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1. Overview of the Steering Committee’s CWIP
Scenario Voting and Recommendation

®» Decision requested to approve the

recommended scenario

. Recommended Next Steps and Timing

®» Decision requested to approve timing for public

review of the draft CWIP




Backgrounad

®» |2 implementation scenarios were developed through

the Bay Program’s modeling tools

» Scenarios represented a range of different geographic

scales and N-effective watersheds

®» Scenarios represented a range of sectors and

associated best management practices

®» All scenarios achieved the required é6-million pound

nitrogen reduction and calculated the estimated costs



Scenario - Consensus

N-effective basins in the Susquehanna
Jurisdictions/Implementation Rate - PA/95%, MD/2%, NY /2%
« Cost-effective agricultural and urban BMPs

« CAST cost estimates $51million annually
/

Approve Scenario 5 for Further Consideration?
8 responses

@ VYes
® No

@ Neither yes or no, but will stand
aside

Geographic Extent of Scenario 4 & 5

Upper median of land river segments within the Susquehanna
watershed for total nitrogen relative effectiveness®

*Modeled using 1995 conditions
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Scenario - Majority Yes

-/ N-effective basins in the Susquehanna plus Eastern Shore
and Western Shore

¢+ Jurisdictions/Implementation Rate - PA/86%, MD/12%, NY /2%

% Cost-effective agricultural and urban BMPs

I

CAST cost estimates $96 million annually

Approve Scenario 8 for Further Consideration?
8 responses

® Yes
® No

Neither yes or no, but will stand
aside

Geographic Extent of
Scenario 8 & 9

Upper median of land river
segments within the
Susquehanna, Eastern Shore
(Upper, Middle, and Lower),
and Western Shore
geobasins for total nitrogen
relative effectiveness*

*Modeled using Conowingo

2 S
i e,
Y Y '}‘ ﬁ Chenango ‘

Tioga [ Broome ‘

Infill conditions '

e Tioga Bradford Susquehanna

3 Lycoming 4

4 Clinton / A
Y Lo

Clgarﬂeld = &t

| o]

e

D

=

7

tond! Franklin

Area Considered in the Scenario
[ county Boundaries
] Conowingo WIP Focal Geobasins

80
s \liles

Map préduced by Chesapeal
For use in the Conowi

Watershed Impl Plan
Data Sources: U.S. Geological Survey (2019), Chesapeake Bay Program (2020)

0

‘\m*‘
Vi
iR RE

Cappoll

E0)

e
Nl ‘\ _ 4 Z #__‘




Scenario - Split Yes/No

| Susquehanna + all other N-effective basins

o/ Jurisdictions/Implementation Rate - PA/67%, MD/23%, NY /9%,
VA/1%

 Cost-effective agricultural and urban BMPs

CAST cost eﬂ'rﬁmtes $82 million annually

Approve Scenario 10 for Further Consideration?

8 responses

® Ves
® No

@ Neither yes or no, but will stand
aside

Geographic Extent of
Scenario 2, 10, & 11

Susquehanna + top quartile of
land river segments for total

nitrogen relative effectiveness* J S

) Z_‘ -
[ onondaga) \c\)nendal 3 K\
| - prHerkimer |

Delaware

Y « ) 7 5 A
*modeled with Conowingo Infill ) N o ?" \S A o V
conditions ‘ McKean | Toga | Bradford ]“sque a"}’_j 4
- 7 < ~) L ES _Wayne
Area Considered in the Scenario J ¥ e ! AN o Wyomln}g y/ /
[ chesapeake Bay Watershed o~ pi§ Cameron . \Sullivan/ Lackawdnna
J/\ 9 Lycoming N\ £ ]
(Jeﬁerson : #Clinton sy E v-’GelLll’ﬂ“{ia Luzel ;L X
learfield LA A
[ Centre & nion F’Iontcur = >
| X 4 s
) L “ Snyder Northumber
Andiana : Jum;lta S¢ “ylki"/</
74 I AT it mf Dauphin 4
h”‘&/ Cambi Blair 7 . .Pe"y Z G s Berks
Huntingg.ion 2 : Q) <
/ L Cumberland N N,
% Bediord ) Lancaster YChest erLf\'
mers: R
/F”'t7 Franklin “Adams | oo \ /

Allegany i /\\ Washmgton

Carroll
Fredenck Baltlmore /ﬂ |
o7 wm}&
Ci 3

Garry

[ " /%Mineral - Berkele
/

| £ £ zHampshlre

A7
A

{Harford’\ Ceci

7 Jefferson- Howard Baltimot
Srant Montgomery /
\(Anne"Aru ndel

Y e
It I P\< Y \ﬁf’" )

v MU

\ W (N L ‘““l«?f'g\t\.ﬁ
: ‘ (f‘\ : ! /x,rf N / L\ﬁ\;}\wﬁqxv\ A
TR/ \g N g VRN

& Pt
b} \ AN A
0 25 \’:,,jso \400\ s Y]

Miles
Map produced by Chesay

For use in the Ce rshed Plan
Data a Sources U.8.Geol lngu ISlru-\( mn)) Chesapeake H ay Program (2020)

servancy. 5/28/2020

Calvert Derchester

W A Wicomico
7 r;) o 2 \%7\2 ‘ﬁf/‘PWorcﬁ /t

Westmoreland V} rs ESomers)et 4 »«,F

Mé‘\ Northumbérland ‘ii s ﬂ
Acco ck

d%ﬁ”j l;éﬁ




Scenario Recommendation

» The Steering Committee recommends including the single
consensus scenario in the draft CWIP for public review.

» The Steering Committee recommends the other 11 scenarios be
summarized in the Appendices to provide transparency on all
scenarios run during CWIP development.

The detailed scenarios are available for public review in CAST

Consistent with jurisdiction WIPs, if the scenario does not result in
sufficient progress, other scenarios may be considered for
Implementation as part of the adaptive management process.

PSC Decision Requested: Include only the Consensus Scenario in
the Draft CWIP for public review, with the other scenarios
summarized in the appendices.



CWIP Timing and Next Steps

» The Steering Committee agreed it is feasible to release a draft WIP for
public review prior to the Executive Council meeting on August 18.

» The Steering Committee agreed that further delaying the public draft
will Impact budget and schedule for the other two CWIP grant
activities, including the Finance Team

®» The financing plan is on a separate yet related track with the CWIP,
with the final proposed plan reliant upon the finalization of the CWIP.

»/The Steering Committee will be working with the Financing Team to
better understand the relative risks and costs of annual and structural
BMPs.

PSC Decision Requested: Approve release of draft CWIP as soon as
possible relative to the August 18 EC Meeling.



