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Figure 9.2. The process of adaptive management.
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*Vulnerability is the sum of projected impacts and adaptive capacity; this step is done by managers when they evaluate the
projected impacts and their capacity to respond during their planning process

**Assessing the capacity to respond in the management community is equivalent to assessing adaptive capacity in the

climate community
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Existing Assessment Programs
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San Francisco Bay
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Bay habitat loss is slowly being
reversed, but it could take nearly
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AREA GRADE SUMMARY
Habitat
Bay habitat loss is slowly being
D + reversed, but pace of restoration
unchanged since 2003 - at current rate,
Score = 31

maore than 150 years to reach tidal marsh
restoration goal.

Freshwater Inflow

c+ Reduced inflows still degrade the Bay
ecosystem - inflow improved in 2004,

Score = 58 | but overall conditions since 2000 are

worse than two previous decades.

i

Water Quality
Open waters are cleaner than in 2003,
B - but not all standards are met in parts of
the Bay.Toxic sediments, stormwater
Score = 65 runoff are major problems. South and
San Pablo Bays are most polluted.

2

N
(J

Food Web

Plankton levels in Suisun Bay are still
F critically low, reducing food resources
for fish and birds. Phytoplankton
Score = 10 | tevels in all other parts of the Bay are
improving.

Shellfish
B Crab and shrimp numbers rise in Central
and South Bays, but not in the upper
Score = 73 Bay. Estuarine species lose ground to
marine shellfish.
Fish
c Recent upward trend reverses, fish
- populations return to critically low
Score = 45 levels. Estuarine species of the upper

Bay are hardest hit.
C-

Score = 38 | to rise, drinking water violations hold
steady.

Stewardship
) Little progress towards conserving
c - more water, reducing pesticide use, and
restoring freshwater inflows, but some
Score = 46 efforts to issue pollution limits move
forward.

Fishable-Swimmable-Drinkable
Maore fish were caught but most are still
unsafe to eat. Beach closures continue
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200 years to reach the tidal marsh short- T
Score =32 | restoration goal. term
Freshwater Inflow 7 long-
D Reduced inflows are still degrading ! ‘ term
the Bay ecosystem, and recent gains
from wetter years and new standards | short- l
Score =29 | are being eroded term | ¥
s Water Quality Bl ong-
Open waters are cleaner, but _ T term
@ c standards are not met in parts :
o< of the Bay. Toxic sediments and
Score =55 | storm runoff are a major problem.
. Food Web ‘ Bl ong-
Lamg ™ F Plankton levels in the upper Bay a‘ tenm
t i | have crashed, reducing food sources |
‘,_ 4 for fish and birds. Alien species are short- =
Score =10 | |ocally dominant. term '
Shellfish | | long-
B_ Crab and shrimp numbers are BN term
increasing, but commercial harvest is tort: B
. . . short-
Score = 63 still down from previous high levels. P, 1
Fish . ‘ long-
’ ‘ - After a long decline, fish popula- ¥ term
tions are stable at low levels, but -
some species are still endangered. short-
Score = 39 : g term
Fishable-Swimmable-Drinkable ‘ long-
. D+ Fish are harder to catch, and . term
unsafe to eat. Beach closures are up, | ¢hort-
Score =31 | drinking water violations are down. | tarm
@ Stewardship | l | long-
o c_ Water conservation, pollution ¥ term
limits, monitoring, and restoration
efforts are finally underway, but short-
Score =43 term

progress is slow.

Grades are for the 2002-2005 period

A = Excellent D =Poor A =improving
B = Good F = Critical ¥ =declining
C = Fair <p = stable
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Bay Health

1 2% 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

of Gonl Achieved Standards attainment: data represent Synar period (data year and preceding 2 years)

e 1. Water Quality
WETLANDS RESTORATION EFFORTS

e 2. Habitats & Lower Food
Web
3. Fish & Shellfish

50% 1980 1995 2000 2008 2010
of Goal Achieved

Data and Methods: www.chesapeaksbay.net/status_wetlandsrestored.aspx
4 Accounting Begins

Percent of Bay
Meeting Guidelines
100

78% 2005 2010 35% 1984 1980 1995 2000 2005
of Goal Achieved . of Goal Achieved

sidered as a management
level correspond with a level Data and Methods: www.chesapeakebay.net/status_baygrasses.aspx
that presarves 20% of the bius crab spawning potantia.
chesapeakebay.net/status_bluacrab.aspx

0
55'%! 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005
of Goal Achieved

Data and Methods: www.chesapeakebay.net/status_phytoplankton.aspe
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Water Quality

Dissolved Oxygen
Mid-Channel Clarity
Chilorophyll a

Chemical Contaminants

Habitats and
Lower Food Web
Bay Grasses
Phytoplankton
A4% Bottom Habitat

of Goals —
Achieved Tidal Wetlands

Fish & Shellfish

Blue Crab
Oyster
Striped Bass
Shad

Juvenile Menhaden

Not quantified in relation to a goal

Mot quantified in relation to a goal




Watershed Assessment




Nested Indicator Categories
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Nested Indicator Categories
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Nested Indicator Categories
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Watershed Assessment Framework
Challenge:

Conservation,
Restoration &
Management
of Habitat
Function in
Face of
Changing
Conditions

Foundation




Challenge: I

Conservation, Call to Action:

Restoration & : :
Management ¢ Set mez_alsurable g_qals for |nd|c<'_;1tor
of Habitat categories and utilize standardized
Function In . _

Face of methodologies:

Rding » to test climate model predictions
Conditions

 to inform future climate change modeling
to measure progress
to inform the public

to decrease uncertainty & better understand
the watershed system along the way

to become model for State & the country




	Assessing & Forecasting Watershed Ecosystem Status within a Consistent Regional Framework��Standardized Watershed Report Cards
	Climate Change Prognosis
	Goal
	Integrated Watershed Assessment Framework
	Existing Assessment Programs
	Chesapeake Bay
	Indicators
	Watershed Assessment
	Nested Indicator Categories
	Nested Indicator Categories
	Nested Indicator Categories
	Watershed Assessment Framework
	Watershed Assessment Framework

