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Table 1. Sponge species found in SC durlng this prOJect * shows sponge speC|es reported in SC before this prOJect
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Genus Species Locations Substrates
_ Trochospongilla horrida ‘Herbert Jessen Boatramp, Landing Lane, Low Falls Landing, and Pea Landing ‘Barnacle, dock side, and moss
IntrOd UCtlon . W Trochosponagilla leidii §Gi|ligan's Boat Dock, Landing Lane, Low Falls Landing, Cathead Landing, Spiers Landing, Thornley Forest Landing EDock side, wooden piling, and metal
. . Trochospongilla pennsylvanica §Groton Plantation §Wood
FreShwater SpOngeS were Orlglna”y reported N " | Heteromeyenia baileyi ;Herbert Jessen Boatramp, Cyrpus Gardens Boat Landing, Adam's Pond, Pine Landing ESedge
SOUth Ca rOllna |n Adam S Pond near COl U mb|a SC " | Heteromeyenia latitenta 'Pea Landing ‘Dock side (wood)
| Radiospongilla cerebellata 'Richardson's Landing 'Dock side (plastic)
(BISbee 1 992) but no studies to date have e | Radiospongilla  ryderi 'Wadboo Bridge Landing Vegetation
| | Spongilla lacustris* ‘Herbert Jessen Boatramp ‘Dock side (plastic), wooden piling
COnd UCted broader SU rveyS Of th 1S Im pOrtant _-- Spongilla wagneri 'Gilligan's Boat Dock 'Dock side (plastic)
r _ W t rt fr hW t r N rv | t | = ~ | Spongilla argyrosperma iAdam's Pond §Wood
| g ou p € Sla ed €S ale SpO ge su eyS as Eunapius fragilis* 'Cyprus Gardens Boat Landing ‘Dock side (plastic)

summer and expanded these across South Dock Side (plastic and wood)

Carolina this year. |
Goal: Continue freshwater sponges surveys across l

South Carolina to gain a better understanding of
the dlverS|ty and distribution of th|s group.

Corvospongilla beckl ‘MacDaddy's Boat Dock, Cyprus Gardens Boat Landing

~ Figure 1: Sponge coIIectlon in f|eId V|ew of gemmules (bottom left)
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— Methods:
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: - F|gure 5: Spicule i |mages of megascleres microscleres, and gemmuloscleres undera |
microscope. S

~ Fieldwork:

— : _-= Figure 3: The middle right sponge IS t'rochospo'ngilla horrr'da, the middIe Ieft sponge is | 3 Bt — - S _
== Spon_ges were removed frorn the SL_JbStrate using a Corvospongilla becki, the bottom left sponge is Heteromeyenia baileyi, the top left and B e @ e oo | G"’b n ' : o [
w SCraping tool and sectioned in the field. If gemmules _ bottom r|ght sponge | is Eunapius fragilis, and the top right sponge is Trochospongilla leidii. R T Sl N ) a@. dongany TP oura R .if‘-@’}-"
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— were found, they were removed with tweezersand = - ) ,. NNV gy~ — - L el o gl £ % e T
= placed in 95% ethanol in a labeled vial. Sponge P\ \ N .. SESRL g s I
-~ samples for histology and DNA barcoding were also = W TR TR T e @ @ =
~ processed and frozen. ' | LGN — -~ | | T4 115
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A 1 .cm x 1 cm piece of each sponge sample was = & o A DALY my o Lk 2 i
~ cut with a clean razor and gloves and added to a T iR O P05 e e oG- i QL;’;T:Q e 69 —
= well within a 24 well plate. Bleach was addedto = | \ 1 i ool IR N D
= dissolve the sponge tissue. The remaining spicules _ 7 S T .. g ol -
= were rinsed in water and ethanol and added toa % 4 | .4 IRENY . e =i TNl R oy 2 ) P

~ slide for identification under a compound

— microscope. Gemmules, when present, were
~ pressed and viewed under the compound scope.
= DNA extractions, PCR, and gel electrophoresis are
— currently being conducted for DNA barcoding.
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Figure 4: Map of sites in SC where sponges were found. Blue sites were
visited muIt|pIe times this summer.
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Further Research:
Additional collections around Charleston will focus

“
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these sponges. DNA barcoding (ITS and 28S) will
_ allow us to combine molecular identification with 3\
=== our field and lab identifications and help determine [
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Results and Conclusion: = which species are newly discovered for SC, North

We added 10 sites to our surveys this summer == America, and pOSSIbly a completely new speoles
and expanded out to the NC and GA border. We now 5 e —— S
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have a total of 12 identified species and six genera of - Acknowledgements

freshwater sponges collected. Sponges are rare at ~+ College of Charleston School of Science and
most sites, but species richness varies across sites / Mathematics Student Summer Research Award
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. with at most three species found at one location. This |« Rita Hollings Science Center and the College of
I remains the largest collection of freshwater sponge ~ Charleston Biology Department

species ever found in the state of SC. In addition, there ¥ . Dr. Cole Easson

= - are 1-4 possibly new species in our collection. There s e i e\

I _____ [ was also a noticeable die off of sponges and release of ~ Citations:

_ Bisbee, J. (1992). Life Cycle and Reproduction of Spongilla lacustris.

o gemmules later in the summer of 2022. We Transactions of the American Microscopical Society, 111, 77-88

-~ hypothesize that this may be the result of high water = _
temperatures.
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= Figure 2: Dissolving sponge tissue in bleach. Spicules under microscope.

~— Manconi, R., & Pronzato, R. (1997). Phylum Porifera. Hydrobiologia,
f /~= 39-83.

= Penney, J. (1933). A New Fresh-water Sponge from South Carolina. 0
Proceedings of the United States Nat/onal Museum, 82, 1-5.
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