

  water-14-03495




water-14-03495







Water 2022, 14(21), 3495; doi:10.3390/w14213495




Article



Multilayer Feedforward Artificial Neural Network Model to Forecast Florida Bay Salinity with Climate Change



Anteneh Z. Abiy 1, Ruscena P. Wiederholt 1,*, Gareth L. Lagerwall 1[image: Orcid], Assefa M. Melesse 2[image: Orcid] and Stephen E. Davis 1





1



The Everglades Foundation, 18001 Old Cutler Road, Suite 625, Palmetto Bay, FL 33157, USA






2



Department of Earth and Environment, Florida International University, Miami, FL 33199, USA









*



Correspondence: ruscenawiederholt@gmail.com







Academic Editors: Zhenxin Bao and Guangyuan Kan



Received: 30 September 2022 / Accepted: 28 October 2022 / Published: 1 November 2022



Abstract

:

Florida Bay is a large, subtropical estuary whose salinity varies from yearly and seasonal changes in rainfall and freshwater inflows. Water management changes during the 20th century led to a long-term reduction in inflows that increased mean salinity, and the frequency and severity of hypersalinity. Climate change may exacerbate salinity conditions in Florida Bay; however, future salinity conditions have not been adequately evaluated. Here, we employed a Multilayer Feedforward Artificial Neural Network model to develop baseline salinity models for nearshore and offshore sites. Then, we examined the impacts of climate change on salinity using forecasted changes in various input variables under two climate change scenarios, representative concentration pathways (RCP) 4.5 and 8.5. Salinity could rise by 30% and 70% under the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 forecasts, respectively. Climate change affected nearshore salinity significantly more, which rapidly fluctuated between mesohaline (5 to 18 PSU) and metahaline (40 to 55 PSU) to hypersaline conditions (>55 PSU). Offshore salinities ranged between euhaline (30 to 40 PSU) to metahaline (40 to 55 PSU) conditions. Our study suggests that increased freshwater flow would help maintain suitable estuarine conditions in Florida Bay during climate change, while our novel modeling approach can guide further Everglades restoration efforts.
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1. Introduction


The health of global estuaries is increasingly compromised by highly variable, persistent, and extreme salinity conditions [1,2,3,4,5,6]. Salinity is a fundamental estuarine characteristic that affects the health, water chemistry, and habitat suitability of this ecosystem [7]. Different salinity levels also affect the composition and spatial distribution of plant communities and most animal species in estuaries [8]. Studies of 55 estuaries in the western U.S. indicated that up to 85% of vegetated tidal wetlands have been lost due to multiple causes including sea level rise, decreasing freshwater inflow, and other factors over the past few decades [9]. Climate change and changes in freshwater inflow are principal factors of these ongoing global challenges in estuaries. Climate change will likely continue to adversely affect estuaries via sea level rise, extreme hydrological conditions, and increased evaporation. However, estuaries are critical ecosystems, serving as a buffer between oceanic tides and freshwater bodies, and providing habitat for fish, invertebrates, and migratory birds, which supply economic and ecological benefits [3,5,10]. Understanding how these changes will alter an estuarine salinity regime can help inform management efforts.



Florida Bay, a subtropical estuary within Everglades National Park, is part of the Greater Everglades ecosystem, home to numerous iconic species, and designated as a World Heritage Natural Site [11]. Historically, the bay has provided habitat for American crocodiles Crocodylus acutus, West Indian manatees Trichechus manatus, and roseate spoonbills Platalea ajaja. The bay is characterized by a small tidal range, from 0.2 to 0.6 m, and receives freshwater inflow from rainfall, sheet flow from the Everglades, and potential groundwater discharge. Over the last century, freshwater inflows from the Everglades have been greatly reduced by drainage and altered hydrology [12]. Biological and statistical estimates indicated that the net historical flow into the bay would have been four times greater than current values and that the water levels in the bay could have been 15 cm higher than current levels [13,14,15]. In addition, water management practices have decreased inflows from Taylor Slough, a direct freshwater inflow source for Florida Bay [16]. Florida Bay’s bottom is characterized by a series of shallow mud banks, which limit water exchange among various basins across the bay [17]. Combined with reduced inflows, this limited exchange promotes the development of hypersaline conditions in several of the bay’s interior basins [18] making them vulnerable to large scale seagrass die-offs [19,20]. Seagrass wasting disease, caused by the slime mold (Labyrinthula species), is also more common at these high salinity levels [21].



Multiple factors influence salinities in estuaries including temperature, evaporation, rainfall, freshwater flow, and sea level rise. However, water management has also affected long-term salinity patterns in Florida Bay [8]. Following seasonal patterns, estuarine salinities can vary between nearly freshwater (oligohaline, 0.5 to 5 PSU) to hypersaline conditions (>55 PSU). In addition to surface water inflow, the balance between rainfall and evaporation losses is known to affect the salinity of Florida Bay [18]. The incidence of hypersaline conditions creates unfavorable conditions for the survival of flora and fauna that estuaries harbor [22,23]. Climate change induced alterations in rainfall patterns, combined with increases in temperature, can lead to higher evaporation losses. However, forecasted climate data show an increase in precipitation, meaning surface water flows are likely to increase. Nevertheless, the combined effect of these variables on salinity in Florida Bay has not been well established in previous studies.



Understanding the impacts of climate change on the salinity of estuaries like Florida Bay is critical for guiding water management strategies, protecting important estuarine habitats like seagrass, and informing ecosystem restoration efforts. In fact, Florida Bay salinity is a performance measure used to guide project and operational planning associated with the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan [18,24,25,26]. Forecasting future hydrologic conditions using projected meteorological variables in the Everglades system is an important first step in evaluating the impacts of climate change on Florida Bay’s salinity. Climate change in South Florida will likely result in warmer temperatures, shifts in seasonal rainfall patterns, and changes in rainfall distribution (Infanti and Kirtman 2019). These changes will likely alter the timing and volume of freshwater flow into Florida Bay. In addition to alterations in freshwater inflow, changes in potential evapotranspiration (ETP) and sea level will also impact salinity levels in Florida Bay. According to the Southeast Florida Regional Climate Change Compact Sea Level Rise Work Group (Compact), the mean sea level at the Key West tide gauge by 2040 is projected to increase by 25.4 to 43.18 cm relative to 2000 levels (0 cm; referencing the NOAA Intermediate High projecting curve) [27]. Indeed, from 2000 to 2020, the mean annual sea level at Key West (with regular seasonal fluctuations from coastal ocean temperatures, salinity, wind, atmospheric pressure, and ocean currents removed) has risen by 11.51 cm (https://tidesandcurrents.noaa.gov/sltrends/sltrends_station.shtml?id=8724580 (accessed on 10 December 2021)). By 2060, the sea level around Florida Bay could increase by 35.6 to 86.4 cm.



A few tools already exist to predict salinity in Florida Bay [15,28,29,30,31]. For instance, a spatially explicit mass balance model for Florida Bay, FATHOM, was used to predict salinity under increased freshwater flows [29]. Salinities decreased under modest increases of freshwater flow for the north, northeastern, and eastern regions of the bay, while the western regions were insensitive to even large increases in freshwater flow. As freshwater flow increases, the composition of the seagrass community was also predicted to change to a state closer to that observed historically. FATHOM was also altered to predict changes in salinity under climate change as part of a study of juvenile fish habitat suitability [28,32]. The study increased sea level (by 45.7 cm) and ETP rate (differences due to a 1 °C temperature increase), and both increased and decreased levels of rainfall (±10%) and runoff (±5%) to the bay. While the overall predicted change in salinity was small, sea level rise increased salinity the most. Alterations in ETP, rainfall, and runoff resulted in smaller changes in salinity [32]. Under a climate change scenario for 2060 with a 1.5 °C temperature increase, associated increases in ETP, and 1.5 feet of sea level rise, salinity in Florida Bay is predicted to change little if the accretion rates of the bay’s mudbanks continue to keep pace with 1.5 feet of sea level rise. However, if mud banks do not keep pace with sea level rise, then estuarine habitat is predicted to be lost in the bay [33].



These available tools for salinity prediction presented difficulties in implementation or had different time periods of simulation. Given our need to simulate changes in specific variables under scenarios of climate change, we developed a new modeling tool to estimate salinity in Florida Bay using artificial neural networks (ANN). The effectiveness of ANN in a hydrological system’s evaluation is quite robust, particularly when time series data analysis and forecasting is involved [34]. Compared to other hydrological modeling tools, the American Society of Civil Engineers found neural networks to have great potential in hydrological modeling and forecasting [35,36], and ANN modeling has been used for studies of water quality assessment, flow and flood forecasting, and rainfall and drought forecasting [37,38,39,40].



Our objectives were (1) to develop models simulating salinity in six different sites across Florida Bay using pertinent factors influenced by a suite of climatic and hydrologic drivers in the Everglades, and (2) to assess how future (2030 to 2051) salinity conditions will vary under a changing climate. We developed a baseline Feed Forward Artificial Neural Network model for each site using daily records from 2000 to 2021. We established both hydrological and statistical criteria to select the input variables for the ANN models with three categories: (1) hydrological criteria, (2) correlations between each pair of input variables, and (3) impact factors determined by random forest classifications assessing the relative weight of each candidate variable. The baseline model was then used to simulate future Florida Bay salinities in response to climate change using two Representative Concentration Pathways (RCP), RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 scenarios [41,42]. Our results can be used to guide decisions for upstream Everglades restoration that would improve inflows and maintain the estuarine health of Florida Bay in the face of climate change.



Florida Bay Study Sites


Florida Bay is a shallow estuary encompassing 2200 square kilometers between the tip of the Florida mainland and the Florida Keys (Figure 1). The bay is characterized by a microtidal estuary where wind-forcing is as important if not more important in controlling water level variation than tidal forcing [22]. The average depth of the bay is about one meter, allowing for a dominance of seagrasses that provide habitat for many species and are also a source of primary productivity [22,43]. The bay can be divided into three zones: a western zone with extensive mudbanks and relatively stable marine conditions, a central zone with basins that exhibit a tendency for hypersaline conditions, and an eastern zone with highly variable salinity [44]. We selected six sampling sites, representing distinct hydrologic basins, and paired as three nearshore and three offshore bay sites. Moving from nearshore to offshore, our transects included Murray Key (MK) to Johnson Key (JK); Garfield Bight (GB) to Buoy Key (BK); and Terrapin Bay (TB) to Whipray Basin (WB, Figure 1). These sites are vulnerable to hypersalinity, as they are distal from the two primary overland freshwater sources, Taylor, and Shark River Slough.



In general, salinity across the bay also varies seasonally, with hypersalinity usually occurring during summer and estuarine salinities occurring in the fall and winter [25]. A delay in the onset of the wet season can lead to pronounced hypersaline events (>55 psu), which can lead to significant ecological impacts [22]. South Florida is characterized by a sub-tropical hydrologic regime with a wet season (roughly, May to October) dominated by localized convective rainfall, tropical depressions, thunderstorms, and hurricanes. The area receives 1100 to 1500 mm of rainfall per year, of which more than 70% is received in the summer [45]. Annual ETP is of about the same magnitude as precipitation and usually peaks in late spring or early summer [18,22,43]. Salinity variability in Florida Bay follows a seasonal pattern in Southeast Florida (Figure 2). Often, the evaporation loss during the dry season is much greater than the rainfall, so salinity gradually increases in the bay (January to May). The difference between rainfall and ETP is greatest during April, but the peak salinity for both nearshore and offshore regions of the bay occurs in May—before the onset of the wet season. The salinity starts decreasing in June, when rainfall significantly exceeds ETP.





2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Baseline Data Sources


We used data from the South Florida Water Management District’s (SFWMD) environmental database, DBHydro (https://www.sfwmd.gov/science-data/dbhydro (accessed on 10 December 2021)). Variables included: daily mean salinity (PSU), daily mean stage, daily mean flow daily total rainfall, daily mean potential evapotranspiration (ETP), and daily mean air temperatures. The data was collected by different institutions using different methodologies such as the National Park Service and Florida International University. However, the SFWMD reports salinity as quality-controlled data in Practical Salinity Units (PSU), so to be consistent, we referred to salinity in PSU in this manuscript. Salinity, stage, and rainfall data were gathered at each site, while ETP and air temperatures were based on a regional mean. ETP data were derived from Joe Bay (JBTS) and Everglades stations, S331W and 3AS3WX. These data were used to develop a representative regional ETP record. Likewise, air temperatures from each of the sites were used to calculate a representative, regional air temperature record. Daily mean sea level at Vaca Key was obtained from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s Tides and Currents database (https://tidesandcurrents.noaa.gov/map/index.html?region=Florida (accessed on 10 December 2021)).




2.2. Forecasted Data Sources


This study used future climate projection data from multiple Global Circulation Models (GCMs) used in the Coupled Model Intercomparison Project Phase 5 (CMIP5) for the RCP 4.5 (stabilization without overshooting to 4.5 W/m2 by 2100) and RCP 8.5 (increasing radiative forcing to 8.5 W/m2 by 2100) scenarios. We used localized constructed analogs (LOCA) downscaled data [46] from 27 GCMs that were available daily and in 1/16th degree grid resolution. These datasets can be downloaded publicly from Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (https://gdo-dcp.ucllnl.org/downscaled_cmip_projections/dcpInterface.html (accessed on 10 December 2021)). Specifically, LOCA data were found to be suitable for hydrological simulations because they produce better estimates of extreme days than other commonly used bias corrected constructed analog methods [46]. We extracted LOCA datasets for the South Florida region including precipitation and minimum and maximum temperature from 1950 to 2099.



We also needed additional climate variables such as solar radiation, wind speed, and humidity to estimate ETP. Since LOCA downscaled data were not available for these variables, we derived them from a combination of GCMs and Regional Climate Models (RCMs). We used the Coordinated Regional Climate Downscaling Experiment (CORDEX) initiative (https://cordex.org/data-access/how-to-access-the-data/ (accessed on 10 December 2021)), a program sponsored by the World Climate Research Program (WCRP), for additional future projected data required to estimate ETP. Previous studies used RCMs’ data for the state of Florida [47,48].



In this study, we used the Penman-Monteith (P-M) equation, a widely used method in regional hydrological analysis, to estimate potential evapotranspiration (ETP) [49,50]. P-M methods require several climate variables such as solar radiation, surface temperature, wind, and humidity. The surface temperature data were available from the LOCA downscaled data, while the remaining variables were obtained from the dynamically downscaled data from the RCMs. In spite of this record, the presence of ETP availability and uncertainties in Florida Bay are reported [51].




2.3. Description of Baseline and Forecasted Input Variables


Rainfall in South Florida is skewed with the wet season occurring between late May to early October [45,52]. We discerned the same regional pattern in the observed rainfall data in Florida Bay during the study period of 2000 to 2021. Over this study period, the observed annual average rainfall in Florida Bay was 1356.36 mm. The RCP4.5 and RCP 8.5 scenarios exhibited little difference in forecasted rainfall from 2030 to 2051, with an annual average of 1320.8 and 1270 mm, respectively. The forecasted rainfall dataset under the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 scenarios (Figure 3) represented the seasonal variability in the area; however, both scenarios suffer from ensembling effects.



The observed temperature was in the range of 14.0 to 29 °C. However, the forecasted temperature indicates an increase in range from 19.6 °C to 31.0 °C. The forecasted ETP was estimated to increase up to a total annual average of more than 1524 mm compared to the historic record of 1371.6 mm. The representation of hydrological conditions and future changes in the face of climate change were evaluated using the observed and modeled water levels at the Shark River Slough station P33 and the Taylor Slough station TSB, and Shark River Slough flows at S333. The baseline stages at the P33 and TSB stations, which were correlated with each other, were characterized by seasonal fluctuations following the typical wet and dry season cycles (Figure 3). However, the representative flow into the ENP is the result of flow regulations that are driven by water demand.



We used the daily mean sea level data at Vaca Key recorded over the study period (Figure 4A), representing a sequential time series plot where the average daily high and low tide are depicted as the peaks and troughs respectively. The raw mean sea level data was disaggregated into two frequency components using a simple convolution filtering over a 60-day moving window (Figure 4B,C). After testing the raw and filtered mean sea level datasets, the use of the low frequency signal was found to be most useful in our final models. The low frequency filtered dataset represented the seasonal and trend components of the mean sea level, whereas the high frequency dataset, composed primarily of the daily tidal fluctuation, was the difference between the observed mean sea level and the low frequency filtered datasets. The numeric values of these two datasets can be changed by adjusting the moving window size. However, after some experimentation, we found that a 60-day moving window was a reasonable assumption. As indicated in the supplementary material Figures S1 and S2, the mean annual tidal fluctuations encompass the daily tidal fluctuations with the observed data having a least square trend line slope of 0.0019 m and the projected sea level rise having slope of 0.013 m.



The sea level rise forecast was conducted using the NOAA intermediate high forecast rate [53,54]. This sea level forecast rate was recommended for intermediate time ranges (up to 2070) by the Southeast Florida Regional Climate Change Compact Sea Level Rise Work Group [27]. Although the long-term forecast follows an exponential formulation, for a short-term forecast between 2030 and 2051, we considered a linear rate reasonable. Therefore, we calculated the slope of the segment for this period and developed a slope intercept equation to forecast a linear trend of future sea level rise. To capture the unknown tidal fluctuations, we added the daily fluctuations observed in the observed data (Figure 4C). We then used the low frequency component of the forecasted mean sea level, which we assumed to be a better representation of the near-term sea-level rise forecast. In this study, we used only one forecasted sea level rise scenario for both the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 climate change scenarios.




2.4. Hydrologic Data Sources


The regional hydrologic conditions of South Florida in response to future climate projection data was simulated using the South Florida Water Management Model (SFWMM) version 6.5.5. This regional scale physically based hydrologic model simulates coupled movement and distribution of surface water and groundwater flow (South Florida Water Management District, 2005). The model also simulates canal networks, hydraulic structures, levee seepage, reservoirs, well pumping, and other operational rules and conditions of the Central and South Florida Project. The SFWMM used time series climatic data for 41 years (1965–2005). The SFWMM has been widely applied for water management and restoration planning and assessment in South Florida [55,56]. We simulated RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 scenarios for near-term (2016–2056) and long-term (2059–2099) periods for existing infrastructure and operations.




2.5. Input Variable Selection


While more than 20 candidate variables were tested, the final ANN models used only seven input variables. We used three criteria to identify these final variables, including correlations among input variables, relative weights of input variables, hydrological representations of Shark River Slough and Taylor Slough, and atmospheric and sea level conditions. First, a larger set of independent variables was used to evaluate the correlation between variables. For the variable correlation test we gauged variable importance based on t-statistics (Figure 5). Among the candidate variables, those with lower correlations were selected for further evaluation using the relative weights and hydrological considerations.



The second model variable selection criteria were based on the relative weight of each independent variable in predicting salinity, which was conducted using a random forest classification algorithm consisting of 100 decision trees. This algorithm, implemented in the JMP suite, calculated the values for the contributions, portions, and ranks that came from the aggregated results from the number of trees–100 in our study. For the ease of calculation, speed, and reliability, we used the default of 100 trees. The variables’ weights are given below (Table 1). Details of the random forest algorithm implementation for input variable analysis in JMP is given in [57].



Third, we attempted to represent the two major sloughs (Shark River Slough and Taylor Slough) in both flow and water levels. Water level measurements in both Shark River Slough and Taylor Slough in these sub-basins have some level of correlation; however, to incorporate current and any future potential flow management activities, we decided that both local sub-basins should have a hydrological representation. Therefore, stages recorded at the P33 station in Shark River Slough, and the Taylor Slough Bridge station (TSB) in Taylor Slough were used as input variables for this modeling protocol. In addition, the hydrology of the Everglades was represented using a representative flow rate record at the S333 station in Shark River Slough. We did not include flow measurements in Taylor Slough because of a high correlation between the sub-basins, and because of intermittently missing values in flow measurements in the Taylor Slough. For the flow and stage data, we tested a variety of lags including 3 and 8 days, and 1, 2 and 3 weeks, and mean flow or stage values over the past week or past 2 weeks. Finally, input variables like wind speed and direction, and daily tidal mixing were tested but had a lower than 1% predictive potential, so we did not include these parameters in the ANN model.




2.6. Artificial Neural Network Modeling Formulation


Feed-Forward Artificial Neural Networks (FF-ANN) are part of the supervised artificial intelligence training models that formulate a protocol to input known variables (X1, X2, X3,…, Xn) and produce a desired output (Ym). As part of supervised learning algorithms, multilayer feedforward artificial neural network modeling protocols provide a simplified architecture that is easy to replicate. The robustness of the modeling protocol, as well as the final model result, allows FF-ANN models to assess the system under consideration by changing the input variables. Because FF-ANN models pass input variables forward through the activation functions to generate an expected output, they are intuitive for assessing the response of the outputs due to changes in one or multiple input variables [58,59,60]. Aside from their simplicity and replicability, other modeling techniques such as gene-expression programming, evolutionary polynomial regressions, model trees, and support vector machine models are valuable tools for water resource and water quality studies [61,62,63].



While both the dependent and independent variables are known, the FF-ANN model training generates a series of algorithms based on a least square objective function [64,65]. The FF-ANN model is known for its advantages in effectively modeling relationships between dependent and independent variables while providing robust and replicable model output that can be used for further studies, and the model evaluation in different scenarios [64,66]. The structure of neural networks contains the input (independent variable), hidden (activation function), and output (dependent variable) layers [35,36,64,67]. A hidden layer can contain several neurons (i) that solve the relative weight of each independent variable (X). In a FF-ANN, each input variable (X) from the input layer is weighted at every perceptron by an activation function. The output from a neuron is provided as a linear equation given as:


   Y  i ,   j   = φ  (    ∑   i   ,   j = 1  n   X  i ,   j   +  b  i ,     j    )   



(1)




where the activation function is the linear equation output from neuron i and the independent variable j, X are the independent variables given as X = (X1, X2, … Xj),  φ  the weight of the independent variable    X  i ,   j     in the ith neuron, and bi,j is the bias coefficient for the independent variable    X  i ,   j     in the ith neuron.



Depending on the number of hidden layers, one or more types of activation functions can be deployed. There are several activation functions (f) that can be used in a FF-ANN. Among others, the hyperbolic tangent function provided an advantage for capturing the time series oscillations through its fundamental assumption of an asymmetric data distribution scaled from 1 to −1 [68]. The mathematical formula for the hyperbolic tangent function is:


  φ  (   X  i ,     j    )  = t a n h    ( x )  =  2  1 +  e  − 2 x     − 1  



(2)







In this study we have deployed a three-layer FF-ANN model. The first layer is the input variables container. For an i number of neurons in a single hidden layer, and j number of input variables the FF-ANN model output from each neuron (Yi) within the second layer (the hidden layer) has a mathematical formulation of:


   Y 1  = t a n h  (  0.5 ∗ (  β  1 , 1    X  1 , 1   +  β  1 , 2    X  1 , 2   + ⋯  β  1 , j    X  1 , j   + ϵ  )   










   Y 2  = t a n h  (  0.5 ∗ (  β  2 , 1    X  2 , 1   +  β  2 , 2    X  2 , 2   + ⋯  β  2 , j    X  2 , j   + ϵ  )   










   Y i  = t a n h  (  0.5 ∗ (  β  i , 1    X  i , 1   +  β  i , 2    X  i , 2   + ⋯  β  i , j    X  i , j   + ϵ  )   



(3)







Each of the outputs (Yi) from the individual neurons in the hidden layer are integrated in the final algorithm that estimates the predicted values for the dependent variable as:


  S a l i n i t y =   ∑   i = 1  n   ω i   Y i  + ε  



(4)







The weights of each of the individual neuron’s outputs are defined by considering a least square minimum objective function that evaluates the model outputs (or predictions) with the primarily sampled validation datasets of the target variable. In this study, we have observed the correlation coefficient and root mean square error between the observed and prediction salinities.



The ANN was simulated using more than 7000 matching observation points where one third of the data was held back for model validations. The model implementation follows a two-step process. The neural network is designed to randomly sample two thirds of datasets for model training while holding back the remainder one third for model validation. Because we decided to apply a single hidden layer model, we ran the neural network iteratively by increasing the number of hidden nodes until an acceptable objective function was achieved. We assessed how well our models predicted salinity using R2 values, RMSE between predicted and actual salinity values, and residual analysis to help assess the error distributions. After the model’s performance was deemed acceptable, we extracted the background algorithm to evaluate climate change effects on Florida Bay salinity. The details of neural network modeling including the evaluations during training, validation as well how the back propagation algorithm functions are given in [57].



We ran artificial neural networks in JMP 14.3.0 of SAS Institute Inc. [57]. Furthermore, we have developed a post processing script for both Matlab and R users that are included as Supplementary material in this manuscript. Our models were used to forecast salinity (from 2030 to 2051) under future climate change conditions for both the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 scenarios.




2.7. Coastal Salinity Index


To characterize the salinity data, we used a coastal salinity index that characterizes drought and freshwater conditions in coastal waters. The Coastal Salinity Index (CSI) is similar to the Standardized Precipitation Index. In the CSI, monthly mean salinity data are standardized to have a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. Negative values are the number of standard deviations below the mean and represent increasing saline conditions (coastal drought CD; Table S1). Positive values are the number of standard deviations above the mean and represent increasing freshwater conditions [69,70,71]. The index represents changes in monthly salinity conditions with respect to average conditions at a site. We used the CSI package in R [69,70,71].





3. Results


3.1. Climate Forecast and Hydrological Modeling Results


An ANOVA revealed significant differences between the three scenarios for air temperatures, ETP, rainfall, stage, and flow data. A post hoc Tukey test using a Bonferroni correction [72,73,74] revealed that daily air temperatures varied significantly among all three scenarios (RCP4.5 vs. Observed 1.47 °C, RCP8.5 vs. Observed 1.77 °C, RCP8.5 vs. RCP4.5 0.31 °C, p-value < 0.0001), between the observed data and the two climate change scenarios for daily ETP (RCP4.5 vs. Observed 0.03 inches, RCP8.5 vs. Observed 0.03 inches, p-value < 0.0001), and between the observed data and the RCP4.5 scenario for daily total rainfall (RCP4.5 vs. Observed 0.02 inches, p-value < 0.012). Daily stage data at P33 varied significantly among all three scenarios (RCP4.5 vs. Observed −0.05 feet, RCP8.5 vs. Observed −0.09 feet, RCP8.5 vs. RCP4.5 −0.04 feet, p-value < 0.0001), as it did for Taylor Slough Bridge (RCP4.5 vs. Observed −0.39 feet, RCP8.5 vs. Observed −0.47 feet, RCP8.5 vs. RCP4.5 −0.07 feet, p-value < 0.0001). Daily flow data from S333 varied between the observed data and the two climate change scenarios (RCP4.5 vs. Observed 15.92 cubic feet per second, RCP8.5 vs. Observed 15.92 cubic feet per second, p-value < 0.011). Even though some of the variables were not statistically significantly different between scenarios, since the objective of this work was to develop a model based on the observed data and to generate an understanding of how salinity in Florida Bay could change with climate change, we decided to use the available forecasted data.



In Florida Bay, the mean annual rainfall from 2000 to 2021 was 44.5 inches. However, our climate downscaling for the period of 2030 to 2051 predicted a mean annual rainfall of 51.8 inches and 51.3 inches for RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 scenarios, respectively. The observed daily rainfall had a significant seasonal and interannual variability that also represented the incidence of tropical storms. However, such extreme variability was effectively smoothed in the forecasted rainfall, which had much lower interannual variability (Figure 6). Despite this, the total forecasted wet season rainfall (about 40 inches for both the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 scenarios) was higher than the observed wet season rainfall by 19%. Furthermore, the total dry season rainfall (for both the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 scenarios) was forecasted to increase by 11% compared to the observed dry season rainfall. Overall, the forecasted rainfall will have a large number of rainy days.



The observed total annual mean flow, from the representative Shark River Slough station S333, of around 5.2 billion gallons per year is expected to increase to around 5.6 billion gallons per year. This 5% flow increase is potentially driven by forecasted increases in rainfall that would cause dry season water levels and flows in the Everglades to increase.



Besides altering the flow regime in the Everglades and into the bay, an increased difference between rainfall and evaporation loss is another impact of climate change on the local salinity regime. ETP is predicted to have slightly greater increases than rainfall under climate change, leading to a hydrological deficit. Below average wet season rainfall (44.5 inches) with an increase in evaporation losses will result in a proportional increase in salinity. Furthermore, the wet season water levels in both the P33 and TSB stations are forecasted to be lower than the historical record but higher in the dry season. As indicated by the empirical cumulative frequency distribution function, the forecasted hydrological data showed fewer stage values that were very low during the dry season or very high during the wet season compared to the observed data. The altered freshwater runoff, precipitation, ETP, and sea level would impact salinity levels in Florida Bay. Restoration efforts would also increase freshwater flows into the Everglades and ultimately the bay. Because this work focuses on the ANN model and its application, we did not go into detail on the climate change forecasted data and hydrological modeling outputs.




3.2. Salinity in Florida Bay


The observed salinities exhibited characteristic differences with distance from the shore. Nearshore sites had a wider range in their salinities, reflecting their proximity to inflow sources, compared with further offshore sites. Salinities varied from near zero to 54.5 PSU and 66.2 PSU for Terrapin Bay and Garfield Bight, respectively (Figure 7). The nearshore sites had an overall mean of 31 PSU and a high coefficient of variation (around 30% and 40% variability for Garfield Bight and Terrapin Bay respectively). As illustrated by their high coefficients of variation, the nearshore site salinity records varied from hypersaline to freshwater (Figure 7). The offshore sites had an overall mean of 36 PSU with coefficients of variation ranging from 10% to 15%.



Nearshore hypersaline conditions in Florida Bay have been previously reported [18,75]; these conditions were observed in the dry season when ETP was higher than rainfall. We found that Florida Bay was in hydrological deficit, as more than 75% of the time ETP was greater than the rainfall. In addition, the recurrence of hypersaline conditions followed a seasonal pattern. Beside rainfall and ETP, freshwater input into the bay varied seasonally. Across all sites, the mean monthly salinities were the highest between April and June, reaching a maximum in May. During these dry periods, a positive freshwater balance in Florida Bay was maintained only if the volume of freshwater inflow from Shark River Slough and Taylor Slough exceeded the ETP loss.




3.3. Coastal Salinity Index


The coastal salinity index for the observed salinities illustrated when each site entered periods of relative coastal drought or coastal freshwater conditions (Figure 8). Overall, the sites spent 46% to 61% of 2000 to 2021 period in relative drought conditions. The nearshore areas spent a slightly higher amount of time in relative drought conditions (54%) versus the offshore region (50%). The maximum number of months spent in continuous relative drought conditions varied from 13 to 25 months in the sites. The nearshore sites’ maximum number of months spent in continuous drought conditions was higher (mean of 21.3 months) versus the offshore sites’ (mean of 16.7 months). For the nearshore sites, the maximum number of months spent in continuous drought conditions was 14 months for Murray Key, and 25 months for both Terrapin Bay and Garfield Bight. For the offshore sites, the maximum number of months spent in continuous drought conditions was 13 months for Johnson Key, 18 months for Buoy Key, and 19 months for Whipray Basin.




3.4. Artificial Neural Network Modeling


We developed one ANN model for each site (Murray Key, Johnson Key, Garfield Bight, Buoy Key, Terrapin Bay, and Whipray Basin) with acceptable objective function values (Figure 9 and Table S2) based on observed salinities for the study period (2000 to 2021). Our models were based on input variables representing the local hydrology, and atmospheric and tidal variables on a daily time scale for the 2000 to 2021 period. These variables included freshwater inflows, freshwater levels, air temperature, rainfall, evaporation, and a low pass filter of mean sea level rise. Our models were based on more than 7000 data points for all the variables.



We followed three model performance evaluations, based on model prediction (using two thirds of the input dataset), validation (based on one third of datasets) and combined performance (using the full dataset). The model performance during training and validation is given in the supplementary material Table S2, while the overall model performance is given below (Figure 9). The overall performance for each of the models had R2 values of 0.79 or above. Compared to multiple linear regressions estimating salinity in Florida Bay, our models for these sites either had comparable or higher R2 values [30], and our models had lower mean square errors compared to this previous work.



The models for offshore salinities had higher levels of stability (RMSE of less than 2.5 PSU) while the nearshore sites were more dispersed around the mean with RMSE below 4.5 PSU. In all cases, the residuals were found to have an acceptable distribution. The models in the offshore sites showed greater stability than the nearshore sites. The nearshore sites, Garfield Bight and Terrapin Bay, exhibited salinities that ranged from near oligohaline to hypersaline conditions. Although this was well captured in our models, there was a larger error (4.3 PSU) in the model results for these sites as compared to others.



The plot of the observed data shows spikes or dips in salinity, which were mostly observed in all the sites. However, the nearshore sites had consistent wide-ranging fluctuations such as spikes in salinity that occurred in late 2004 and early 2015, or dips to freshwater levels in mid-2021. The observed salinity spikes in 2004 to 2007 were mostly consistent with the lower rainfall observed in 2004 and 2015 that also caused lower freshwater inflows and high evaporation losses in the bay. Overall drought conditions, in particular dry season dryness, has been highly correlated with the incidence of hypersaline conditions in the bay.




3.5. Impact of Climate Change on Salinities in Florida Bay


For most sites, mean daily salinities increased from the observed conditions to the RCP4.5 scenario, and increased again from the RCP4.5 to RCP8.5 scenarios. An ANOVA revealed significant differences between the three scenarios for all sites. A post hoc Tukey test using a Bonferroni correction revealed that salinity level varied significantly among all three scenarios for Garfield Bight, Johnson Key, Terrapin Bay, and Whipray Basin (p-value < 0.0001; Table 2). For Buoy Key and Murray Key, salinities varied significantly between the observed data and the two climate change scenarios (p-value< 0.0001), but not between the two climate change scenarios (p-value > 0.13; Table 2).



The forecasted salinity conditions indicated wide ranging fluctuations that changed rather quickly over a given year. However, the variability in salinity for both the nearshore and offshore sites are expected to evolve over time, but differently for each region. For the nearshore sites Garfield Bight and Terrapin Bay, the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 scenarios showed a systemic shift of the mean, minimum, and maximum salinity values compared to the observed salinities (Figure 10). We observed that Terrapin Bay’s mean observed salinity of 27.3 PSU was predicted to increase by over 33% and 71% under the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 forecasts, respectively. Likewise, the mean observed salinity of 33.09 PSU at Garfield Bight is forecasted to increase by 15% and 20% under the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 forecasts, respectively (Table 2). As such, the empirical cumulative distribution functions for the nearshore salinities were shifted to the right, indicating a low probability for freshwater conditions, and a higher probability of increased salinity. These forecasted salinity conditions under climate change demonstrate that the nearshore estuarine area will evolve from polyhaline (18 to 30 PSU) to euhaline (30 to 35 PSU) conditions. Furthermore, the RCP8.5 scenario presents the highest probability for the occurrence of extreme salinity conditions (metahaline 40 to 55 PSU) in the nearshore estuarine ecosystem. Both the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 scenarios showed the potential of nearshore salinities oscillating between polyhaline (18 to 30 PSU) to euhaline (30 to 40 PSU) conditions, and frequently overshooting to metahaline conditions (40 to 55 PSU).



The mean offshore salinities were predicted to range from 34.92 to 46.23 PSU. Furthermore, the forecasted results suggested that the nearshore area would have metahaline (>45 PSU) conditions during short periods of time. With higher air temperatures and ETP under climate change, the possibility for nearshore salinities to drop into freshwater conditions was minimal. Although this line of analysis was based on the observations from both climate change scenarios, the empirical cumulative distribution functions for the RCP8.5 scenario were slightly shifted to the right of the RCP4.5 scenario (Figure 10), indicating the RCP8.5 scenario had a potential for higher salinity conditions.



When looking at the temporal evolution of the salinity regime, for both the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 climate change scenarios; the offshore sites showed a wide range of salinity fluctuations (generally from polyhaline and euhaline to hypersaline; Figure 10) in earlier stages of the simulation. In the latter stages, the salinity regimes in the offshore sites exhibited decreasing fluctuations. As climate change effects persisted, particularly the effects of sea level rise and increased ETP, the forecasted model indicated that salinity in the offshore region of the bay would start to stabilize around the mean as shown in the Johnson Key plot (Figure 10). This phenomenon in the offshore region was associated with sea level rise that would cause increased marine conditions in that part of the bay. Unlike the offshore sites, the nearshore sites started with a smaller salinity range followed by gradually widening salinity ranges. This shift in the nearshore salinity range was controlled by the balance between freshwater input from inflow and rainfall as well as evaporative losses that caused a rapid shift in salinity regime and occurrence of extreme conditions.



The relative weights of the independent variables for predicting salinity (Table 3) indicated that forecasted salinities in the nearshore Terrapin Bay and Garfield Bight sites were mostly determined by the water levels in Taylor Slough (30% to 40% weight). A visible discrepancy existed between the forecasted salinity between the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 scenarios in Terrapin Bay, since it is located at the mouth of Taylor River and small changes in the freshwater head affected this nearshore area the most. In fact, the water levels in Taylor Slough are highly correlated with freshwater inflow from Taylor Slough and Shark River Slough into the bay. Moving further away from the shoreline, salinity changes were increasingly controlled by sea level rise, and the importance of rainfall, water level and freshwater stages in the Everglades decreased.




3.6. Coastal Salinity Index for Salinities under Climate Change


The coastal salinity index for the predicted salinities under the RCP4.5 scenario illustrated when each site entered periods of relative coastal drought or coastal freshwater conditions (Figure 11). Overall, the sites spent 46% to 55% of 2030 to 2051 period in relative drought conditions. Both the nearshore and offshore sites spent 51% of the time in relative drought conditions. The maximum number of months spent in relative continuous drought conditions varied from 7 to 23 months in the sites. The nearshore sites’ maximum number of months spent in continuous drought conditions was lower (mean of 9 months) versus the offshore sites (mean of 14.7 months). For the nearshore sites, the maximum number of months spent in continuous drought conditions was 11 for Murray Key, and 7 months for Terrapin Bay, and 9 months for Garfield Bight. For the offshore sites, the maximum number of months spent in continuous drought conditions was 11 for Johnson Key, 10 months for Buoy Key, and 23 months for Whipray Basin.



Under the RCP8.5 scenario, the sites spent 46% to 54% of 2030 to 2051 period in relative drought conditions (Figure 11). The nearshore and offshore sites experienced relative drought 51% and 48% of the time, respectively. The maximum number of months spent in relative continuous drought conditions varied from 9 to 15 months in the sites. The nearshore sites’ maximum number of months spent in continuous drought conditions was lower (mean of 11.3 months) versus the offshore sites’ (mean of 13.3 months). For the nearshore sites, the maximum number of months spent in continuous drought conditions was 9 for Murray Key, 15 months for Terrapin Bay, and 10 months for Garfield Bight. For the offshore sites, the maximum number of months spent in continuous drought conditions was 12 for Johnson Key, 18 months for Buoy Key, and 10 months for Whipray Basin.





4. Discussion


We found ANN modeling to be a robust and replicable tool for predicting salinity in Florida Bay and understanding the impacts of climate change. With the emergence of high-performance computing technology and skill sets, artificial intelligence and machine learning are increasingly used in various fields of study. In addition to FF-ANN, gene-expression programming, evolutionary polynomial regressions, model trees, and support vector machine models are widely used in various water resources and environmental studies [62]. Among others, deep neural network modeling approaches, such as the FF-ANN, are acknowledged for their strength in evaluating environmental systems, and forecasting and analyzing systems sensitive to changes in environmental variables. ANN models have been effectively developed for rainfall runoff, and forecasting water quality and water demand systems. The American Society of Civil Engineers has identified ANN modeling as an emerging tool for hydrological modeling [35,36]. Such tools are valuable for planning and decision making in a managed hydrologic regime that is also highly susceptible to climate change.



Based on the neural network forecast and coastal salinity index analysis results, we demonstrated that the effect of climate change in estuaries varied in space and time in this study. Nearshore estuarine regions were subject to an increasing range of salinity characterized by frequent extreme conditions. In order to maintain the nearshore estuarine ecosystem and its ecosystem services, adequate freshwater supply is important, particularly in the dry season. Likewise, monitoring and potentially controlling the presence of rapid changes in the salinity regime of nearshore regions under climate change is critical. Offshore regions were affected by climate change quite differently from that of nearshore regions. In these regions, the salinity range was predicted to behave much like the nearshore regions for some time. However, as sea level rise persists, the salinity fluctuations were predicted to dampen and settle close to mean oceanic salinity levels.



Climate change impacts to local hydrological factors and sea level rise are likely to change salinity regimes in Florida Bay. Projected changes in rainfall and higher ETP were the key variables that influenced freshwater stages in the Everglades, which played a principal role in regulating salinity changes from 2030 to 2051 in both nearshore and offshore regions. While these sites regularly experience salinity fluctuations following seasonal hydrological patterns for the area, dry season salinities in both nearshore and offshore regions of the bay are usually high. Furthermore, under climate change, those dry season salinities are forecasted to reach hypersaline conditions. The nearshore region exhibited more volatility in salinity than the offshore region in the bay, due to proximity to freshwater inflow sources in the wet season and reduced connection with tidal flushing during the dry season. During the wet season, the salinity regime in the nearshore enters a mesohaline (5 to 18 PSU) to polyhaline (18 to 30 PSU) range, while the offshore sites remain within a polyhaline (18 to 30 PSU) to euhaline (30 to 40 PSU) range. As sea levels continue to rise, two distinct outcomes may occur. First, salinities in the nearshore region of the bay may experience extremes, fluctuating between fresh to hypersaline conditions. According to our modeling results, both freshwater inflow and sea level rise will be the primary drivers behind these large oscillations in salinity conditions in the nearshore area. However, the offshore region is predicted to evolve from varying between polyhaline and euhaline ranges to hypersaline conditions into marine conditions (euhaline to metahaline ranges) with a decreased range of salinity (Figure 10).



Historically, freshwater flows from the Everglades maintained brackish conditions (<30 PSU) in many basins in the bay [76]. Compared to these historic, pre-drainage conditions, Florida Bay currently receives 2.5 to 4 times less freshwater [12,76,77]. Consequently, salinity has increased from 5.3 to 20.1 PSU on average in the bay compared to pre-drainage conditions, with the largest differences occurring in areas where freshwater enters the bay [76].



To preserve the current estuarine system in the nearshore areas, freshwater management will be necessary for Florida Bay, and continued efforts to provide sufficient flows of freshwater will be vital. These flows will help control salinity spikes during low flow conditions. Particularly during the dry season, the system suffers from a hydrological deficit from high evaporative losses. Under climate change, the effect of dry season evaporation will be much greater and will be particularly acute for the nearshore salinity regime, which can spike to hypersaline conditions. The optimum freshwater inflow volume, or the freshwater levels in both Shark River Slough and Taylor Slough, did not occur every day. However, in this study we found that both the wet season and dry season freshwater inflow into the bay directly impacted the nearshore salinity of the bay. Because dry season rainfall in the bay is quite limited, the salinity in the bay is predominantly driven by extreme evaporation conditions. In the absence of freshwater inflow, dry season salinity would remain hypersaline for weeks and even months, creating unfavorable conditions for the flora and fauna in the area [78].



These predicted future increases and potential rapid fluctuations in salinity will present unfavorable conditions for the species that flourish in a transitional and more stable estuarine environment. Recent increases in bay salinity have had negative impacts on numerous animals in the bay including red drum, common snook, American crocodiles, roseate spoonbills, mangrove terrapins, ospreys, West Indian manatees, and bottlenose dolphins [78]. The optimal habitat for spotted seatrout is predicted to decrease with salinity increases, while habitat for spiny lobster may increase with rising salinities [32]. Decreases in freshwater flows to Florida Bay led to changes in the composition of seagrass communities, which may have been associated with declines in game fish populations [29,79]. Higher salinities under climate change could potentially increase the risk of seagrass die-offs, seagrass wasting disease, and algal blooms in the bay [21,22,23]. Our study sites were also within the epicenter of two major seagrass die-off events in the late 1980s and 2015 [19,20]. A continued and sustainable dry season freshwater supply would help maintain suitable estuarine conditions for the ecosystem of Florida Bay.



The generalizations of this study are limited by the uncertainty of the climate downscaled data and its application to a forecasted hydrological model with a large grid size (2 miles by 2 miles). Our study included the impacts of sea level rise but did not consider changes in landscape features, connectivity, residence times in the basins, or circulation patterns in the bay. We also did not account for the effects of wind on salinity since those input factors did not substantially improve model performance. While our approach can be considered an oversimplification since it ignored these factors, it demonstrated that neural network models can be used to provide scientific evidence for water management and flow regulation decisions.



Implications for Sustainable Management of Estuaries


Estuarine ecosystems are greatly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change. Among others, changes in freshwater inflow, increasing water temperature, evaporation, and sea level rise are the primary challenges that estuaries face. For instance, sea level rise, decreasing freshwater inflow, and other factors have destroyed much estuarine habitat in the western USA [9]. Furthermore, estuaries are likely to experience changes in factors besides salinity including dissolved oxygen, water temperatures, suspended sediments, pH, wind stress, and nutrient concentrations under climate change [3]. Unfortunately, estuaries are among the most threatened ecosystems worldwide [80]. Yet, they are critical habitat for fisheries and nurseries, while providing filtering and detoxification services and opportunities for recreation and tourism [3,80]. Tools to help understand the key drivers of change and their magnitude affecting the health and sustainability of estuaries are important to design adaptive strategies for these challenges.



In this study, we illustrated a reliable technique to identify input parameters for ANN salinity forecast modeling under climate change. While the ANN’s generic mathematical formulation is entirely data driven, in our study, we used a combination of hydrological, atmospheric and statistics as key selection criteria. Our study demonstrated the benefits of artificial intelligence and machine learning techniques in modeling the hydrological complexity in estuarine systems. It also provided meaningful results while avoiding the computational limitations of other hydrodynamic modeling protocols.





5. Conclusions


Providing more freshwater flow into Florida Bay to mitigate high-salinity events, minimize risk of seagrass die-offs, and improve the ecological health of the bay is a main goal of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP). Several components of CERP, including the Central Everglades Project, a reservoir in the Everglades Agricultural Area, and C-111 Spreader Canal Western Project should increase freshwater flows through Shark River Slough and Taylor Slough into Florida Bay [81]. CERP has been shown in other modeling work to lower salinities in Florida Bay, with the largest benefit in the central region of the bay [82]. Increased freshwater flow would also provide a freshwater head to delay the movement of saltwater inland and offset sea level rise. Given the potential impacts of climate change on Florida Bay, restoration efforts should be expedited to maintain healthy, estuarine conditions in this ecosystem.



Our model can be used for salinity forecasting under climate change while the input variables are available. Other salinity regression modeling work in Florida Bay and other Everglades estuaries found the strongest correlative relationships between salinity and freshwater stage in the Everglades, followed by sea level and wind parameters [30]. Similarly, our random forest classification algorithm results for the climate change scenarios showed that, for most sites, Everglades stage levels (in Shark River Slough and Taylor Slough) had the highest relative weights in predicting salinity (Table 3). While we excluded wind parameters from our analysis, we also had strong relative weights for sea level in the offshore sites under climate change (Table 3).



We could expect greater impacts to many species under RCP8.5 due to its relatively higher predicted salinity versus RCP4.5. It is also important to note that species in Florida Bay may face multiple stressors in addition to higher salinities under climate change such as increases in temperature, reductions in prey availability, ocean acidification, decreases in dissolved oxygen, sea level rise, increased spread of invasive species, and increases in CO2 [8,8,78,83,84,85,86,87,88]. The predicted drier conditions and changes in salinity under climate change emphasize the need for restored freshwater flows into the bay.
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Figure 1. Map showing the location of Florida Bay at the tip of the Florida Peninsula and the locations of stage (P33 and Taylor Slough Bridge TSB) and flow sampling (S333) stations in the Everglades (left panel). The location of study transects Murray Key (MK) to Johnson Key (JK); Garfield Bight (GB) to Buoy Key (BK); and Terrapin Bay (TB) to Whipray Basin (WB) are identified (right panel). Nearshore sites are marked in blue, while offshore sites are marked in red. The tidal data was collected at the NOAA sea level monitoring station (ID 8723970) at Vaca Key. 
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Figure 2. Monthly mean rainfall, evapotranspiration (ETP), and the difference between the two (left). Monthly mean salinity in Terrapin Bay and Whipray Basin, illustrating seasonal and spatial variability in bay salinities (right). 
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Figure 3. Monthly aggregated observations (2000 to 2021) and forecasted (2030 to 2051) datasets used in this study. The observed datasets were used to develop the FF-ANN model that produced the baseline models. After the models were deemed satisfactory, they were used with forecasted climate change and hydrological data were used to simulate the future coastal salinity changes. 
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Figure 4. The observed tidal fluctuation data (A) was filtered using convolution (smoothing) to generate the low frequency that combines the seasonal and trend components of the observed sea level rise data (B). The difference between the observed mean sea level (A) and smoothed dataset (B) is plotted in daily tidal fluctuations (C). The low pass, smoothed data (B) was used to generate the baseline model. Furthermore, the sea level rise trend from the NOAA intermediate high forecast (D) was used to predict the sea level rise (E). The forecasted sea level rise data (E) is smoothed in the same manner as the observed dataset to generate the input used in simulating future salinity forecasts (F). The blue lines show the tidal data, the red lines are the linear trends of the corresponding data sets, and the black lines refer to the residual tidal data from the low pass, smoothed results. 
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Figure 5. Correlation plot for input variables. Variables were daily mean values except for the daily sums of rainfall. SRS Stage was measured at the P33 station in Shark River Slough, TSB Stage was measured at the Taylor Slough Bridge station in Taylor Slough, SRS Flow was measured at the S333 station in Shark River Slough, and the Sea Level LP was measured at Vaca Key using a low pass filter. 
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Figure 6. Histograms and empirical cumulative frequency distribution functions of observed and forecasted data sets evaluated based on the monthly aggregated datasets. The observed datasets were used to develop the baseline ANN model, and the forecasted datasets were used to forecast the salinity using the model developed by the observed dataset. 
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Figure 7. Histograms of observed salinities for both nearshore (first panel) and offshore sites (second panel) and their respective empirical cumulative distribution functions (third panel). Red lines show the normal distributions for the salinities. 
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Figure 8. Coastal salinity index plots for observed salinity in all sites: Murray Key, Johnson Key, Garfield Bight, Buoy Key, Terrapin Bay, and Whipray Basin. The black line shows the mean monthly salinities while the colors represent either coastal drought classes (CD0 to CD4; yellow to red colors), normal salinity conditions (off white), or coastal freshwater classes (CW0 to CW4; gray to blue colors). The index represents changes in monthly salinity conditions with respect to average conditions in a site. 






Figure 8. Coastal salinity index plots for observed salinity in all sites: Murray Key, Johnson Key, Garfield Bight, Buoy Key, Terrapin Bay, and Whipray Basin. The black line shows the mean monthly salinities while the colors represent either coastal drought classes (CD0 to CD4; yellow to red colors), normal salinity conditions (off white), or coastal freshwater classes (CW0 to CW4; gray to blue colors). The index represents changes in monthly salinity conditions with respect to average conditions in a site.



[image: Water 14 03495 g008]







[image: Water 14 03495 g009 550] 





Figure 9. A sequential time series plot of observed and simulated salinities in each site, scatter plots of the observed and simulated salinities for each of the sites, and model performance measures. 
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Figure 10. Forecasted salinities for the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 scenarios and their empirical cumulative distribution functions (right of each sites’ time series plot) comparing the climate change scenarios with observed salinities. The plots are based on monthly mean salinity values, and the background shades represent the following salinity classes: oligohaline (0.5 to 5 PSU) dark purple, mesohaline (5 to 18 PSU) medium purple, polyhaline (18 to 30 PSU) light purple, euhaline (30 to 40 PSU) light red, metahaline (40 to 55 PSU) medium red, and hypersaline (>55 PSU) dark red. 
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Figure 11. Coastal salinity index plots for predicted salinities in the RCP4.5 scenario (A) and RCP8.5 scenario (B) for all sites: Murray Key, Johnson Key, Garfield Bight, Buoy Key, Terrapin Bay, and Whipray Basin. The black line shows the mean monthly salinities while the colors represent either coastal drought classes (CD0 to CD4; yellow to red colors), normal salinity conditions (off white), or coastal freshwater classes (CW0 to CW4; gray to blue colors). The index represents changes in monthly salinity conditions with respect to average conditions in a site. 
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Table 1. Input variable analysis results showing the relative weights of the observed input variables in predicting the observed salinities for each study site. Color codes show the weights of the variables for each site; blue refers to relatively higher weights, white refers to intermediate weights, and red refers to lower weights. The actual weights are given as percentages.
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	Predictor
	JK
	MK
	BK
	GB
	TB
	WB





	P33 Stage
	36%
	33%
	38%
	41%
	46%
	25%



	TSB Stage
	20%
	21%
	25%
	32%
	21%
	17%



	Air Temperature (°C)
	19%
	22%
	11%
	9%
	11%
	34%



	ETP
	12%
	14%
	13%
	8%
	13%
	13%



	S333 Flow
	6%
	4%
	6%
	2%
	3%
	5%



	Mean Sea Level
	6%
	4%
	6%
	7%
	5%
	4%



	Rain
	2%
	2%
	1%
	1%
	1%
	2%
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Table 2. Mean daily salinities (PSU) for the baseline scenario, and the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 climate change scenarios.
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Site

	
Scenario

	
Mean

	
Min

	
Max

	
Range

	
Std Dev

	
Difference with Baseline

	
Difference with RCP4.5






	
Murray Key

	
Baseline

	
35.25

	
20.34

	
46.98

	
34.46

	
3.44

	
NA

	
NA




	
RCP4.5 *

	
33.66

	
13.48

	
49.28

	
35.81

	
5.5

	
−1.59

	
NA




	
RCP8.5 *

	
33.52

	
13.71

	
48.94

	
35.22

	
5.38

	
−1.74

	
−0.15




	
Johnson Key

	
Baseline

	
36.39

	
22.57

	
56.48

	
33.91

	
3.86

	
NA

	
NA




	
RCP4.5 *

	
41.83

	
29.35

	
66.69

	
37.34

	
6.07

	
5.43

	
NA




	
RCP8.5 *‡

	
42.35

	
26.71

	
66.09

	
39.38

	
5.91

	
5.95

	
0.52




	
Garfield Bight

	
Baseline

	
33.09

	
5.17

	
71.38

	
66.21

	
10.46

	
NA

	
NA




	
RCP4.5 *

	
38.18

	
2.17

	
71.94

	
69.77

	
11.86

	
5.08

	
NA




	
RCP8.5 *‡

	
39.82

	
2.88

	
71.01

	
68.12

	
11.9

	
6.73

	
1.65




	
Buoy Key

	
Baseline

	
36.16

	
9.94

	
66.07

	
56.13

	
5.44

	
NA

	
NA




	
RCP4.5 *

	
35.13

	
7.91

	
67.67

	
59.77

	
8.12

	
−1.03

	
NA




	
RCP8.5 *

	
34.92

	
7.16

	
61.29

	
54.13

	
7.69

	
−1.24

	
−0.21




	
Terrapin Bay

	
Baseline

	
27.26

	
2.29

	
56.94

	
54.54

	
10.62

	
NA

	
NA




	
RCP4.5 *

	
36.22

	
6.24

	
69.41

	
63.17

	
11.77

	
8.97

	
NA




	
RCP8.5 *‡

	
46.58

	
25.46

	
57.63

	
32.17

	
6.02

	
19.33

	
10.36




	
Whipray Basin

	
Baseline

	
36.35

	
20.17

	
54.11

	
33.94

	
5.54

	
NA

	
NA




	
RCP4.5 *

	
45.7

	
23.62

	
65.98

	
8.68

	
6.55

	
9.35

	
NA




	
RCP8.5 *‡

	
46.23

	
23.74

	
67.37

	
43.63

	
6.1

	
9.88

	
0.53








Notes: * Significantly different from baseline values, ‡ Significantly different from RCP4.5 scenario.
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Table 3. Range of input variables’ weights for forecasting salinities under the RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 climate change scenarios. The input variables’ weights were calculated using the random forest classification algorithm. Color codes show the weights of the variables for each site; blue refers to relatively higher weights, white refers to intermediate weights, and red refers to lower weights.
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	Input Variables
	Murray Key
	Johnson Key
	Garfield Bight
	Buoy Key
	Terrapin Bay
	Whipray Basin





	Mean Sea Level
	8–12
	18–21
	6–7
	23–35
	7–8
	14–21



	Rainfall
	13–15
	2–3
	2–3
	8–9
	9–12
	3–5



	ETP
	6–7
	20–24
	19–22
	7–9
	7–9
	6–7



	Air Temp
	19–27
	5–6
	5–6
	10–11
	13–23
	15–16



	Shark River Slough Stage
	7–8
	20–26
	22–23
	9–19
	11–15
	25–33



	Shark River Slough Flow
	19–23
	4–5
	8–10
	12–13
	4–6
	13–14



	Taylor Slough Stage
	17–18
	22–24
	30–34
	17–18
	34–43
	13–14
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