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Influent/Effluent
Sampled 11 times
over 1.5 years

3 Internal grab
sampling events

for nutrient
removal efficiency £







* Level sensor and data logger at weir

e Ultrasonic flow sensor on influent pipe

* Flow recorded hourly

* FLOW DATA X CONCENTRATRION DATA = MASS (lbs.)




ST oncentration Reduction vs. Flow
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TP Load Reduction vs. Flow
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1 St Sta ge . Jordan Marsh Temperature

Temperature Degree C

Influent 1st Stage 2nd Stage Effluent
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1 St Sta ge . Jordan Marsh Turbidity
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Hydraulic Loading: Comparison to Design
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Load Reduction: Comparison to Design

30

AY
O

70%

55%

T 50 45%

0
32% Actual

Actual

Total Nitrogen Total Phosphorus




Load Reduction: Comparison to TMDL Requirement
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Projected Load Reduction
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Has there
been an
Impact on
water
quality
within the
East Basin
yet?
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Has there
been an
Impact on
water
quality
within the
East Basin
yet?
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Website
for Real
Time Flow
Data

Sanibel Island Jordan Marsh

Rainfall
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Recommendations
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Recommendations T ———————

Stage 3 — deeper, fewer plants, no
removal occurring.

Add plants!

Improvement of mass removal by
addition of (floating) plants.
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