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History of Decision Making
• 2014 – Extractive lands included in proposed P6 land-use 

classifications sent to WQGIT
• October 2014 – WQGIT approved land-use classifications at
• June 2015 – LUWG meeting: “extractive under further 

consideration”
• September 2015 –WTWG meeting, proposals for extractive in P6 

put on agenda
– Proposal 1: Extractive lands in mixed open, because:

1. No data to inform loading rates
2. No accurate spatial delineation of extractive lands
3. No BMP implementation

– Proposal 2: No counter proposal
• Would need to provide evidence contrary to the 3 points outlined above as to 

why extractive should be explicitly simulated

– MDE counter proposal:
• Apply open space relative loading rate to extractive lands



Reasons for including extractive in P6

A. There is precedent including extractive land in the modeling framework
– Extractive land has been included in the Phase 5 model, the Bay TMDL and MD’s Phase II WIP
– Removing extractive land due to a lack of loading data could set a precedent for other land-

uses with a paucity of data

B. Extractive land is regulated by NPDES permit
– Loads from NPDES-regulated lands should be defined as regulated within the modeling and 

accountability frameworks
– Extractive loads were part of the WLA within the Bay TMDL
– Reductions from extractive land were explicitly specified within MD’s Phase II WIP

C. The 3 preconditions for including a land use in Phase 6 are being met
1. No data to inform loading rates: MD requires monitoring in the extractive permit. 

Modeling could be used to supplement whatever data is available
2. No accurate spatial delineation of extractive lands: MD has accurate spatial data on 

extractive lands
3. No BMP implementation: Under NPDES permits, SW BMPs are required on extractive 

lands. 
Furthermore, the burden of proof for making a change (removing extractive) should require 
evidence showing that the preconditions are not being met (panel report, literature review) rather 
than an absence of evidence showing that they are being  met



MD Proposal

• As stated in September 2015 WTWG meeting

– Explicit estimates of extractive lands in land-use

– Apply relative loading rate for open space

– Explicit model simulation and output for extractive 
lands

• For tracking and management purposes

– Research and investigate loading rates for 
extractive lands for Phase 7 model

• Expert panel report
– Can use data currently being collected by MD mineral mines
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Extractive Lands Through Time
• Mineral Mines

– Mining activity correlated with 
construction activity 
• Materials needed for construction

– History of permits through time
• Permit issue and release dates

• Coal mines
– Mining activity has been constant over 

time
– History of permits through time

• Permit issue and release dates
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Possible Solutions

1. Extractive acres explicit in P6 with mixed 
open loading rate (preferred by MD)

2. Extractive acres assigned to mixed open

3. Extractive acres split between turf and mixed 
open (fractional approach)

4. Extractive acres reclassified to impervious

– In MAST, MD can break out into extractive


