A holistic coastal assessment and reporting
framework that balances economic, social, and

environmental perspectives
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State: Chesapeake Bay Assessment
Framework
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State: Chesapeake Bay Assessment
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Great Barrier Reef-wide Paddock to Reef conceptual diagram
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Pressure, State, and Response: Great
Barrier Reef

80,000 -
60,000
40,000
_ ]
20,000 A
0- % ___ j——
NI S &
& & F S
-'QOQ ‘Kocb \(\OK \(\OK
S &F KL R
> X &
& N R R
O & Q
® S
&
o\

20,000 1
2_“:15,000 7 -
[

X

» 10,000 -

a

<

(@]

— 5,000
"
&

b‘o
b@
0(‘
&
\5.)
N
&O

30,000 -

20,000 A

LOADS (KG/Y)

10,000 -

.&Z'a"
O

A
)
QQ}

Catchment loads

B Anthropogenic
— Target
Natural

reefplan.qld.gov.au
ian.umces.edu



Pressure, State, and Response: Great
Barrier Reef
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Mississippi River Basin Report Card:
economic, social, and environmental
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Mississippi River Basin Report Card:
economic, social, and environmental
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Select indicators that convey
meaningful information and
can be reliably measured.
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Communicate results using
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Mississippi River Basin Report Card:
economic, social, and environmental

Workshop to identify
appropriate indicators
and data sources
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Mississippi River Basin Report Card:
economic, social, and environmental
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Mississippi River Basin Report Card:
economic, social, and environmental
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Mississippi River Basin Report Card:
economic, social, and environmental
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On-line survey tool

Goal 2: Flood control and risk reduction indicators

ators-survey

Goal 2: Flood control and risk reduction indicators

Drag answers into order of importance

Number of people at risk -
Flood water storage capacity $
River discharge capacity :
Green infrastructure/mitigating landscapes :
Interior drainage :
Miles of levee inspected and/or certified :
Repeated flooding :
C O O e |
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On-line survey tool

8 00 Goal 2: Flood control and risk reduction indicators "

risk-reduction/

Goal 2: Flood control and risk reduction indicators

Drag answers into order of importance

Number of people at risk
m=s-s- T 9

Flood water storage capacity
7

River discharge capacity
I

Green infrastructure/mitigating landscapes
|

Interior drainage
=
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Report Card process includes

workshops in each basin
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