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Watershed Model Development Status

November 2009 — Phase 5.2 output used for preliminary
allocations

March - May 2010 — Phase 5.3 output available; major
problems identified

— Few corrections made (e.g. urban E3 scenario definition), but others
deferred to new version (5.4 - ?)

June —July 2010 — Phase 5.3 output used for final allocations,
Phase | WIPs despite known flaws
— Work begins on revising land use; collecting state data for new version

Sometime in 2011 - 5.4 output available (in time for Phase Il
WIPs)



Phase 5.3 Issues

e Urban Issues — to be addressed in Version
“5.4” and used in Phase Il WIPs

— Undercounts urban acreage (particularly pervious
urban)

 Aglssues —to be addressed in Version “5.4”
and used in Phase Il WIPs
— Nutrient management
— Manure transport
— Excess manure



Watershed Model Land Use
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Phase 5.2 land cover
Southern Fairfax County, VA

WRTC meeting of July 8, 2010



Watershed Model Land Use

Phase 5.3 land cover
i Southern Fairfax County, VA

WRTC meeting of July 8, 2010



Watershed Model Land Use

Phase 5.3 (modified) land cover
&8 Southern Fairfax County, VA

WRTC meeting of July 8, 2010
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*Totals do not indude construction or extractive uses

WRTC meeting of July 8, 2010



Urban Land Use Acre Comparison

Total
Urban
Land
Use
Acres
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Phase 5.2

Low and High Intensity Pervious:

Low Intensity Impervious

High Intensity Impervious

Phase 5.3.1 < Phase 5.2

Phase 5.3 Phase 5.3.1

Phase 5.3.1 > Phase 5.2 > Phase 5.3

Some increases and some decreases from Phase 5.2 to Phase 5.3.1

WRTC meeting of July 8, 2010



Implications of Continued Model
Change

e TMDL uncertainty

— Loads will change from 5.3t0 5.4

— Source allocations (e.g. ag (biggest portion of Load Allocation) vs.
urban (largely in Waste Load Allocation) will change

— Adjustments to TMDL in 2011 - ?

® Land use a critical driver for loads at local level (small

segment-sheds or county-wide WIPs)
— Option for states,local jursidictions to supply own data for land use
estimation assumptions

— Option for jurisdictions to substitute their land use for Bay Program
default - ?



Issues for Further Exploration

* Load analysis at local level (land-river
segment) on hold; no one wants to work with

outdated numbers

* Impact of delivery ratios — waiting for Bay
Program feedback

e BMP analysis (by number, type and acres
treated)



Lessons from the WIP local pilots

 Importance of local land use

— Anne Arundel intends to use its land use and
maybe its load estimates

— Prince William wants to use OWML-generated
land use

e Flexible interpretation of MS4 responsibility

— Local governments not responsible for reductions
needed from federal, state, municipal, farm (and
even private -?) lands



Lessons from the WIP local pilots

e Local government to serve as clearinghouse

 Anne Arundel sees its role as keeping track of the land
use and reduction goals of the different land owners,
but not as the prime sponsor of retrofits or other
reduction measures

e State envisions being the “book keeper” for counties
without the same level of resources, e.g. Caroline
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