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B-IBl: PSP Vital Sign Indicator

_adashboard of indicators on
Puget Sound’s health and vitality

Armo,.,'ng




I?ugetvSoﬁundPa!rtn_ership Puget Sound Ecosystem Recovery Targets

~#Freshwater Quality B-IBl Targets by 2020:

~#PROTECTION - All stream drainage areas retain “excellent

A RESTORATION - 30 basins improve from “fair” to “good”




Target Progress PugetSoundPartnership

~#No progress improving

biological condition Freshwater Quality
Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity’

Progress Toward the 2020 Target
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~#Funding for King Co. to
° e, 0 ° f Protect small streams that are currently ranked “"excellent” by the Benthic Index
p r I o r I 1. I Ze b q S I ns & d eve I o p of Biotic Integrity (B-IBI) for biological condition; and improve and restore streams

ranked “fair” so their average scores become “good.”
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Percent of “fair” streams that improved rank to “good” or “excellent”

& p rOte Cfi O n i m p I e m e n t a Ti o n *The status is the net change in percantage of streams initially ranked as *fair* between 2007 and

2011 that either changed rank for the better or for the worse, based on the Benthic Index of Biotic
Integrity scores. Baseline is set at 0 percent.

or effectiveness monitoring




Prioritization Framework

—#*Refine relationship between B-IBl and stressors

~#What restoration has worked, where, and why?
~**What actions are possible?

%ﬁlncorpora’re existing tools as appropriate

~#Feedback from regional experts, stakeholders

Aﬁ‘lclen’rn‘y restoration s’rrq’regles for hlgh prlorl’ry basms




“Excellent” Sites (>42) = Protection
—

“Excellent” scores
® > 46
© > 42 and <46

—#.121 sites scored
“excellent” at least
once

~#33 sites averaged

“excellent”




“Fair” Sites (28-36) = Restoration
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®“Fair” + n>1 +
since ‘08

O “Fair” at least once
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—#.648 sites scored “fair”
at least once

44348 sites scored
“filtered fair”




“Fair Sites’: Filters

Stream Order 1-4

Puget Lowland
Ecoregion

ampled > Twice



Prioritization Framework
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Watershed Management Matrix
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Level of Importance
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Additional Criteria
S

—# Fish presence Management Actions

~#Salmon recovery priorities  Feasible? Effective?

% Ownership ~#Habitat improvements
~#Bgsin size ~#Riparian plantings
“#|mpervious Area ~#SW retrofits
~#Fragmentation ~*Ag BMPs

¥ Watershed context ~**Education/outreach
~#Riparian condition ~*Legislation
'}?%TVqriabili’ry ~#|ncentives

~**|ntrinsic potential... "*Seeding inverts...
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