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ÅWhat and Why
ÅPlanning Targets, Local Goals
ÅProgress
ÅWhy is this Important?

ÅWhere ςBy County

ÅWho, When
ÅAction items, Measurable outputs and outcomes, timelines
ÅMilestones, Progress Reporting, Indicators
ÅOther

ÅHow
ÅLocal Planning Goal Workgroup Toolbox
ÅWatershed Agreement Outcomes and Indicators
ÅBay Program and SRBC Resources and Modeling Tools

Objectives ςThe Phase 3 WIP Story



PA Draft Phase 3 WIP Planning Targets + Reference Loads
Nitrogen Load

No-Action

(M lbs)

E3

(M lbs)

2016 Progress

(M lbs)

Phase II WIP 

(reference)

(M lbs)

Draft Phase III WIP 

Planning Target

(M lbs)

PA Eastern Shore 0.81 0.29 0.76 0.43 0.45

PA Potomac 11.04 4.08 9.15 5.39 6.06

PA Susquehanna 127.82 48.05 99.60 63.99 66.65

PA Western Shore 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.02

PA Total 139.71 52.32 109.55 69.82 73.18

Phosphorus Load

No-Action

(M lbs)

E3

(M lbs)

2016 Progress

(M lbs)

Phase II WIP 

(reference)

(M lbs)

Draft Phase III WIP 

Planning Target

(M lbs)

PA Eastern Shore 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03

PA Potomac 0.72 0.19 0.44 0.32 0.35

PA Susquehanna 6.70 1.46 3.47 2.76 2.69

PA Western Shore 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

PA Total 7.47 1.67 3.94 3.10 3.07
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PA Nitrogen ςPhase 6 Loads and Target
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Iƻǿ Řƻ ǿŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ άƭƻŎŀƭέΚ

Å{ǘŜǇ мΥ /ƻƴǾŜǊǘ ŀƴȅ /ƘŜǎŀǇŜŀƪŜ .ŀȅ άŘƛŜǘέ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ 
local PA stream diet.
ÅCBP Model has estimates of nutrient and sediment 

delivery from the field to local streams through large 
rivers and to the Bay. 

ÅPounds of pollutant delivered to the Bay can be 
expressed as pounds delivered to local streams using 
these factors.

ÅIf 73.18 M lbsƻŦ bƛǘǊƻƎŜƴ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ .ŀȅ ƛǎ t!Ωǎ 
/ƘŜǎŀǇŜŀƪŜ .ŀȅ άŘƛŜǘέΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƛǎ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ǘƻ 
108.06 M lbsof Nitrogen delivered to local streams. 73.18 M Lbs

(Bay)

111.06 M Lbs
(Local Streams)

Source:
Matt Johnston, University of Maryland



Iƻǿ Řƻ ǿŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ άƭƻŎŀƭέΚ

ÅStep 2: Choose a geography to split up the diet.
ÅCBP Model can provide pollution by:

ÅSmall watershed ςSwataraCreek (122)
ÅCounty ςBerks (43)
ÅSub-basin ςLower Susquehanna River (6)
ÅRiver basin ςSusquehanna River (3)

ÅRegardless of geography selected, data can be provided 
to localities at any level.

108.06 M Lbs
(Local Streams)

Source:
Matt Johnston, University of Maryland



Source:
Matt Johnston, University of Maryland

Rivers - 122

Counties - 42

Sub-Basins - 6

Land-River Segments (LRSEG) - 505



Where Should Efforts be Targeted?

Tier 1 - First 25% of Reductions

Tier 2 - Second 25% of Reductions

Tier 3 - Third 25% of Reductions

Tier 4 - Last 25% of Reductions

Source:
Matt Johnston, University of Maryland
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Estimated Reductions in Lbsof Nitrogen Delivered to PA Streams as of 2016, and Additional 
Reductions Needed by 2025 (Numbers Draft)

Loads Already Reduced as of 2016.

Reduction Needed from 2016.

Controllable Load that does NOT Need 
to be Reduced.

Loads that are Uncontrollable 

Purpose of the Phase III WIP is to 
describe programs and policies 
that will eliminate the green bar in 
each county (or geography of 
choice).

Tier 1 (First 25% of Reductions)

Tier 2 (Second 25% of Reductions)

Tier 3 (Third 25% of Reductions)

Tier 4 (Final 25% of Reductions)

Source:
Matt Johnston, University of Maryland



Local 
Initiatives

Potential progress with new and 
existing state agency programs

Reductions Already Made

Hypothetical journey to a county goal (nitrogen)

Permitting, 
Compliance and 
Enforcement 
Initiatives

Technical and Financial Assistance 
and Outreach Initiatives

Progress from 1985 through 2016

Level of Effort ςConceptual Framework

+

Customized Partnership by County 



Existing Programs/Enhancements -- PROPOSED

ÅAgriculture ς
ÅCompliance ς

Å Manure Management
Å Act 38
Å Agriculture Erosion and Sediment Control

ÅTechnical/Financial Assistance and Outreach 
Å Soil Health (PA in the Balance)
Å Expanded Nutrient Management
Å Manure Treatment, Storage and Transportation
Å Riparian Ecosystems

ÅStormwater
ÅCompliance

Å MS4s and PRPs
Å Refinements in Next Permit Cycle
Å Non-MS4 Communities 

ÅTechnical/Financial Assistance and Outreach 
Åά¢ǊŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ tƻƭƭƛƴŀǘƻǊǎέ
Å Stream Restoration 

ÅFertilizer Bill

ÅWastewater -- Compliance
Å Existing Permit Caps 
ÅNon-Significant Facilities 
ÅENR at Significant Facilities 
ÅSeptics

Å Connections to Treatment Facilities
Å Nutrient Treatment on on-lot Systems

ÅForestry  (Sector Growth)
ÅRiparian/Forest Buffers
ÅProtected Lands/Land Conservation

Å Agriculture and Forest 

ÅTree Canopy
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.ŀȅ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ ά{ǘŀŎƪƛƴƎέ 9ŦŦƻǊǘǎ

ÅBrook Trout

ÅClimate Resiliency 

ÅFish Habitat

ÅForest Buffers

ÅHealthy Watersheds

ÅProtected Lands

ÅPublic Access

ÅStream Health

ÅSubmerged Aquatic Vegetation

ÅToxic Contaminants

ÅTree Canopy

ÅWetlands
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