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A Fact of Life in Florida:
Landfalling hurricanes 1916 - 2016

A

Intensity:
== 1.D.
TS, —e—
| Cat. 1
< Cat. 2
AN Cat. 3
Cat. 4

y Cat. b

)
S
|_
<
92)
2
<
<
o
Z
o
(@)
@®©
E



Potential Hurricane Impacts to
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@ Jea-level study site
(surface sample transects, stratigraphy transects, sampled cores)

Carbon burial study site
@ Surface elevation table (SET) study site
® (arbon burial and SET study site

Charlotte

Harbor (2014)

Ten Thousand
Islands

(2014)

Biscayhé’:(2015)
Bay

Charlotte Harbor ; Ten Thousand Islands

Lower Keys (2015)

N, CBD/17 transect
(see Figure 2)

Lower Keys
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\ ADamage Assessments:

October 2017

- ATwo landfall areas chosen

for recovery monitoring:
Ten Thousand Islands &
Lower Florida Keys

ARecovery Monitoring:

Nov. 20171 Dec. 2019
AYear 1: every 3 months

AYear 2: every 6 months
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Visible Signs of D
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Canopy Damage & Regrowth

Percent canopy coverage
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Tree Damage & Delayed Mortality
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b. Tree branch damage
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c. Tree mortality
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AMost severe damage
observed in larger trees

ANo initial trend in mortality
by size class, but delayed
mortality was greater in

larger trees

(Radabaugh et al. 201



Up In the Air:

Recovery via epicormic growth

Extensive canopy damage from high storm winds
Black and white mangroves exhibited epicormic growth

picormic growth




Telling the Understory:

Recovery from the ground up

. Extensive growth of
established seedlings and
saplings after 3 months

. 90% of all seedlings red
mangrove while 75% of
all trees red mangrove

. Not all sites have
seedling growth, and not
all seedling/saplings
survived



