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Criteria for Scorecard design:
- Appeal to diverse readers
. Make use of the web
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. Mention indicators for
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Supply | water flowing in streams and in the Napa River.
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and provide a common vocabulary for discussing natural resource stewardship in Natural
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Scorecard, a simple one-page report card on the condition of our natural re-
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tially, we focused on one key element: water supply. We selected five indices with respect to historic
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Precipita-

with which to answer the question: Trend could be ana-
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in the MST basin over the past 30 years. Recharge
from winter rains was slightly greater that it was
from 1980 to 2000.
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future, for people and nature?
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. Develop and score a set of multi-metric indices for water supply that is based Water Independence
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accurate, comprehensible, relevant, and addresses: How are we doing? Anatomy of an indicator: Groundwater - MST Basin in Napa Valley We have not yet accounted for

error in our analyses

. analyses of individual metrics
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. Statistical error for score has not yet been evaluated
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From metric to scorecard
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Metric Indicator 000 oo The project team wrestled with matching up information we want to convey with
Metric ‘ the limited set of available data to develop health indicators and indices
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. report on sustainability and watershed health watershed should account for this early and transparently.



