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From Discharge-Compliance Towards 
Waterbody-Benefical Use Monitoring

 In the past: Think primarily in terms of discharges 
 Mostly focused on individual constituents in regulated 

discharges, and in waterbodies close to the discharge
 Comparing discharge measurements with numeric 

limits
 In the future: Think primarily in terms of conditions 

and beneficial uses
 Focus on conditions in space and time in receiving 

waters (then on stressors and sources)
 Measure the right response indicators
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Why is a Report Card System needed?

We need a report card system to:
 To organize current monitoring data
 To develop a waterbody-beneficial use monitoring 

program
 To disseminate monitoring data to the public, 

stakeholders, and decision makers
 To make informed decisions based on monitoring 

data

 Didn’t want to develop our own/new report card 
system
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MA Report Card System

 Originally developed to put the MA 305b report into 
a more usable format

 Developed by Warren Kimball of the MA Department 
of Environmental Protection, and automated by John 
Kiddon, Narragansett EPA

 It is currently used :
- As a pilot project in central MA for stream monitoring
- As a pilot project for New England’s lake and pond 

monitoring (Lake Attitash)



8 May 2012

Goals of MA Report Card

Environmental Baseline Status
Decision-making Guide ID problems

Prioritize problems
Geo-target problems
ID threats
ID remedial action groups

Public Accounting Trends

Coordinate Monitoring Information Inventory
ID information gaps
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3 Core Beneficial Uses



11 May 2012

3 Response Indicators
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7 Additional Indicators
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Stream Segments and Locations
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Color Coding
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Stressors
1515
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Metadata
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Sources
1717
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Segment
Data 
Sheet
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Segment
Data 
Sheet

Assess each 
indicator, criteria 

have to be 
developed

decision is made 
here!
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Overall Status:
Lowest indicator 

rank chosen

20
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Report Card

Report Card automatically 
created through segment 

data sheets
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San Diego River Watershed, 2005-2006
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San Diego River Watershed, 2005-2006
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San Diego River Watershed, 2005-2006
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San Diego River Watershed, 2005-2006
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San Diego River Watershed, 2005-2006
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San Diego River Watershed, 2005-2006

Reference sites: Fair-Good
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San Diego River Watershed, 2005-2006

Impact of Wildfires?
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San Diego River Watershed, 2005-2006

Poor Conditions in lower San 
Diego watershed
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San Diego River Watershed, 2005-2006

No data

3131



May 2012

San Diego River Watershed, 2005-2006

Data but no criteria

3232



33 May 2012

Environmental 
Baseline

Status Aquatic Life: Good condition in upper 
watershed, poor condition in lower 
watershed
Recreation: ? Monitoring Gap!
Fish Edibility:? Monitoring Gap!

Decision-
making Guide

ID problems

Prioritize problems
Geo-target problems

More monitoring needed + stressor / 
sources ID
After stressor / source ID
Lower watershed (where?)

Public 
Accounting

Trends (2000-2010) Reference sites still in good condition, 
lower watershed did not improve (water 
programs don’t work? Too much focus 
on stormwater?)

Coordinate 
Monitoring

Information Inventory
ID information gaps

Search for all datasets
Many spatial and temporal gaps,  
more/other indicators

Summary of San Diego River Watershed Report Card
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Successful Implementation of Watershed 
Report Cards

 Easy-to-use, automated system
 Framework is flexible enough to allow changes to 

indicators and criteria
 Necessary information is provided
 Powerful tool to disseminate data for mixed 

audience
 Learned from data and data gaps
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Next Steps

 Use collaborative approach with stakeholders
 Develop appropriate criteria for the San Diego region
 Develop monitoring program based on report cards
 Apply to other watersheds in the San Diego region
 Apply to other waterbodies in the San Diego region
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Questions?
lbusse@waterboards.ca.gov


