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2010 Budget Case Study
Example

e Criteria sum used to rank HUC12's — on map._
(poor to good condition watersheds based on
187 indicators)

— Maps look different with identical data — depends
on values (how the indicators were combined into
the criteria sum)

e Criteria sums for each indicator across the
entire region compared — to show “drivers” of
environmental condition.

— Bar graphs
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Applications

8-hour ozone nonattainment areas.
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Sion Impact of uncertainty.
1 11l 2010 Budget based on science
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