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INDICATORS | &2 o ion | eyl
Water Chemistry X X X
Bioaccumulation X X X
Toxicity X
Ulva X
(green alga)
Open Substrate X X X X
Surf Grass X X X X
Fleshy Algae X X
Sea Stars X X
Mussel Beds X X
Limpets X X
Species Diversity X X X X X
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Organism Impact Type Test Grade Criteria Grade
Impact site not significantly different from .
EPA methods Control site
W et weather (stormwater) Sites influenced by Buck 75% normal < Impact site < 90% control ©
effect on kelp reproduction Gully compared to control 60% normal < Impact site < 75% control O
sites

45% normal < Impact site < 60% control @
Macrocystis Impact site < 45% control @
Impact site not significantly different from )

EPA methods Control sites or >90% normal
W et weather (stormwater) Comparison of percent 60% normal < Impact site < 80% normal O

effect on development development from mussels :

p deployed near Buck Gully to | 40% normal < Impact site < 60% normal O
control sites 20% normal < Impact site < 40% normal q ]
Mytilus Impact site < 20% normal (")
Impact site not significantly different from ®

EPA methods control site or reference chart
W et weather (stormwater) Laboratory reference toxicant|Impact site sig. different from control site but O

effect on development test compared to controls and w/in 2 std. dev. of lab control chart
established standards Impact site sig. different from control site & @
Mytilus outside 2 std. dev. of lab control chart
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