Synthesizing status and trend results
for indicators of river and stream health
in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed
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« Used USGS Non-Tidal Network as foundation for study design

Added additional indicators describing stream health

Tracking Status and Trends in Seven Key Indicators of River

Compiled data inventories and harmonized datasets ALl TR A L R S

Selected approaches for computing status and trends

Reported general patterns across stream health indicators
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Salinity status

Anthropogenic land use as potential driver of stream health
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Next steps: Exploring common drivers
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Explore common drivers
Compare watershed characteristics across
multiple stream health indicators in sites with

Assess site conditions
Compare metric values to ecological

Compute indicator metrics
Nutrients: median total phosphorus
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This information is preliminary and is subject to revision. Not for Citation or Distribution.
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Benthic macroinvertebrate IBI results
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Benthic IBI

) Stream Health report
_Streamflow for Rapidan-Upper
= Salinity Rappahannock

Biology: Most sites (83%) had
BIBI scores in Excellent/Good or
Fair categories
Habitat: Almost half of the sites
(49%) had low levels of
embeddedness
« Salinity: Most sites (89%) had
salinity levels at or around
background
Flow: All sites had moderately
elevated flashiness
Nutrients: Not enough
Report on number of sites in HUC with indicator data, the information (n < 3 sites)
percentage of sites with high/low-quality conditions, and data gaps

This information is preliminary and is subject to revision. Not for Citation or Distribution.
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Synthesizing Six Key Indicators of River and Stream Condition in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed

e Tool for collaborators to view: oy thescing it

d BaCkground Informat|on Nut\En¥\@pnd Suspended Sediment

Goal

i M et h O d S Background

Nutrients and sediments play a vital role in maintaining ecological functions. However, an overabundance of
either can be detrimental to the health of aquatic ecosystems. In the Chesapeake Bay Watershed, nutrients
such as nitrogen and phosphorus are often found at elevated levels, which can be harmful to sensitive aquatic
organisms. Sediments can block light sources needed by aquatic plants and can bury aquatic organisms and

b Site S pecific Status Res u |ts their habitats. The Chesapeake Bay Program is committed to monitoring and reducing excess nutrient and 5

sediment throughout the watershed as part of the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Total Maximum
Daily Load (TMDL).

e HUC Status Results

 HUC Summary Information Salinity
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* Resources and References

Text about methods

This information is preliminary and is subject to revision. Not for Citation or Distribution.



ext Steps: Data Visualization a USGS
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