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Regional Factors

CBP-specific terminology

Loading factors that are applied equally to all
nonpoint sources upstream of a monitoring
station to improve load calibration

Ad-hoc use in Phase 2 and Phase 4
Systematic use in Phase 5
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MD points out that regional factors vary over the state, resulting in variability in pound
per acre loads between counties, which has implications for communicating results
and for trading.
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Scale in the Chesapeake Bay Program Watershed Model
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Scale in the Chesapeake Bay Program Watershed Model
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Scale in the Chesapeake Bay Program Watershed Model
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Question to be asked in May

 Were we successful in our attempt to avoid
using calibrated regional factors?

* |s the calibration without calibrated regional
factors as good as the Phase 5 calibration with
calibrated regional factors?

 Would any gain in load accuracy with the
addition of calibrated regional factors be
worth the loss in explanatory power?



Remember how the model is used
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Remember how the model is used
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Question to be asked in May

 Were we successful in our attempt to avoid
using calibrated regional factors?

* |s the calibration without calibrated regional
factors as good as the Phase 5 calibration with
calibrated regional factors?

 Would any gain in load accuracy with the
addition of calibrated regional factors be
worth the loss in explanatory power?



What we hope to say in June (IMHO)

 Working together in the Chesapeake Bay
Program Partnership, the Phase 6 Watershed
Model has significant improvements in input
data, in the representation of watershed
processes through multiple models, and in

u

nderstandability by the partnership

* The agreement with loads estimated from
monitoring data is similar to previous models

o T
P
P

ne partnership can be confident in using the
nase 6 model in similar ways as it used the

nase 5 model.



