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ABSTRACT

Lake trophic state classifications provide information about the condition of lentic
ecosystems and are indicative of both ecosystem services (e.g., clean water, recreational
opportunities, and aesthetics) and disservices (e.g., cyanobacteria blooms). The current
classification schemes have been criticized for developing indices that are single-
variable based (vs. a complex aggregate of multi-variables), discrete (vs. a continuous),
and/or deterministic (vs. an inherently random). We present an updated lake trophic
classification model using a Bayesian multilevel ordered categorical regression. The
model consists of a proportional odds logistic regression (POLR) that models ordered,
categorical, lake trophic state using Secchi disk depth, elevation, nitrogen concentration
(N), and phosphorus concentration (P). The overall accuracy, when compared to
existing classifications of trophic state index (TSI), for the POLR model was 0.68 and
the balanced accuracy ranged between 0.72 and 0.93. This work delivers an index
that is multi-variable based, continuous, and classifies lakes in probabilistic terms.
While our model addresses aforementioned limitations of the current approach to lake
trophic classification, the addition of uncertainty quantification is important, because
the trophic state response to predictors varies among lakes. Our model successfully
addresses concerns with the current approach and performs well across trophic states
in a large spatial extent.

Subjects Ecology, Ecosystem Science, Freshwater Biology, Natural Resource Management,
Aquatic and Marine Chemistry

Keywords Trophic State, Proportional Odds Logistic Regression Model, Bayesian Multilevel
Ordered Categorical Regression Model, National Lake Assessment, Eutrophication, Lake

INTRODUCTION

Lake trophic state has become an invaluable tool for lake managers and researchers, and
therefore demands due diligence to ensure that the statistical methods and results are robust.
Lake trophic state is a proxy for lake productivity, water quality, biological integrity, and
fulfillment of designated use criteria (Maloney, 1979; USEPA, 1994). Recreation, habitat
and species diversity, property and ecological values are closely related to lake water
quality (Keeler et al., 2015; Leggett ¢» Bockstael, 2000). Hence, monitoring water quality is
integral to the management of the eutrophication and productivity of lakes. In fact, the
Clean Water Act requires that all US lakes be classified according to trophic status in order
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to provide insight about overall lake quality (USEPA, 1974). Trophic state can be used both
as a communication tool with the public and a management tool to provide the scientific
accord of eutrophication and character of the lake.

Given its broad applicability and long history, it is important to periodically review and
update the methods used to calculate trophic state. The concept of trophic state, originally
proposed by Naumann (1919), is based on lake production and quantified by an estimation
of algal biomass due to their impacts on a lake’s biological structure. Naumann (1919)
emphasized a regional approach to trophic state due to inter-regional variation in lake
production. Trophic state has been formulated using various indices, the most well known
was created by Carlson (1977). Building on his work, others have developed numerous
classification schemes which vary considerably in their approach to classification, variable
selection, and category counts. In short, existing approaches are either single parameter,
difficult to scale, or use classification approaches that could be improved.

Single parameter trophic state indices are based on the biological condition of a lake
which is the result of lake productivity affected by multiple factors such as nitrogen,
phosphorus, and other chemical variables along with light, temperature, and other physical
variables. Many of these use nutrient concentrations, nutrient loading, algal productivity,
algal biomass, and hypolimnetic oxygen depletion rate (for an extensive review see Carlson
& Simpson (1996a)). A single parameter index cannot differentiate trophic state from its
predictors (Carlson ¢ Simpson, 1996a). The goal of developing a trophic state indicator
should be to link a lake’s trophic status to the main causes of its productivity, which suggests
the need for a multi-parameter index.

Traditional multiparameter index approaches view trophic state as a complex response
caused by interaction among various physical, chemical, and biological factors. These
approaches use relevant combination of causal factors usually through definition of sub-
indices and integrating the sub-indices to calculate a final index (Carlson ¢ Simpson, 1996a;
Brezonik, 1984). More recently, researchers have proposed including expert panels with
measures of water quality (Parparov et al., 2006; Parparov et al., 2010). These approaches
promise to more closely link ecology measurements with uses of the water bodies
(e.g., drinking, recreation, etc.), yet they are challenging to apply to a large number of
lakes as they require convening panels to determine how multiple parameters interact.

Classification procedures also differ greatly; some indices are quantitative and
continuous, whereas others are qualitative and discrete. A continuous index accommodates
trophic changes along a production gradient; however, these are often discretized for
reasons of convenience and ease of communication. A discrete index classifies lakes into a
small number of categories resulting in loss of information on position across the trophic
continuum and lack of sensitivity to changes in predictor variables. Lakes have a large
degree of variability in their response to a given variable, like nutrient concentrations, and
this leads to uncertainty in the trophic response. Hence, trophic state should be formulated
in probabilistic terms to quantify this uncertainty.

This paper addresses the aforementioned critiques by developing a proportional odds
logistic regression (POLR) model to classify lake trophic state. The proposed model builds
upon the existing trophic status classification as a starting point and reassesses the trophic
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state index development and classification methods; hence, “rethinks” the lake trophic
state classification and index. The model contributes to literature on trophic state in
several ways. First, it generates an index that is multi-variable by using Secchi depth,
elevation, total nitrogen concentration, and total phosphorus concentration. Second, the
developed index is continuous and thus captures a given lakes position along the trophic
continuum. Third, the index classifies lakes in probabilistic terms. Finally, while it is critical
to locate a lake across trophic continuum, it is not economically feasible to monitor all
lakes by conventional sampling techniques. We extend the developed POLR model to allow
prediction of the trophic state of all lakes, even not extensively sampled ones. The draft
extended application is available on Peer] pre-prints.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Data and study area

We used data from the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s 2007 National
Lakes Assessment (NLA), the National Land Cover Dataset (NLCD), and lake morphometry
modeled from the NHDPlus and National Elevation Data Set (USEPA, 2009; Homer et al.,
2004; Xian, Homer & Fry, 2009; Hollister ¢ Milstead, 2010; Hollister, Milstead ¢ Urrutia,
20115 Hollister, 2014; Hollister ¢ Stachelek, 2017). Ancillary data, such as the Wadeable
Streams Assessment ecological regions, is also included in the NLA (Omernik, 1987;
USEPA, 2006) and is used in the extended application (see Nojavan et al, 2019). The
sampling population included all permanent non-saline lakes, reservoirs, and ponds
within the 48 contiguous United States with a surface area greater than 4 hectares and a
depth of greater than 1 meter, omitting the Great Lakes. A Generalized Random Tessellation
Stratified (GRTS) survey design for a finite resource was used with stratification and unequal
probability of selection, resulting in over 1,000 lakes sampled across the continental United
States during the summer of 2007 (Fig. 1). The source code for data pre-processing and the
resultant data are available on GitHub repository https://github.com/usepa/rethinking_tsi
(Nojavan et al., 2017).

Statistical methods

We developed a proportional odds logistic regression (POLR) to predict lake trophic state

using Secchi disk depth, elevation, total nitrogen concentration (N), and total phosphorus

concentration (P). The predictors in the POLR model were selected from in situ and

universally available GIS variables using random forest models. Our modeling work flow

was as follows:

1. Variable selection using Random Forest Model: Develop a random forest model, using
R’s randomForest package (Liaw ¢ Wiener, 2002), with 5000 trees using all variables
(in situ and universally available GIS variables) to identify the best predictor variables
for lake trophic state.

2. Develop the POLR model using R function bayespolr from package arm (Gelman et al.,
2013) and the outputs from previous step.

3. Assess the performance of the POLR model using a hold-out validation method (90%
training set, 10% evaluation set).
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Figure 1 Map of the distribution of National Lakes Assessment sampling locations. Wadeable Stream

Assessment (WSA) ecoregions are also depicted in the map; the data is used in the extended application

(see Nojavan et al., 2017). Areas in an ecoregion have similar landform and climate characteristics.
Full-size Gl DOI: 10.7717/peer;j.7936/fig-1

Variable selection
The goal of variable selection is to identify an optimal reduced subset of predictor variables.
Here we used the results from random forest modeling as a means of variable selection.
Random forest modeling is an ensemble machine learning algorithm that builds numerous
statistical decision trees in order to attain a consensus predictor model (Breiman, 2001).
Each tree is based on recursively bootstrapped data. The out-of-bag (OOB) data, cases left
out of the sample, provides an unbiased estimation of model error and measure of predictor
variable importance. Random forest was a preferable method for variable selection in this
case as the potential variables had a very high degree of multicolinearity which would have
proved challenging for more traditional methods such as stepwise regression.

Random forest modeling was conducted with the randomForest package in R (Liaw
& Wiener, 2002; R Core Team, 2016). We developed random forest models and variable
importance to select predictor variables to model trophic state. The random forest model
for trophic state included in situ water quality data and universally available GIS data, e.g.,
landscape data (see Hollister, Milstead ¢ Kreakie (2016) for detailed methods. We selected
the minimum number of variables that provided a model with a mean square error of 0.1.

Variable transformation

Using the central limit theorem, Ot (1995) demonstrates that environmental concentration
variables are log-normally distributed. As such, we log-transformed total nitrogen
concentration, total phosphorus concentration, and Secchi disk depth data prior to
our statistical analyses. Additionally, we note that the interpretation of regression model
coefficients are different when log-transformed (Qian, 2010). Further, all predictors in
the POLR model (discussed in the following section) were centered and scaled (i.e.,
standardized) (Gelman ¢ Hill, 2007; Gelman, 2008).
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Centering, subtracting a constant (usually mean of the variable) from every observation,
simplifies the interpretation of the intercept when predictors cannot be set equal to zero.
Scaling, division of each observation by the standard deviation of the variable, also improves
the interpretation of coefficients in models with interacting terms, and coefficients can
be interpreted on approximately a common scale. Weisberg (2005) also demonstrates that
centered predictors would result in uncorrelated regression model coefficients.

Proportional odds logistic regression model

The response variable, lake trophic status, is a categorical variable that can take on four
values: (1) oligotrophic, (2) mesotrophic, (3) eutrophic, and (4) hypereutrophic. The
four categories are separated by cutpoints (thresholds) on the continuous trophic state
index. The categories are ordered across the trophic continuum with the levels of nutrient
enrichment increasingly enhanced. The eutrophication process is continuous and the
trophic status division is an artificial break down of a continuous index for management
implications. Further, the effects of nutrient enrichment is a result of multiple factors. Any
attempt to delineate categoric trophic status could be confusing when used away from lakes
used to derived the index. As a result, a realistic indicator of trophic status should be a
continuous and monotonic function of multiple relevant factors, which can be interpreted
in terms of the traditional trophic status classification using probability of trophic status
assignment to represent uncertainty. The Proportional Odds Logistic Regression (POLR)
model is a statistical model that fits this need. The POLR model, a generalized linear
modeling technique, has been used to account for the ordered categories of the response
variable (Gelman ¢ Hill, 2006). The ordered categorical response variable, lake trophic
status, can be described, in its simplest form, as follows:

logit (Pr(lake trophic status > k)) = trophic state index — ¢ (1)

On the right side of the Eq. (1), we have the trophic state index which will be calculated
using a simple linear regression (we will explain it shortly). The parameters c, cutpoints,
are k = 1,2, 3,4, where k is the level of an ordered category with 4 levels (oligotrophic,
mesotrophic, eutrophic, and hypereutrophic), with ¢; = 0, and ¢; = coligo|Mesos €3 = CMeso|Eus
and ¢4 = Cpy|Hyper-

On the left side of the Eq. (1), Pr(lake trophic status > k) means the probability of
a lake’s trophic state being higher than k. For example for k =2 (i.e., mesotrophic),
Pr(lake trophic status > 2) means the probability of a lake’s trophic state being eutrophic
or hypereutrophic. The logit means log odds, i.e., logit(p) = log(p/(1 —p)).

The trophic state index is calculated using a simple linear regression with Secchi disk
depth (SDD), elevation, nitrogen, and phosphorus as its predictors. Associated with
each predictor is a coefficient «. Figure 2 depicts all the elements of the POLR model.
Mathematically, the POLR model is set up as follows, which is equivalent to Eq. (1):

Oligotrophic if z; < Coligo|Meso
Mesotrophic ifz; € (COligo|Mesm CMeso\Eu)

yi= . . (2)
Eutrophic if z; € (CMesol Eus» CEulHyper)

Hypereutrophic if z; > cpu|Hyper
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z; ~ logistic (XA, )

XA = Secchi Disk Depth; x aspp

+Phosphorus; X &phosphorus

+Nitrogen; X &Nitrogen

+Elevation; X &Ejevation

where:

X = Design matrix of predictors

A= (aspp, Aphospurous> X Nitrogen QElevation)> Vector of coeeficients
e = (0, COligo|Meso» CMeso|Eu > CEulHyper)a cutpoints or thresholds

2 : scaleparameter

The two adjacent cutpoints and XA are used to classify the response variable. The
cutpoints and coefficients are estimated simultaneously using maximum likelihood. For
example, the probability of a lake’s trophic status, being for example eutrophic, can be

calculated using Eq. (1) as follows:
Pr(lake trophic status = eutrophic) = Pr(lake trophic status > mesotrophic) —

Pr(lake trophic status > eutrophic).
The trophic status is eutrophic when the Pr(lake trophic status = eutrophic) is the

highest in comparison to the probability of other trophic categories, which happens

when CpesoEu < trophic state index < cgyHyper » Where Caesoleu and Cy|Hyper are cutpoints

envisaged as unknown points on the trophic state index continuum.

Model evaluation

The NLA 2007 used existing methods for trophic state classification based on chlorophyll
a, nitrogen, and phosphorus. Carlson (1977) developed trophic state index using three
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variables (i.e., chlorophyll a, nitrogen, and phosphorus); however, depending on which
variable is used to calculate the trophic state index and categories, the resulting index and
categories can be different. The reasons behind the lack of agreement between the common
classification methods is discussed in detail by Carlson ¢» Havens (2005). For this reason, we
avoided deviations in our evaluation data by only using 10% of the consistently classified
lakes across the three trophic state classification methods (i.e., chlorophyll a, nitrogen,
and phosphorus) as our validation set. We used a hold-out validation method where we
divided the data into two subsets: a training set, used to develop the predictive model, and
a validation set, used to assess the performance of the developed model. This is similar to
the concept of “posterior predictive model checking” described by Gelman et al. (2014),
where the model predictions are being compared to the observed data looking for any
discrepancies. We decided to use this approach, as opposed to validating the model with
a new data set, as a comparable dataset was not available during the model development
process. We evaluated the model using balanced accuracy, the average of the proportion
of correct predictions within each class individually, and overall accuracy, the proportion
of the total number of correct prediction.

RESULTS

Variable selection: random forest

The random forest models provided estimates of variable importance for trophic state and
the results are reported in Fig. 3. The number of variables for each response variable was
decided using the variable selection plots (Fig. 4) which show model mean squared error as
a function of the number of variables. We used seventy predictor variables in the random
forest model for trophic state and it indicated the best representation of trophic state
classification could be achieved using four variables, adding more than four variables had
incremental (< 0.1) impact on root mean square error. The four most important variables
were turbidity, total phosphorus, total nitrogen, and elevation. The NLA uses Secchi disk
depth as a measure of water clarity and, hence, we used it as a proxy for turbidity, as it is
cheaper to measure and readily available for most lakes. Initially, we hypothesized that lakes
at different elevations would have distinct ecological responses to similar nutrient inputs.
These different responses may be related to geology, climate, or hydrology. Regardless we
included elevation as proxy for an unmeasured aspect of lake dynamics.

Proportional odds logistic regression model

The trophic state index is calculated as: TSI = —1.69 x Secchi Disk Depth; + 0.69 x
Nitrogen; + 0.55 x Phosphorus; —0.56 x Elevation;. The classification rules, based on
cutpoints, are described below:

Oligotrophic if z; < —3.36
| Mesotrophic if z,€ (—3.36,—0.18) 3)
¥i= Eutrophic ifz; € (—0.18,2.62)

Hypereutrophic ifz; > 2.62

z; ~ logistic(TSI, 1)

Nojavan A. et al. (2019), PeerJ, DOI 10.7717/peerj.7936 716


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.7936

Peer

Turbidity (NTU) .
Total Phosphorus (ug/L) A °
Total Nitrogen (ug/L) ]
Elevation (meters) - .
Nitrogen:Phophorus Ratio - .
Ecoregion .
Total Organic Carbon (mg/L) 3
Longitude (Albers meters) .
Latitude (Albers meters) .
Nitrate/Nitrite (mg N/L) .
Dissolved Organic Carbon (mg/L) 4 .
Est. Organic Anions (ueq/L) .
Potassium (ueq/L) °
Mean Profile Water Temp. (C)H .
Maximum Depth (meters) °
pHA .
Growing Degree Days (Days) 4 .
Chloride (ueq/L) 3
Sodium (ueq/L) 4 °
Dissolved Oxygen (mg/L)4 e

40 80 120
Percent Increase in Mean Square Error

Figure 3 Random Forest model output for POLR model predictors. Importance plot for all variables.
Percent increase in mean squared error is shown. Higher values of percent increase in mean squared error
indicates higher importance.

Full-size 4 DOI: 10.7717/peerj.7936/fig-3

The resulting POLR model has three cutpoints and four slope coefficients (Table 1).
Figures. 5 and 6 summarize the model uncertainty. Figure 6 shows the probability of
assigning trophic state to oligotrophic is high (the solid black line) when the trophic index
is low. On the other extreme, the probability of assigning trophic state to hypereutrophic
is high (the dotdash black line) when the trophic index is high. For values between
the two extremes of the trophic state index, the probability for one category is highest
while for the other categories the probability is not zero. The POLR model returns four
probabilities associated with each trophic state as opposed to one fixed classification (Fig. 6).
Therefore, for a misclassified lake the model calculates the probability for all classes. This
is extremely important as lake misclassification has management implications. The POLR
model output is four probabilities; each class (ologitrophic, mesotrophic, eutrophic, and
hyper-eutrophic) has a probability. Hence, a manager will not just get a classification for a
specific lake but also a probability for the classification. If the probabilities of two classes
are close the manager knows there is a higher chance of the lake being mis-classified or
just simply the lake is on the border of oligotrophic and mesotrophic. Further, unlike
previous classification schemes, the proposed model keeps the continuous index as well as
the discretized classes. Hence, for management applications the developed model locates
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Table 1 Estimated POLR model coefficients and standard errors.

Mean Std. Error
QlSecchi Disk Depth —1.69 0.13
Slope O Nitrogen 0.69 0.13
Coefficients Phosphorus 0.56 0.14
Elevation —0.56 0.08
Coligo|Meso —3.36 0.15
Cutpoints ChtesolEu —0.18 0.09
CkulHyper 2.62 0.13
Scale Parameter T2 o ohic State Index 54.28 14.41

the lake along the trophic continuum (continuous index) and quantifies the probability for
the assigned classification. Figures 5 and 6 illustrate that the proposed trophic index and
classification method are now a continuum with quantified probability, hence suggesting
a modified eutrophication scale that captures the inherent variability of eutrophication.
There are two ways to calculate the accuracy of a classifier: 1- The overall accuracy:
the overall accuracy simply measures the number of correct classifications the classifier
makes. The developed TSI model’s overall accuracy is 0.68 and 2- The balanced accuracies:
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Figure 5 Graphical presentation of the POLR model. The x-axis is the trophic state index, the y-axis
is each lake’s trophic state, vertical lines show estimated cutpoints, and the curve shows expected trophic
state as estimated using ordered logistic regression.

Full-size & DOI: 10.7717/peerj.7936/fig-5

the balanced accuracies avoid inflated performance estimates on imbalanced datasets
by averaging the sensitivity (true positive rate) and specificity (true negative rate). The
developed TSI model’s balanced accuracies are 0.93, 0.83, 0.72, 0,73 for oligotrophic,
mesotrophic, eutrophic, and hypereutrophic classes, respectively. The aforementioned
accuracies are calculated based on the confusion matrix. Table 2 shows the confusion
matrix for the POLR model. Each element of the confusion matrix is the number of cases
for which the actual state is the row and the predicted state is the column.

DISCUSSION

Bayesian updating and model accuracy
The Bayesian nature of the model allows us to update the model in two different ways. First,
the model can be used to derive informative priors of the model parameters to combine
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Figure 6 Graphical presentation of the POLR model. The x-axis is the trophic state index, the y-axis is
the probability of being classified into one of the four trophic state classes, and the vertical lines and blue
bars are the cutpoints £ one standard error.

Full-size G4l DOI: 10.7717/peerj.7936/fig-6

Table 2 Confusion matrix for POLR model. Each element of the matrix is the number of cases for which
the actual state is the row and the predicted state is the column.

Oligo Meso Eu Hyper
Oligo 7 1 0 0
Meso 1 14 9 2
Eu 0 0 16 8
Hyper 0 4 10

with future NLA data sets (temporal model updating). More importantly, because the
model is based on a cross-section of lakes, we expect that the model is not directly relevant
for assessing an individual lake’s trophic status. Instead, the model should be used to
summarize the “average” contributions of each component variables to the national
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aggregated trophic index. Such an index can be used to serve as a reference for developing
individual lake index. Statistically, the aggregated national index can be used as the center
of a shrinkage estimator (Qian, Stow & Cha, 2015). That is, the current POLR model is

a prior for individual lakes. We can develop a preliminary prediction of their trophic
status if a lake was not previously classified. Additional lake-specific data will enable the
development of lake-specific index model.

The presented model quantifies lake trophic state and the uncertainty around it. The
trophic state quantification can help in assessing lake ecological state before and after
restoration. Additionally, a key symptom of eutrophication is cyanobacteria dominance
in lakes (Conley et al., 2009; Hollister ¢ Kreakie, 2016; Przytulska, Bartosiewicz & Vincent,
2017). The trophic state can be used as a gauge to evaluate how prone lakes are to, often
toxic, cyanobacteria blooms. The uncertainty quantification helps express the resisting
response of cyanobacteria to variation of phosphorus and nitrogen.

The POLR model has an overall accuracy of 0.68, yet this measure of performance fails
to capture whether our stated goals were satisfactorily achieved. The accuracy measure
requires that we use previous categorization of lakes based on single parameter trophic state.
Somewhat circular to our goals, we are relying on discretized classifications to measure
the performance of our continuous probabilistic predictions. We partially addressed this
problem by using only lakes that were consistently categorized using the three common
classification methods (i.e., chlorophyll a, nitrogen, and phosphorus) for evaluation data.
A continuous scale better summarizes uncertainty, represented in the probability of being
in a certain class (i.e., oligotrophic, mesotrophic, and etc.). In an attempt to circumvent
this issue, we introduce balanced accuracy to measure performance of each trophic state.
Balanced accuracy (as well as the confusion matrix) illustrates that misclassifications are
more likely to be in adjacent trophic states. For example, the model only misclassifies one
oligotrophic lake as a hypereutrophic lake; oligotrophic lakes are mostly misclassified as
mesotrophic (see lower left Fig. 5). Further, in Fig. 6 as the trophic state index (x-axis) moves
closer to the first cutpoint (cojigo|meso = —3.36), the probability of mesotrophic (dotted
black line) increases and the probability of oligotrpophic (solid black line) decreases; hence,
the probability of misclassification between the two classes increases. To be clear, the intent
of our model is not to accurately predict how lakes are classified currently, rather we
show, that our model, while improving upon the statistical foundation for classification,
will be comparable to existing trophic state classifications. Although we are presenting a
novel method, the results are consistent with our intuitive and historical understanding of
lake trophic state. One possible use case of the POLR model is presented in Nojavan et al.
(2017).

Management implications

Eutrophication has constituted a serious problem for aquatic ecosystems during the past
decades, largely due to excess nutrients associated with anthropogenic activities. Lake
restoration projects aim to shift water quality of lakes to or closer to their undisturbed
conditions. It is critical to quantitatively plan and assess the recovery of lakes in restoration
projects. Our model has potential as a tool for nutrient management scenario analysis as
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we can quantify how altering nutrients can move a lake across the trophic continuum.
Further, updating the developed model, described in the following, evaluates the efficacy
of restoration plans. Ecosystem managers and policy makers need tools that can help
them learn from experience and enable them to manage the ecosystem as new knowledge
becomes available. Several studies have called for adaptive management of eutrophication
(Rabalais, Turner ¢ Scavia, 2002; Stow et al., 2003).

CONCLUSION

The modeling approach presented here uses a Bayesian ordered categorical regression model
(i.e., the POLR model). The benefits of this approach are that it uses multiple variables to
predict lake trophic state and creates a continuous trophic index. A multi-variable predictor
model accounts for chemical, biological, and physical aspects of trophic state and quantifies
lake trophic state across a continuum. This is important because lake trophic state is a
variable that changes gradually across a gradient, yet it is important to predict where
across the trophic continuum a lake falls, especially for lake restoration and management
projects. The continuous trophic index helps us capture lake trophic sensitivity to changes
in nitrogen and phosphorus. Additionally, the proposed model quantifies the uncertainty
of lake trophic response to changes in nutrients, as the response varies from lake to lake.
Lastly, the lake trophic index may also be presented as a classification (e.g., oligotrophic,
mesotrophic, etc.) which facilitates organization and communication.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The views expressed in this article are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily represent
the views or policies of the US Environmental Protection Agency. Any mention of trade
names, products, or services does not imply an endorsement by the US Government or the
US Environmental Protection Agency. The EPA does not endorse any commercial products,
services, or enterprises. We greatly thank Jason Grear, Bryan Milstead, Autumn Oczkowski,
and Stephen Shivers for their helpful and constructive comments that contributed to
improving the manuscript.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND DECLARATIONS

Funding

The authors received no funding for this work.

Competing Interests
The authors declare there are no competing interests.

Author Contributions

e Farnaz Nojavan A. conceived and designed the experiments, performed the experiments,
analyzed the data, contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools, prepared figures and/or
tables, authored or reviewed drafts of the paper, approved the final draft.

Nojavan A. et al. (2019), PeerJ, DOI 10.7717/peerj.7936 13/16


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.7936

Peer

e Betty J. Kreakie and Jeffrey W. Hollister conceived and designed the experiments,
contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools, authored or reviewed drafts of the paper,
approved the final draft.

e Song S. Qian conceived and designed the experiments, analyzed the data, contributed

reagents/materials/analysis tools, authored or reviewed drafts of the paper, approved the
final draft.

Data Availability
The following information was supplied regarding data availability:
The code is available at GitHub: https://github.com/USEPA/rethinking_tsi.

REFERENCES

Breiman L. 2001. Random forests. Machine Learning 45(1):5-32
DOI10.1023/A:1010933404324.

Brezonik PL. 1984. Trophic state indices: rationale for multivariate approaches. Lake and
Reservoir Management 1(1):441-445 DOI 10.1080/07438148409354553.

Carlson RE. 1977. A trophic state index for lakes. Limnology and Oceanography
22(2):361-369 DOI 10.4319/10.1977.22.2.0361.

Carlson RE, Havens KE. 2005. Simple graphical methods for the interpretation of
relationships between trophic state variables. Lake and Reservoir Management
21(1):107-118 DOT 10.1080/07438140509354418.

Carlson RE, Simpson J. 1996a. A coordinators guide to volunteer lake monitoring
methods. North American Lake Management Society 96:305.

Conley DJ, Paer]l HW, Howarth RW, Boesch DF, Seitzinger SP, Havens KE, Lancelot
G, Likens GE. 2009. Controlling eutrophication: nitrogen and phosphorus. Science
323(5917):1014-1015 DOT 10.1126/science.1167755.

Gelman A. 2008. Scaling regression inputs by dividing by two standard deviations.
Statistics in Medicine 27(15):2865-2873 DOI 10.1002/sim.3107.

Gelman A, Carlin JB, Stern HS, Dunson DB, Vehtari A, Rubin DB. 2014. Bayesian data
analysis. Vol. 2. Boca Raton: CRC Press.

Gelman A, Hill J. 2006. Data analysis using regression and multilevel/hierarchical models.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Gelman A, Hill J. 2007. Data analysis using regression and multilevel/hierarchical models.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Gelman A, SuY, Yajima M, Su M, Matrix I. 2013. Package ‘arm’: data analysis using
regression and multilevel/hierarchical models. R package version. 1-6. Available at
https:// cran.r-project.org/ web/ packages/ arm/index.html.

Hollister J. 2014. Lakemorpho: Lake morphometry in R. R package version 1.0. Available
at https:// cran.r-project.org/ web/ packages/ lakemorpho/ .

Hollister J, Milstead WB. 2010. Using GIS to estimate lake volume from limited data.
Lake and Reservoir Management 26(3):194-199 DOI 10.1080/07438141.2010.504321.

Nojavan A. et al. (2019), PeerJ, DOI 10.7717/peerj.7936 14/16


https://peerj.com
https://github.com/USEPA/rethinking_tsi
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1010933404324
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07438148409354553
http://dx.doi.org/10.4319/lo.1977.22.2.0361
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07438140509354418
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1167755
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/sim.3107
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/arm/index.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/lakemorpho/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07438141.2010.504321
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.7936

Peer

Hollister JW, Kreakie BJ. 2016. Associations between chlorophyll a and various micro-
cystin health advisory concentrations. F1000Research 5.

Hollister JW, Milstead WB, Kreakie BJ. 2016. Modeling lake trophic state: a random
forest approach. Ecosphere 7(3):e01321.

Hollister JW, Milstead WB, Urrutia MA. 2011. Predicting maximum lake depth from
surrounding topography. PLOS ONE 6(9):e25764
DOI 10.1371/journal.pone.0025764.

Hollister J, Stachelek J. 2017. lakemorpho: calculating lake morphometry metrics in R.
F1000Research 6.

Homer C, Huang C, Yang L, Wylie B, Coan M. 2004. Development of a 2001 national
land-cover database for the United States. Photogrammetric Engineering & Remote
Sensing 70(7):829-840 DOI 10.14358/PERS.70.7.829.

Keeler BL, Wood SA, Polasky S, Kling C, Filstrup CT, Downing JA. 2015. Recreational
demand for clean water: evidence from geotagged photographs by visitors to lakes.
Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 13(2):76-81 DOI 10.1890/140124.

Leggett CG, Bockstael NE. 2000. Evidence of the effects of water quality on residential
land prices. Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 39(2):121-144
DOI 10.1006/jeem.1999.1096.

Liaw A, Wiener M. 2002. Classification and regression by randomforest. R News
2(3):18-22.

Maloney TE. 1979. Lake and reservoir classification systems. Corvallis: Environmental
Research Laboratory, Office of Research and Development, US Environmental
Protection Agency.

Naumann E. 1919. Nagra synpunkter angdende limnoplanktons 6kologi med sirskild
hinsyn till fytoplankton. Svensk Botanisk Tidskrift 13:129—-163.

Nojavan AF, Kreakie BJ, Hollister JW, Qian SS. 2017. Rethinking the lake trophic state
index. GitHub Repository DOI 10.5281/zenodo.556175.

Nojavan AF, Kreakie BJ, Hollister JW, Qian SS. 2019. Example application of a contin-
uous lake trophic state index on lakes with limited data. Peer] Preprints 7:¢27913v1
DOI 10.7287/peerj.preprints.27913vl1.

Omernik JM. 1987. Ecoregions of the conterminous United States. Annals of the Associa-
tion of American Geographers 77(1):118-125 DOI 10.1111/].1467-8306.1987.tb00149.x.

Ott W. 1995. Environmental statistics and data analysis. Boca Raton: Lewis Publishers.

Parparov A, Gal G, Hamilton DP, Kasprzak P, Ostapenia A. 2010. Water quality
assessment, trophic classification and water resources management. Journal of Water
Resources Protection 2:907-915.

Parparov A, Hambright KD, Hakanson L, Ostapenia A. 2006. Water quality
quantification: basics and implementation. Hydrobiologia 560(1):227-237
DOI 10.1007/s10750-005-1642-y.

Przytulska A, Bartosiewicz M, Vincent WF. 2017. Increased risk of cyanobacterial
blooms in northern high-latitude lakes through climate warming and phosphorus
enrichment. Freshwater Biology 62(12):1986—-1996 DOT 10.1111/fwb.13043.

Nojavan A. et al. (2019), PeerJ, DOI 10.7717/peerj.7936 15/16


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0025764
http://dx.doi.org/10.14358/PERS.70.7.829
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/140124
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jeem.1999.1096
http://dx.doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.556175
http://dx.doi.org/10.7287/peerj.preprints.27913v1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8306.1987.tb00149.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10750-005-1642-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/fwb.13043
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.7936

Peer

Qian S. 2010. Environmental and ecological statistics with R. London, United Kingdom:
Chapman and Hall/CRC Press.

Qian SS, Stow CA, Cha Y. 2015. Implications of Stein’s paradox for environmental stan-
dard compliance assessment. Environmental Science ¢» Technology 49(10):5913-5920
DOI 10.1021/acs.est.5b00656.

R Core Team. 2016. R: a language and environment for statistical computing. Vienna: R
Foundation for Statistical Computing. Available at https:// www.R-project.org.

Rabalais NN, Turner RE, Scavia D. 2002. Beyond Science into Policy: Gulf of Mexico
Hypoxia and the Mississippi River. BioScience 52(2):129-142
DOI10.1641/0006-3568(2002)052[0129:BSIPGO]2.0.CO;2.

Stow CA, Roessler C, Borsuk ME, Bowen JD, Reckhow KH. 2003. Comparison of
estuarine water quality models for total maximum daily load development in neuse
river estuary. Journal of Water Resources Planning and Management 129(4):307-314
DOI 10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9496(2003)129:4(307).

USEPA. 1974. An approach to a relative trophic index system for classifying lakes and
reservoirs. Technical Report 24. US Environmental Protection Agency, Office of
Water and Office of Research and Development, Corvallis, OR.

USEPA. 1994. Water quality standards handbook. Technical Report EPA-823-B-94-
005a. US Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Water and Office of Research
and Development, Washington, D.C.

USEPA. 2006. Wadeable streams assessment: a collaborative survey of the nation’s
streams. Technical Report EPA 841-b-06-002. US Environmental Protection Agency,
Office of Water, Office of Research and Development, Washington, D.C.

USEPA. 2009. National lakes assessment: a collaborative survey of the Nation’s Lakes.
Technical Report EPA 841-R-09-001. US Environmental Protection Agency, Office
of Water and Office of Research and Development, Washington, D.C.

Weisberg S. 2005. Applied linear regression. Hoboken: Wiley.

Xian G, Homer C, FryJ. 2009. Updating the 2001 National land cover database land
cover classification to 2006 by using Landsat imagery change detection methods.
Remote Sensing of Environment 113(6):1133—1147 DOI 10.1016/j.rse.2009.02.004.

Nojavan A. et al. (2019), PeerJ, DOI 10.7717/peerj.7936 16/16


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.5b00656
https://www.R-project.org
http://dx.doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2002)052[0129:BSIPGO]2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9496(2003)129:4(307)
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2009.02.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj.7936

