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• 2013 Milestones (and WIPs) were developed on 
2010 base conditions (land uses, animal 
population, septic systems) but will be assessed 
on 2013 base conditions for these parameters.  

Milestone Base Conditions 
Issue 



• Two versions of the 2011 model assessment were 
run: 
o 2011 Progress = 2011 base conditions 
o 2011 with 2010 base conditions (same as Milestones & 

WIPs)  

Milestone Base Conditions 
Issue 



Land Area 
CB Watershed-Wide Post-BMP 

9.006 8.950

5.120 5.162

26.555 26.568

0.419 0.419

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

2011 w/ 2010 Base 2011 Progress (w/ 2011 Base)

M
ill

io
n 

ac
re

s

Agriculture Urban Wastewater+CSO
Septic Forest NonTidalWater      

247.187 247.2920.04%

-0.62%

0.83%

0.05%



Nitrogen Loads  
CB Watershed-Wide Delivered 

108.541 108.256

39.734 40.073

44.424 44.424

8.281 8.326

43.789 43.794

2.418 2.418

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

2011 w/ 2010 Base 2011 Progress (w/ 2011 Base)

M
ill

io
n 

lb
s

Agriculture UrbanStormwater Wastewater+CSO
Septic Forest NonTidalWater AtDep

247.187 247.292

0.04%



Phosphorus Loads  
CB Watershed-Wide Delivered 
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Total Solids Loads  
CB Watershed-Wide Delivered 
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2010-2011 
Base 

Difference 

2010-2011 
Base 

Difference 

2010-2011 
Base 

Difference 

2010-2011 
Base 

Difference 

del_TOTN 
(lbs/year) % del_TOTP 

(lbs/year) % 

Agriculture -79,908 -0.39% 30,700 0.61% 
UrbanStormwater 103,531 1.00% 6,972 0.54% 
Wastewater+CSO 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Septic 22,346 0.90% 0 0.00% 
Forest -18,259 -0.15% -4,039 -0.52% 
NonTidalWaterAtDep 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
AllSources 27,711 0.04% 33,634 0.41% 

2011 with 2010 Base → 2011 Base  
VA Load Difference 



2010-2011 
Base 

Difference 

2010-2011 
Base 

Difference 

2010-2011 
Base 

Difference 

2010-2011 
Base 

Difference 

del_TOTN 
(lbs/year) % del_TOTP 

(lbs/year) % 

Agriculture -158,009 -0.84% -1,599 -0.10% 
UrbanStormwater 111,374 1.18% 4,115 0.57% 
Wastewater+CSO 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Septic 26,067 0.87% 0 0.00% 
Forest -1,948 -0.04% -576 -0.38% 
NonTidalWaterAtDep 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
AllSources -22,515 -0.04% 1,940 0.06% 

2011 with 2010 Base → 2011 Base  
MD Load Difference 
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Difference 

2010-2011 
Base 

Difference 

2010-2011 
Base 

Difference 

del_TOTN 
(lbs/year) % del_TOTP 

(lbs/year) % 

Agriculture 41,054 0.07% 6,906 0.27% 
UrbanStormwater 99,191 0.57% 1,938 0.26% 
Wastewater+CSO 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Septic -3,577 -0.17% 0 0.00% 
Forest 12,819 0.06% 287 0.07% 
NonTidalWaterAtDep 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
AllSources 149,487 0.13% 9,132 0.19% 

2011 with 2010 Base → 2011 Base  
PA Load Difference 



2010-2011 
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2010-2011 
Base 

Difference 

2010-2011 
Base 

Difference 

del_TOTN 
(lbs/year) % del_TOTP 

(lbs/year) % 

Agriculture 23,041 0.70% 1,861 0.63% 
UrbanStormwater 6,058 1.59% 313 1.51% 
Wastewater+CSO 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Septic 2,087 1.33% 0 0.00% 
Forest 753 0.23% 8 0.10% 
NonTidalWaterAtDep 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
AllSources 31,939 0.76% 2,182 0.67% 

2011 with 2010 Base → 2011 Base  
DE Load Difference 
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2010-2011 
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Difference 

2010-2011 
Base 

Difference 

del_TOTN 
(lbs/year) % del_TOTP 

(lbs/year) % 

Agriculture -30,491 -1.20% 5,996 1.20% 
UrbanStormwater 18,820 2.27% 1,443 1.39% 
Wastewater+CSO 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Septic 2,911 1.64% 0 0.00% 
Forest -1,587 -0.10% -397 -0.35% 
NonTidalWaterAtDep 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
AllSources -10,347 -0.19% 7,042 0.87% 

2011 with 2010 Base → 2011 Base  
WV Load Difference 
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2010-2011 
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Difference 

del_TOTN 
(lbs/year) % del_TOTP 

(lbs/year) % 

Agriculture -80,662 -1.90% -1,912 -0.40% 
UrbanStormwater -912 -0.07% -161 -0.14% 
Wastewater+CSO 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Septic -4,492 -1.40% 0 0.00% 
Forest 13,567 0.44% 475 0.43% 
NonTidalWaterAtDep 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
AllSources -72,499 -0.70% -1,598 -0.18% 

2011 with 2010 Base → 2011 Base  
NY Load Difference 
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Difference 

del_TOTN 
(lbs/year) % del_TOTP 

(lbs/year) % 

Agriculture 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
UrbanStormwater 747 0.36% 84 0.50% 
Wastewater+CSO 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Septic 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Forest -131 -1.56% -2 -1.43% 
NonTidalWaterAtDep 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
AllSources 616 0.03% 82 0.10% 

2011 with 2010 Base → 2011 Base  
DC Load Difference 



• Need to make decision on which baseline to use 
in progress for measuring against 2013 
Milestones (that were developed on 2010 
baseline).   

• For future Milestones (post-2013): 
o Decision for which baseline to use when measuring 

status against goals should be uniform through time, 
i.e., Milestones and WIPs.  

o 2017 Progress will be weighed against 2017 Milestones 
(and 2017 WIPs).   

o Decision for which baseline to use when measuring 
status against goals should be uniform among 
jurisdictions.   

Milestone Base Conditions 
Decisions 



• Growth Offsets – TMDL clearly states that 
jurisdictions need to offset any new or increased 
loads resulting from growth.  This includes any 
increased loads associated with land use changes, 
populations, septic, etc.  
o Jurisdictions’ decision to develop TMDL with 2010 

background conditions (landuse, animal population, 
septic) – with some understanding of pros and cons of 
doing so.   

o Did not have projected conditions for all parameters 
for Phase II WIPs and 2013 Milestones. 

o Currently projecting one year at a time for progress.   

Milestone Base Conditions 
Discussion 



• Need to communicate exactly what “progress” 
represents.   
o “Allocation air” or current atmospheric deposition 
o Constant delivery factors 
o With or without inclusion of tidal water atmospheric 

deposition 

Milestone Base Conditions 
Discussion 



• Accountability – It has always been the 
prerogative of jurisdictions to change practices 
and programs from those in current plans, but 
must maintain assurance that goals will be met.  
o Accountable for loads and meeting water quality 

standards 
o EC accountability for all practices on the ground (that 

would meet water quality standards) by 2025  

Milestone Base Conditions 
Discussion 
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• Chesapeake Bay Program indicators featured on 
the ChesapeakeBay.net website 
o N, P and S Pollution Indicators using Nitrogen as an 

Example 
 

• Issue from last MSWG meeting is portraying 
progress using current hydrology – with the 
model.   
 

Portraying Load Changes 
Issue 

























• Issue from last MSWG meeting is portraying 
progress using current hydrology – with the 
model.  
o Indicator “Loads and Annual Average River Flow” 

shows current loads affected by hydrology from both 
monitoring and modeling.   

o Model output that’s typically shown is average annual 
hydrology (1991 – 2000 period as decided by WQGIT). 

o Currently extending precipitation and meteorological 
data to 2011 for the Phase 5.3.2 model.   
 

Portraying Load Changes 
Issue 



• Issue from last MSWG meeting is portraying 
progress using current hydrology – with the 
model.  
o Could model “current” loads in next version of the 

model if Modeling Workgroup chooses NLDAS (North 
American Land Data Assimilation Systems) – pros and 
cons of data set.   

o Would not be used for assessing “progress” as heavily 
influenced by hydrology for current year; would not 
necessarily capture critical conditions; etc.     
 

Portraying Load Changes 
Issue 
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