
RPS Tool:
Final Indicator 

Selection



RPS Meeting Agenda

 Section 1: Introduction and Background (15 min)

 Introductions, RPS and Survey, Meeting outline 

 Introductions

 Briefly recap the main goals of the RPS project, the survey that was sent out, and the 
goals for today (indicator selection)

 Handouts

 Survey Results and Initial Indicator Selection Process

 Previous examples

 Reasoning behind selections



Section 2: Ecological Indicators (30 min) 

 Previous examples, survey results

 Select 5-10 ecological indicators

Section 3: Stressor Indicators (30 min)

Section 4: Social Indicators (NCTCOG) (30 min)

Conclusion (15 min)

 Review indicator selections and notes

 Document: who is doing what

 Closing remarks



Note to attendees

This is your chance to agree, disagree or add to these recommendations

 Stakeholder involvement is crucial to making this an effective tool

 Keep in mind, if you feel strongly about an indicator – you may be asked to 
contribute! 

Especially looking for additional sources to fill in data gaps

 Begin document with name and contact info for indicator data sources



Recovery Potential Screening Tool

 Recovery Potential Screening (RPS) provides a systematic approach for comparing waters or 
watersheds and identifying differences in how well they may respond to restoration

 Developed by Doug Norton and others at the EPA, Office of Water, RPS has been used 
successfully across the country for a variety of impairments and restoration goals

 Comprehensive resources accessible through Recovery Potential Screening tool website

http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/lawsguidance/cwa/tmdl/recovery/






303(d) Vision Project: Upper Trinity River
Through the 303(d) Vision project, AgriLife Research and Extension Stephenville is working with a 
team of partner organizations and stakeholders to determine the recovery potential of impaired 
segments and their designated subwatersheds in the Upper Trinity River

 Recovery Potential Screening allows for determination of how likely watersheds are to recover 
from the impairment of interest; in the case of this project - bacteria

 RPS tools offer a flexible framework that can be adapted across a wide range of circumstances. 

 If data exists, the tool provides a rapid assessment and comparison method for screening

Image from: http://media.nbcdfw.com/images/1200*675/dallas-swollen-trinity2.jpg



303(d) Vision Project regional groups of primary subwatersheds in the Upper Trinity River watershed.





RPS Methodology

 RPS provides a step-by-step methodology to follow (here)

http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/lawsguidance/cwa/tmdl/recovery/methodology.cfm
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Figure 8: 3-D Bubble Plot of Segments (Weighted). Blue circles indicate Reference Reaches and circles with 
red arrows indicate segments with the most social interest of recovery potential.
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Recovery Potential Indicators

For each subwatershed included in the analysis, indicators from each of 
the following categories are used: 

> Ecological 
> Stressor 
> Social context 

Determine the likelihood of success of restoration based on user 
selected criteria appropriate to the situation being assessed. 

A Recovery Potential Integrated (RPI) score is calculated by combining 
the ecological, stressor and social indices.

The list of possible indicators, along with examples, uses, likely data 
sources and reference sheets can be found in the materials provided
Ecological Indicators
Stressor Indicators
Social Context Indicators

http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/lawsguidance/cwa/tmdl/recovery/indicatorsecological.cfm
http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/lawsguidance/cwa/tmdl/recovery/indicatorsstressor.cfm
http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/lawsguidance/cwa/tmdl/recovery/indicatorssocial.cfm


Survey 
Results – Top 
Overall 
Indicators 
(31)

INDICATOR SCORE
watershed # of CAFOs 44
human health and safety 44
age of sewer infrastructure 41
estimated restoration cost 41
severity of loading 40
watershed # of septic systems 39
watershed % impervious cover 39
watershed % urban 38
maintenance of % natural cover 37
corridor % urban 37
linear % of channel through agriculture 37
% identified stressor sources 37
watershed population 37
watershed % natural cover 36
corridor % agriculture 36
large watershed management potential 36
land use change trajectory 35
political support 35
recreational resource 35
corridor soil erosion potential 34
corridor % legacy urban 34
jurisdictional complexity 34
funding eligibility 34
watershed size 33
bank stability/soils 33
corridor % wetlands 33
corridor slope 33
watershed stream density 33
watershed % agriculture 33
corridor % impervious cover 33
number of 303d listed causes 33

Ecological 8
Stressor 14
Social 9









Section 2: Ecological Indicators
 Select 5-10 ecological indicators

 For each indicator selected, consider the following:

1. Justification for use

2. Suggestions for data acquisition

3. Scoring, ranking or weighting suggestions to make available data comparable 
across all segments

 Questions to keep in mind:
 Is this indicator really going to inform recovery from a bacterial impairment?

 Is there accurate data available for this indicator, throughout the entire study region?

 Document with names of contributors to be developed 

 Are any of the indicators within a group too repetitive? Can similar indicators be 
eliminated, leaving a single indicator that would be most useful? 

 Are there any additional indicators that you think would be important for this region? 
(Write-in option)



Survey Results - Ecological

ECOLOGICAL
maintenance of % natural cover 37

watershed % natural cover 36

corridor soil erosion potential 34

watershed size 33

bank stability/soils 33

corridor % wetlands 33

corridor slope 33

watershed stream density 33

watershed % wetlands 32

watershed % streamlength unimpaired 31



Section 2: Stressor Indicators

 Select 5-10 ecological indicators

 For each indicator selected, have notes on the following:

1. Justification for use

2. Suggestions for data acquisition

3. Scoring, ranking or weighting suggestions to make available data comparable across all segments

 Questions to keep in mind:

 Is this indicator really going to inform recovery from a bacterial impairment?

 Is there accurate data available for this indicator, throughout the entire study region?

 Document with names of contributors to be developed 

 Are any of the indicators within a group too repetitive? Can similar indicators be eliminated, leaving a single 
indicator that would be most useful? 

 Are there any additional indicators that you think would be important for this region? (Write-in option)



Survey Results - Stressor

STRESSOR
watershed # of CAFOs 44

age of sewer infrastructure 41

severity of loading 40

watershed # of septic systems 39

watershed % impervious cover 39

watershed % urban 38

corridor % urban 37

linear % of channel through agriculture 37

corridor % agriculture 36

land use change trajectory 35



Section 3: Social Indicators
 Select 5-10 ecological indicators

 For each indicator selected, have notes on the following:

1. Justification for use

2. Suggestions for data acquisition

3. Scoring, ranking or weighting suggestions to make available data comparable across all 
segments

 Questions to keep in mind:

 Is this indicator really going to inform recovery from a bacterial impairment?

 Is there accurate data available for this indicator, throughout the entire study region?

 Document with names of contributors to be developed 

 Are any of the indicators within a group too repetitive? Can similar indicators be eliminated, leaving 
a single indicator that would be most useful? 

 Are there any additional indicators that you think would be important for this region? (Write-in 
option)



Survey Results – Social Context

SOCIAL CONTEXT
human health and safety 44
estimated restoration cost 41
% identified stressor sources 37
watershed population 37
large watershed management potential 36
political support 35
recreational resource 35
jurisdictional complexity 34
funding eligibility 34
government agency involvement 32
certainty of causal linkages 32
watershed # of drinking water intakes 32



Conclusion

 Review indicator selections and notes

 Document

 Name, contact info, date of communication

 Closing remarks



Next Steps:

 Acquire data on each indicator

 Will be contacting participants

 Narrow down initial indicator choices as new information emerges

 Communicate final indicator list to participants 

 Will allow a short period for comments (electronic) before final score is 
calculated

 Calculate final RPS scores based on chosen indicator values
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