	Sapium sebiferum
	2
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	1
	4
	1
	11

	Sesbania herbacea
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Smilax
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	1
	4

	Smilax laurifolia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	2

	Smilax pumila
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	2

	Sphagnum
	2
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	4

	Taxodium
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	35

	Thelypteris
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	2
	
	3

	Toxicodendron radicans
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	4
	
	6

	Triadenum virginicum
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	4
	
	5

	Typha
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Typha latifolia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Utricularia
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	2

	Utricularia foliosa
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	
	
	
	3

	Utricularia gibba
	2
	1
	1
	
	
	
	1
	2
	2
	9

	Utricularia inflata
	2
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	6

	Utricularia radiata
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	3
	
	
	5

	Vitis rotundifolia
	
	2
	3
	
	
	4
	2
	4
	4
	19

	Websteria confervoides
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Woodwardia areolata
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	3

	Woodwardia virginica
	
	2
	2
	
	
	1
	
	4
	1
	10

	Xanthosoma sagittifolium
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Xyris
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	2

	[bookmark: _Hlk155872922]TOTAL TAXA PER TEAM
	38
	26
	37
	31
	24
	60
	46
	68
	39
	


*retest sample outside of proficiency window but within LVI index period 

Lake Gentry (For each team, the number of lake sections in which team observed taxon is displayed.)	
	Taxa Observed 
	Applied Ecology
	BDA
	CEN ROC 1
	CEN ROC 2
	City of Lakeland
	City of Orlando
	City Winter Park
	Highlands Co.
	Orange Co.
	PBDC
	Polk Co.
	Seminole Co.
	SE ROC
	SWFWMD
	SW ROC 1
	SW ROC 2
	USF Water Inst.
	Verdantas
	#sections taxon observed (out of  72 total)

	Acer rubrum
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1
	68

	Alternanthera philoxeroides
	3
	1
	
	2
	4
	4
	3
	3
	2
	4
	3
	
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	3
	38

	Andropogon
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	6

	Andropogon glomeratus
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Andropogon virginicus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Azolla filiculoides
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4

	Baccharis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	6

	Baccharis halimifolia
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Bacopa
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Bacopa caroliniana
	3
	3
	
	2
	3
	1
	3
	3
	4
	3
	3
	1
	2
	2
	
	
	
	2
	35

	Bacopa monnieri
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	1
	
	
	5

	Blechnum serrulatum
	
	3
	2
	1
	3
	4
	3
	3
	4
	4
	1
	
	2
	1
	4
	
	3
	1
	39

	Boehmeria cylindrica
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	3
	
	2
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	9

	Cabomba caroliniana
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	4
	4
	
	2
	3
	4
	
	1
	2
	2
	
	1
	27

	Centella asiatica
	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	6

	Cephalanthus occidentalis
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3
	4
	4
	3
	4
	3
	3
	2
	4
	3
	4
	4
	1
	58

	Ceratophyllum demersum
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	5

	Chara
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2

	Cladium jamaicense
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	3

	Colocasia esculenta
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Commelina diffusa
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Conoclinium coelestinum
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Cyperus
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Cyperus blepharoleptos
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	4
	2
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	13

	Cyperus haspan
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Cyperus lecontei
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Cyperus odoratus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Cyperus surinamensis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Echinochloa crusgalli
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Echinochloa walteri
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Eichhornia crassipes
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	Eleocharis
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Eleocharis baldwinii
	
	
	
	
	4
	
	1
	3
	
	3
	3
	1
	
	
	
	2
	2
	
	19

	Eleocharis submersed viviparous (species unknown)
	1
	
	
	2
	
	
	1
	
	3
	
	3
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	13

	Eleocharis vivipara
	
	1
	
	
	4
	3
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10

	Elodea canadensis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Emilia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4

	Erechtites hieraciifolius
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	Eriocaulon
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Eriocaulon compressum
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5

	Eriocaulon decangulare
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	4

	Eriocaulon ravenelii
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Eupatorium capillifolium
	
	1
	3
	1
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	
	3
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	
	24

	Eupatorium leptophyllum
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Fuirena scirpoidea
	4
	4
	3
	3
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	3
	4
	
	3
	3
	4
	59

	Gordonia lasianthus
	1
	2
	4
	3
	2
	
	4
	4
	3
	2
	
	1
	2
	3
	3
	3
	4
	
	41

	Hibiscus grandiflorus
	3
	2
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	
	4
	4
	63

	Hydrilla verticillata
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Hydrocotyle
	1
	
	1
	
	4
	
	4
	4
	1
	
	4
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	21

	Hydrocotyle umbellata
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	Hygrophila polysperma
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Hymenachne amplexicaulis
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	3

	Hypericum mutilum
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Hypericum myrtifolium
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Ilex cassine
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	3
	3
	1
	
	2
	2
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	15

	Juncus effusus
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	6

	Juncus marginatus
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Juncus megacephalus
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Lachnanthes caroliniana
	1
	2
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	7

	Leersia hexandra
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Limnobium spongia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Limnophila sessiliflora
	2
	2
	2
	3
	4
	
	
	
	3
	
	
	
	3
	
	2
	
	1
	
	22

	Lindernia anagallidea
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Lindernia grandiflora
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	6

	Lobelia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Ludwigia (unknown nativity)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	
	
	5

	Ludwigia arcuata
	
	
	
	1
	3
	1
	1
	3
	
	2
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	14

	Ludwigia erecta
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Ludwigia grandiflora
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5

	Ludwigia leptocarpa
	1
	
	
	
	3
	1
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	8

	Ludwigia octovalvis
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	3

	Ludwigia peploides
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	Ludwigia peruviana
	3
	3
	
	1
	2
	2
	2
	4
	3
	4
	1
	2
	1
	1
	3
	2
	4
	1
	39

	Ludwigia repens
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	6

	Luziola fluitans
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	7

	Lycopus rubellus
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	2

	Lygodium microphyllum
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	
	3
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	7

	Magnolia virginiana
	1
	1
	3
	4
	2
	3
	
	3
	2
	4
	4
	
	
	2
	1
	4
	
	
	34

	Mayaca fluviatilis
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	6

	Melaleuca quinquenervia
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Micranthemum glomeratum
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Micranthemum umbrosum
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Mikania scandens
	1
	
	
	
	1
	2
	
	1
	1
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	10

	Myrica cerifera
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	3
	
	65

	Najas guadalupensis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	Nelumbo lutea
	2
	2
	1
	
	2
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1
	
	2
	
	2
	1
	1
	
	21

	Nephrolepis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Nephrolepis exaltata
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Nitella
	
	
	
	
	3
	4
	2
	
	4
	3
	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	20

	Nuphar
	
	
	4
	3
	4
	
	
	3
	4
	
	4
	
	4
	
	3
	4
	3
	
	36

	Nuphar luteum
	3
	3
	
	
	
	
	4
	
	
	4
	
	4
	
	4
	
	
	
	3
	25

	Nymphaea odorata
	
	
	
	
	3
	
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	
	1
	
	1
	2
	22

	Nymphoides aquatica
	3
	3
	2
	2
	4
	2
	3
	4
	4
	4
	1
	4
	3
	1
	1
	2
	1
	3
	47

	Nyssa sylvatica biflora
	2
	
	3
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	2
	2
	4
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	19

	Osmunda cinnamomea
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Osmunda regalis
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	4

	Panicum hemitomon
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	71

	Panicum repens
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	71

	Paspalidium geminatum
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	2
	1
	
	
	
	2
	
	3
	
	1
	
	11

	Peltandra
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5

	Peltandra virginica
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Persea
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	
	
	4

	Persea palustris
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Persicaria
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Persicaria hydropiperoides
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	Persicaria punctata
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4

	Phlebodium aureum
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Pinus elliottii
	2
	
	1
	2
	
	
	
	
	3
	
	3
	
	
	4
	1
	2
	
	
	18

	Pistia stratiotes
	
	
	1
	
	2
	2
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	
	2
	2
	18

	Pluchea
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	6

	Pontederia cordata
	3
	3
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	3
	66

	Potamogeton pusillus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1

	Quercus
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Quercus virginiana
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Rhexia
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Rotala ramosior
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Rotala rotundifolia
	
	
	
	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4

	Rubus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1

	Sabal palmetto
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	2
	
	
	6

	Sacciolepis striata
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	5

	Sagittaria (native)
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Sagittaria (unknown nativity)
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Sagittaria filiformis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Sagittaria graminea
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	3

	Sagittaria isoetiformis
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	4

	Sagittaria lancifolia
	4
	3
	3
	3
	4
	
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	64

	Sagittaria latifolia
	
	
	
	
	1
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	
	
	7

	Sagittaria subulata
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Salix caroliniana
	4
	3
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	
	63

	Salvinia minima
	1
	2
	
	1
	2
	3
	2
	3
	2
	2
	1
	
	1
	1
	2
	1
	2
	2
	28

	Sambucus canadensis
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2

	Saururus cernuus
	
	
	
	1
	
	2
	1
	1
	
	4
	3
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	13

	Schoenoplectus californicus
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2
	2
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	
	24

	Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Serenoa repens
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	Sesbania
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	4

	Sphagneticola trilobata
	
	
	1
	
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	6

	Syngonanthus flavidulus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	2
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	4

	Taxodium
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	72

	Taxodium distichum
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Thelypteris
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4

	Thelypteris interrupta
	1
	
	
	
	2
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	6

	Thelypteris palustris pubescens
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	5

	Toxicodendron radicans
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Triadenum virginicum
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	7

	Typha
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	72

	Urena lobata
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3

	Urochloa mutica
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	5

	Utricularia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1

	Utricularia gibba
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	4

	Vallisneria americana
	
	
	
	1
	3
	
	
	2
	
	4
	
	3
	1
	
	1
	2
	
	
	17

	Vigna luteola
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5

	Vitis rotundifolia
	
	1
	
	
	3
	2
	3
	
	2
	2
	4
	3
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	22

	Woodwardia virginica
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	3
	
	1
	1
	4
	
	
	2
	4
	3
	
	
	21

	Xyris
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	TOTAL TAXA PER TEAM
	44
	44
	34
	37
	60
	47
	54
	59
	52
	63
	62
	29
	28
	34
	40
	40
	38
	33
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