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	Present:	List of attendees

	Next meeting:	September 7, 2018, 10 – 11 AM, 272


Announcements
Jade and Stephanie cleaned up several slides from the chemistry results presentatioin. Jade re-arranged some of the charts on several slides. She obtained approval to proceed by the workgroup.
Discussion
Today we discussed all the sections, except discussion and conclusions, of the UF bioassays report. Below is a bulleted list of questions and points discussed. 
Quality assurance
· We went through the methods for utilizing dilutions for the binding assay. Jade had a from the QA section on page 6 about the sample “must be stabilized over at least 2 dilution…” She was concerned because in the results section on page 9, the authors state that the SPMD has 2 dilutions, but there is no mention of the dilutions for grab or POCIS.
Results – ER binding assay
· There was a discussion about the results for the estrogen binding assays shown on figure 2, page 8. There was a question as to why there was no activity in the QA/QC SMPD test sample, but there was activity found in the QA/QC test samples of grab and POCIS. The thought was that the SPMD does not take up hormones/mimics, but then that would not explain the estrogen mimicry of the pesticides.
Results – Background fluorescence
· Background fluorescence testing on page 10 was discussed. It was found that interferences in grab and POCIS test samples were due to pigmentation (i.e. TOC). The authors determined that a 2nd clean up step is needed in the future. “The SPMD did not exhibit background fluorescence.”
Results – ER transactivation assay
· Stephanie had a question about the estrogen receptor assay results shown in figure 7 on page 12. Her question is, what is the threshold change in response between dilutions for anti-agonists and agonists?


· The main points of the ER transactivation results were discussion:
· Grab 
· No estrogen activity at the Alafia, Withlacoochee, and field blank.
· Interference at Apalachicola.
· Estrogenic activity found at Ochlockonee.
· POCIS and SPMD
· Variable results indicated interference with the assay
· POCIS extract from Apalachicola showed no estrogenic activity. 
Results – Androgen receptor transactivation
· Grab
· Low level of androgenic activity found in the field blank. May be due to androstenone contamination in the sample (analyzed by SGS-Axys). 
· Low level of androgenic activity found in the grab sample for Ochlockonee. 
· Interferences 
· were found in the Apalachicola sample. 
· POCIS and SPMD samples showed no activity
· Considerable anti-androgenicity in extracts from Apalachicola. (What does this mean?)
· On page 19, the authors describe the bioanalytical equivalency derivation. Jade is requesting the calculations from which they are derived. 
· On page 19, the authors describe that the “calculated values from the various dilutions, when possible, were averaged. 
· Questions were raised by both Jade and Stephanie. 
· Jade asked: What does “when possible” mean?
· Stephanie’s question: Are the dilutions not averaged when the concentrations are below the detection limit? 


During the next meeting: 
· We will go over the previous meeting’s notes.
· Discuss the UF report discussion and conclusion sections.
· Agree on main points and questions to follow up with UF researchers.

