i Water quality & SAV improved in mesohaline Chesapeake Bay in 2004:

Was this due to abundant dark false mussels?
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Background Results & Discussion
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mesohaline zone (~5-12 ppt); creeks with abundant DFM, and mussels were
i < o e S . common over much of the Magothy in 2004-05
the pc_)pILljla;!orr:s. Wire 1:\ - -;_ vl ¢ . Fig. 3. DFM on a floating dock showing (Fig. 4) gothy
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i i 9 if they tolerate low salinity events (< 5 ppt
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Secchi depth difference, Near - Far for three Magothy creeks with abundant mussels, 1997-2008. column without putting them in sediments
_ ey 1 — , 8.Thanks to MRA Team Diver, Mitch Tarnowski,
9 g |l NN ¢ - . Sarah Maglov, and Bill Kobett for advice or data,
Fig. 6. Differences | § | {oMedian || Mear piling local citizens for DFM reports, colleagues for
in water clarity, E o1 - comments, and the Chesapeake Bay Trust for
nearand farfrom | £ o "'f;"::wm —t ::"’F;‘m financial support to the MRA for monitoring.
ili i 3 With DFM jer . .
pilings with and R sl e R il 9.Questions or comments? Write to
without DFM. g ., {01d Man Creek) | | R
& Svan ov) peter.bergstrom@noaa.gov
.15 " Presented 12/3/09 at Long Island Sound Study Bioextraction Workshop
Secchi depth was sampled nex! to piling, then 10 m away, /1/05 ‘ Fig. 7. Hooked mussels (left) and brackish water clams (right). ‘
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