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"Chesapeake watershed map" by Kmusser - Own work,
Elevation data from SRTM, hydrologic data from the
National Hydrography Dataset, urban areas from Vector
Map, all other features from the National Atlas.. Licensed
under CC BY-SA 3.0 via Wikimedia Commons -
http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Chesapeakewater
shedmap.png#/media/File:Chesapeakewatershedmap.png




The law & policy on how to address the Chesapeake Bay
has evolved over 40+ years

1972 Clean
Water Act

1979
Deadline
to clean up
“impaired
waters”

1983 EPA
signs 1t
Agreement
(PA, VA,
MD, DC)

1987
Revised
agreement
to reduce
nitrogen by
40%.

1999
Lawsuit,
consent

decree

2000 New
Ches. Bay
Agreement
(40%
reduction,
off
impaired
waters list
by 2010)

2007
Inspector
General
Report




The legal framework has tightened over time

2010 TMDL
established,
WIPs
started

2014
Watershed
Agreement

2015

American
Farm
Bureau
Decision
(37 Cir.)

2017
Midpoint
Assessment

2019 WIP
Phase Il
due

2020 CBF
files 60 day
notice of
intent to
sue EPA;
lawsuits
filed

2025
Deadline
for
practices to
be in place




In 2010,the Chesapeake Bay “Total Maximum Daily
Load” created the first-in-the-nation regulatory
requirements for an entire watershed

Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily Load
for Nitrogen, Phosphorus and Sediment

December 29, 2010

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 3
Water Protection Division
Air Protection Division
Office of Regional Counsel
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 3
Chesapeake Bay Program Office
Annapolis, Maryland

and

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 2
Division of Environmental Planning and Protection
New York, New York

in coordination with

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Water
Office of Air and Radiation
Office of General Counsel
Office of the Administrator
Washington, D.C

and in collaboration with

Delaware, the District of Columbia, Maryland, New York,
Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West Virginia

- Legal requirement to reduce nutrients, achieve standards for
dissolved oxygen, water clarity, and Chlorophyll A, and meet
living resources goals

- The 2010 TMDL set Bay watershed limits of 185.9 million
pounds of nitrogen, 12.5 million pounds of phosphorus and
6.45 billion pounds of sediment per year.

- 25% reduction in nitrogen
- 24% reduction in phosphorus
- 20% reduction in sediment

- “The TMDL is designed to ensure that all pollution control
measures needed to fully restore the Bay and its tidal rivers
are in place by 2025, with at least 60 percent of the actions
completed by 2017”



Implementation responsibility: 6 states + Washington DC
through “Watershed Implementation Plans” (WIPs)

Ontario

Expectation
letter

Phase | 2009 2010
Phase Il 2011 2012
Phase Il 2018 2019

Key Phase lll requirement:

“Specify the programmatic and numeric
commitments in order to have all practices and
controls in place by 2025 to achieve the final Phase
Il WIP nutrient and sediment planning targets”
Phase Ill Expectation Fact Sheet

Atlantic
Ocean

NC

https://www.epa.gov/chesapeake-bay-tmdl/chesapeake-bay-tmdl-fact-sheet



https://www.epa.gov/chesapeake-bay-tmdl/chesapeake-bay-tmdl-fact-sheet
https://www.chesapeakebay.net/documents/Updated_Phase_III_WIP_Expectations_Fact_Sheet.pdf

In late 2010
the Ameri
o are 201C . erican Farm B
u
ederal court; however, c;ﬁitlg t:ltpzﬂ flizle(}la
eld the TMDL

Procedural history:

IN THE UNIT ED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF PENNSY LVANIA

AMERICAN FARM BU REAU :
FEDEK\TK).\. etal., : CIVIL NO. |:lI-C\'—0067

Plaintiffs

2013: 99 pa -
' ge decision b
for C y Judge Rambo i o
. Appezrl]t:jal Pennsylvania upholding EPA(')SIZ U.S District Court
2015: ?d o 3™ Circuit Court of A | ecision

: 3" Circuit upheld case ppeals

UNITED STATES
EN\'IR().\‘.\\E.\T.\L PRO'l’ECTl(),\' s Judge SYIV ia H. Rambo
AGENCY, ef al., 2

Defendants

.\IE)IOR.\NDL'.\\

Presently before the court ar¢ several motions for summary judgment

related to an administrative eV jew of the issuance of the Chesapeake Bay Total

2016:
US Supreme Court denied certiorari

Maximum Daily Load for Nitrogen. Phosphorus. and Se ~TMDL", “Bay

TMDL”, or wFinal TMDL?)- Plaintiffs filed a joint motion 107 mmary judgment

Key findings:

(Doc. 95) and Defendant United States Env ironmental Protection Agency (“EPA")

-nt (Doc. 99). Some Defendant-Intervenors

n (Docs. 102 & 108), and other

filed briefs in support of EPA’s ¢ro
Defendant-Intery enors filed 2 s€pe cross-motion for summary judgment and

brief in support (Docs. 103 & 104) that largely >upplcmcmcd EPA’s motion. For

2010 TMDL
represented lawful federalism under the Cl
e Clean

Water Act '

, particularly gi

° PUbl . given COnSUItat' m

ic comment period was sufficient on/engagement

EPA’s '
modeling & use of data was appropriat
e

the reasons that follow, Plaintiffs’ mouon will be denied, and EPA’sand Defendant-

Intervenors cross-motions will be granted-

L Bachurunnd

Plaintiffs ar¢ secking @ declaratory judgment and injunctive relief

against EPA, asking the court to vacate the Final TMDL for the Chesapeake Bay-



In 2014, the Chesapeake Watershed Agreement provided
principles, goals & outcomes to accomplish the TMDL and more

WATER QUALITY

Restoring the Bay's waters is critical to overall watershed restoration because clean
water is the foundation for healthy fisheries, habitats and communities across the
region. However excess amounts of nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment in the Bay
and its tributaries have caused many sections of the Bay to be listed as “impaired”
under the Clean Water Act. The Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) is
driving nutrient and sediment reductions as described in the Watershed Implementation

Plans (WIPs), adopted by the states and the District of Columbia, and establishes the
\/ foundation for water quality improvements embodied in this Agreement. These plans set
nutrient and sediment reduction targets for various sources—stormwater, agriculture, air

C H E EAKE deposition, wastewater and septic systems.

WATERSHED
AGREEMENT

GOAL: Reduce pollutants to achieve the water quality
' necessary to support the aquatic living resources of the Bay 7
and its tributaries and protect human health.




In 2017, the Mid-Point Assessment found progress and

the need for more action

Midpoint Assessment of the
Chesapeake Bay

Overview
The Chesapeake Bay Program (CBP) partnership set
the Total M B

Pollutant Reduction Progress and
Future Targets

Coll

Considerable measurable progress:

- record acreage of underwater grasses

- highest estimates of water quality standards
attained in 30 years+

While the 60 percent goals for reducing phosphorus
and sediment as measured under the current suite of
modeling tools were exceeded, the goal for reducing
nitrogen was not met.

-EPA 2017 Mid Point Assessment



Monitoring demonstrated that phosphorous runoff was
improving in many areas
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However, monitoring also showed that nitrogen
runoff goals not yet met
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The Susquehanna River provides more than 50% of the
freshwater inflow in the Chesapeake Bay
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Impact of upstream flows puts the focus on Pennsylvania

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette:

post-gazette.com
EPA gives poor marks to Pa. on protecting
Chesapeake Bay watershed

March 23, 2015 12:00 AM

More Pollution flow;
owing j
Bay than expected S Chesapeake

APRIL 21, 2015 | 12:01 AM
BY MARIE Cusick

Share with others
1 }t 258 40 0

m W Tweet 8+ [

> éPrint ><] Email %I

Related Media

o Proposed natural gas pipe
comes close to Susquehani

levee system

Pennsylvania discharges more nitrogen into tributaries of the Chesapeake
Bay than any other state.

Algae blooms (qark

colors)in vy,
Pollution made for g LY Orkiw

eal a]gae

By Don Hopey / Pittsburgh Post-Gazette

) VIORGAN VILCP/C
_— W ‘ WILCP/CHESAPEAKE saf*
bloom conditions '



Concerns over PA sharpened by the Mid Point Assessment

2018 Oversight Status B Ongoing enhanced [l Backstop

Agriculture Urban/Suburban Wastewater Trading/Offsets
Delaware Enhanced Oversight

District of

. Mot Applicabl
Columbia Ot AppICabie

Maryland

Enhanced Oversight

New York Enhanced Oversight
Pennsylvania

Virginia

West Virginia

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2018-07/documents/factsheet-epa-midpoint-assessment-chesapeake-bay-tmdl.pdf



https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2018-07/documents/factsheet-epa-midpoint-assessment-chesapeake-bay-tmdl.pdf

Pennsylvania changed its approach between the Phase II and
Phase III Watershed Implementation Plans (WIPs)

Vania Phase
on Plap

3 Chesapeake Bay Wat hed

. ' by the

Phase II: S

T mental Protection
 Top down

 Created by the
Commonwealth

(counties, then Phase IlI:
regions) Bottom up
stakeholder
engagement,
i Work groups
‘(:".‘.'."'o-'...m-m-”“"“ Pilot counties
fichael Krancet 3
S g eone county by county
Depa’

implementation



In August 2019, jurisdictions submitted Phase III Watershed
Implementation Plans for EPA review; feedback in Dec. 2019

o 1 United States
S Environmental Protection
\’ Agency

Environmental Topics Laws & Regulations About EPA Q
CONTACT US SHARE
Chesapeake Bay TMDL ®
Chesapeake Bay TMDL
Home Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Bay TMDL Document

Bay TMDL Fact Sheet Implementation Plans (WIPS)

Bay TMDL Development Overview Phase | WIPs Phase Il WIPs Phase 11l WIPs

Frequently Asked Jurisdiction Contacts
Questions (FAQs)

Watershed https://www.epa.gov/chesapeake-bay-tmdl/epa-evaluation-final-phase-iii-wips
Implementation Plans Phase III WIPS
A Pe)

- Virginia and Maryland plans, if fully funded and implemented, can meet their targets.

= Pennsylvania's plan underfunded by $250-300 million and falls 25% short of meeting its nitrogen-
reduction goal.

- New York’s plan does not meet nitrogen reduction goals



https://www.epa.gov/chesapeake-bay-tmdl/epa-evaluation-final-phase-iii-wips

EPA’s Review of Pennsylvania:

Phase II1 WIP meets numeric targets for P; only 75% for N
e —

Lancaster, PA 2016 Nitrogen Delivery to Streams by Sector

W Agriculture

B Developed

B Wastewater
Septic

W Natural

hesapeaha 33y Program Phaie S Watershed Mode!.
2015 Progress. hrp//cast chesaposhobay sat
b |

https://www.chesapeakebay.net/channel files/25878/ag wg trentacoste 6 19 18
bdf

“Pennsylvania’s current planned efforts do not achieve the nitrogen Phase lll
WIP planning target, nor does the plan explain how or when additional
reductions from the remaining County Action Plans will be incorporated into
the broader plan to achieve the nitrogen planning target.”

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2019-12/documents/pa.pdf



https://www.chesapeakebay.net/channel_files/25878/ag_wg_trentacoste_6_19_18.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2019-12/documents/pa.pdf

In January 2020, Chesapeake Bay Program Director said
the “TMDL is not enforceable”; huge backlash & questions

= secrions Q seArcH (ﬂapitul GBGazpetip SUBSCRIBE

4 weeks for only 99¢

EPA Chesapeake Bay Program director says 2025 pollution targets are
not ‘enforceable’

"™ | By RACHAEL PACELLA
& CAPITAL GAZETTE | JAN 03, 2020 6:23 PM vy 6

“The head of the EPA’s Chesapeake Bay Program stepped
back from strict enforcement of 2025 pollution goals for
the Chesapeake Bay Friday, calling the technical targets
“an aspiration” and not an enforceable deadline.

The comments by program Director Dana Aunkst near the
end of a two-day conference in Annapolis sparked
criticism from state officials and outrage from several
environmental groups who said the comments represent
the Trump administration’s retreat from the Chesapeake
Bay cleanup effort.”

Dana Aunkst

Director, Chesapeake Bay Program
https://www.capitalgazette.com/environment/ac-cn-bay-comission-0104- . -
20200103-05nunbuojbapjecl5dak7p62wa-story.html U'S' En\"ronmental PrOteCtlon Agency



https://www.capitalgazette.com/environment/ac-cn-bay-comission-0104-20200103-o5nun6uojbapjecl5dak7p62wa-story.html

In early 2020, other states, NGO sent 60-day notices of
intent to sue EPA for failure to meet requirements

Two sets of notices:
Fo) cxtememmromonen * Chesapeake Bay Foundation, together with the
MD Watermen’s Association, Anne Arundel
Bt County, and Virginia cattle farmers

Andrew Wheeler
Administrator

* Attorneys General of Maryland, Virginia,

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20460

A Delaware, and the District of Columbia

Arntorney General of the United States
U.S. Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Re: Notice of Intent to Sue for Failure to Comply With the Clean Water Act and the

Issues:
:

Dear Sirs:

. o . . o .

Pursuant to Clean Water Act Section 505, 33 US.C § 1365, the following ° EPA has falled to ensu re the Ba urlsdlctlons WIII
organizations, the Chesapeake Bay Foundation, Inc., Maryland Watermen’s y J
Association, and their respective members, along with, Robert Whitescarver and
Jeanne Hoffman, and Anne Arundel County, Maryland hereby inform you of their . . . .
intent to fille suit against the United States sixty (60) days after the date of this letter if m e et t h e I r O I I u t I O n re d u Ctl 0 n CO m m It m e nts b
a satisfactory response to the claims discussed below is not provided. As discussed p y
more fully below, we base our claims on the failure of the Administrator of the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to comply with the terms of the Clean .
Water Act, the Administrative Procedure Act. and the 2014 Chesapeake Bay t h e 2 O 2 5 d e a d I I n e
Agreement. These failures jeopardize the success of the Chesapeake Bay Total .
Maximum Daily Load (“Bay TMDL") and prevent the attainment of state water
quality standards in the Chesapeake Bay (Bay) resulting in the loss of blue crabs, fish,

ity i clerwati s’ Thiak asbaul ceiaices foel the eocuinis cagius of ° Th e a ge N Cy' S fa | I ure |S a V| o) I at|0 n Of th e fe d era I

the Chesapeake Bay which is of significant importance to the region and the nation

Specifically, the United States has failed to ensure that the Bay junsdictions

s Clean Water Act, the Administrative Procedure

occurred despite repeated acknowledgements by the United States of its responsibility
to the public and the environment throughout the TMDL development and
implementation process, in the TMDL document and related correspondence, as well

Act, and the 2014 Chesapeake Bay Agreement.

PHITLIP MERRILE ENVIRONMINIAL CINTIR
6 HERNDON AVENUE | ANNAPOLIS, MD 21403 | 410-268-8816 CBF.ORG

https://www.cbf.org/document-library/litigation/cbf-epa-noi-may-18-2020.pdf



https://www.cbf.org/document-library/litigation/cbf-epa-noi-may-18-2020.pdf

Two sets of lawsuits filed September 10, 2020 in DC District
Court; cases pending

BAY JOU RNAL About ContactUs e-Edition

EPA hit with lawsuits over Chesapeake Bay cleanup

Timothy B. Wheeler  sep11,2020 Updated  sep 11,2020 20

Making good on threats issued months ago, three Chesapeake Bay watershed states, the District of
Columbia and the Chesapeake Bay Foundation took the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to court
Thursday for its failure to push Pennsylvania and New York to do more to help clean up the Bay.

In their lawsuit, the attorneys general of Maryland, Virginia, Delaware and the District of Columbia
accused the EPA of shirking its responsibility under the Clean Water Act by letting Pennsylvania and
New York fall short in reducing their nutrient and sediment pollution fouling the Bay.

https://www.bayjournal.com/news/policy/epa-hit-with-lawsuits-over-chesapeake-bay-cleanup/article_db7ad7e0-f429-11ea-
833a-87109c15a521.html



Cases now consolidated; New York intervened but not
Pennsylvania; response to motion to dismiss due by April 2021

GHESAPEAKE BAY FOUNDATION, ING. et al v. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEGTION AGENCY et al, Docket No. 1:20-cv- P P e o
02529 (D.D. T m I A t ty
Current on Bloomberg Law as of 2021-01-14 10:18:33 I e Ine c IVI

U.S. District Court

District of Columbia (Washington, DC)

con Dot ol Ca v September 2020 Cases filed

CHESAPEAKE BAY FOUNDATION, INC. et al v. October 2020 Notices of appearance
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY et al

Date Filed: Sop 10, 2020 November 2020 NY Motion Intervene

Nature of suit: 893 Environmental Matters

Assigned to: udge Garl. Nichols EPA Motions for Extension of Time to file Administrative

Cause: 33:1365 Environmental

Mt Record, Motions to Dismiss (lack of jurisdiction, failure to

Jurisdiction: U.S. Government Defendant

Jury demand: state a claim). Plaintiffs’ response to motion to dismiss
Case: 1:20-cv-02530-CJN due Jan, 12’ 2021

Parties and Attorneys
’ Cases consolidated (lead case 20-2559)

Plaintiff CHESAPEAKE BAY FOUNDATION, INC.

R o stock corperaton December 2020 Motion to extend deadline to filed certified index granted;

Representation Jon A Mueller

FoONDATION. e all documents due by Feb. 26, 2021; Plaintiff responses to

6 Herndon Ave.

Annapolis,MD 21403 Motion to Dismiss now due by April 12, 2021 (reply by

(443) 482-2062

le@ton | May 12, 2021; any final reply by June 11, 2021)

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Plaintift MARYLAND WATERMEN'S ASSOCIATION, INC.

Bloom berg Law" € 2021 The Bureau of National Affairs. Inc. All Rights Reserved. Tarms of Serice

Il PAGE 1




New York amended its Phase II1 WIP in Nov. 2020; EPA
reviewed and provided its evaluation on Jan. 7, 2021

‘ NY Amendments:
é Services News Government Local e Builds on existing Phase IIl WIP
— - . Pro{E)oses a.dditional-red-uctions in agriculture based
Environmental Conservation ’ ‘ ) ° on “extensive coordination”
Home » Lands and Waters » Lakes and Rivers » Chesapeake Bay Watershed Program » Phase Il watershed it | ®  Updated wastewater projections and 2025 loads
Phase Il Watershed Implementation Plan delivered to the Bay
New York's Amended Final Phase Il Watershed Implementation Plan * Listed upgrades already underway for wastewater
New York posted its Final Phase lll WIP Amendment on November 16, 2020. treatment plants that will help with N reduction
https://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/112126.html
EPA review:
— e Areas of strength
Chesapeake Bay TMDL ! * New projections for wastewater treatment,
R EPA Evaluation of New York’s . ::zlrlcjeilsnegftrr?jﬁ;ft;ocrl\(ledits coordination
ay TMDL Documen , ,
Zji:i:m: Amer.lded Phase III WIP  Strong framework for communication/outreach
Bay TMDL Development Executive Summary e Areas of need:

* Annual tracking, BMP implementation
* Detail on stormwater implementation, WWTP

https://www.epa.gov/chesapeake-bay-tmdl/epa-evaluation-new-yorks-amended-phase-iii-wip



Potential mechanisms for enforcement?

(1) Targeting federal enforcement and compliance assurance in the watershed;

(2) Directing Chesapeake Bay funding to identified priorities;

(3) Establishing finer scale waste load and load allocations through a Pennsylvania state-specific proposed amendment
to the Chesapeake Bay TMDL;

(4) Requiring additional reductions of loading from point sources through a Pennsylvania state-specific proposed
amendment to the Chesapeake Bay TMDL; and

(5) Initiating a process to propose promulgating nitrogen and phosphorous numeric water quality standards for

Pennsylvania applicable to streams and rivers in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed.
April 2017 Phase Il WIP Expectations for PA: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-05/documents/final_pennsylvania_phase_iii_wip_expectations_4_27_17_508.pdf

Some of which have been tried prior to now...

MONDAY, AUGUST 8, 2016

EPA leans on Amish farmers in Pennsylvania & PAs Chesapeake Bay Reboot Strategy To Improve
Water Quality May Need Kick-Start

By Timothy B. Wheeler,

By TIM WHEELER Chesapeake Bay Journal
JUN 09, 2010 AT 11:28 AM

The Wolf administration’s plan to
“reboot” Pennsylvania's badly
lagging Chesapeake Bay cleanup

nffarte ~rainild ha in nand Af ite A




Another case to watch: VA Assoc. of Municipal Wastewater
Assoc. v. Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

About Us Jobs Contact Us L . L
] Lawsuit filed against Virginia DEQ:
*NT OF ¢

B Plaintiffs: VA Association of Municipal
{ENTAL QUALITY Permits & Regulations Air Wastewater Assoc

* Intervenors: Chesapeake Bay Foundation

VIRGINIA |
ENVIRONNM

Issues:

* VA’s WIPIII should be invalidated

* Provision requiring wastewater treatment plants
to upgrade their facilities should be stricken

Water » Chesapeake Bay »

- CHESAPEAKE BAY

* Chesapeake Bay TMDLs Phase I” WIP https://www.cbf.org/how-we-save-the-bay/in-the-

- Phase lll WIP courtroom/active-cases.html
Phase Ill WIP Data



While the challenges facing PA are significant, they also
present an opportunity
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Sod water l

Ground-Water Discharge to Stream

http://www.chesapeakebay.net/issues/issue/groundwater



PA has the most impaired streams or stream segments
in the U.S.

Impaired Waters Listed By State
Description of this table
| sState Name || Number of Waters on 303(d) List ”w |EE |
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Total: 42,459 impaired waters




There are various sources of impairment; big ones
include ag and urban stormwater runoff

PA Sources of Impairment
(Aquatic Life)
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In March 2016, the “Pennsylvania in the Balance”
Conference brought 100+ stakeholders together to discuss
water quality and agriculture: soil health a key focus

This conference feels like “we” can all try to
pull together to make things better for the
watershed and the Bay. It’s real lonely feeling
that ag is in this alone, and to blame for what
has happened.

- Conference Participant




The result? A lot of good thoughts on meeting both
water quality and ensuring healthy & productive farms

CONFERENCE REPORT A MARCH 1, 2017

Pennsylvania in
the Balance

Harnessing Agriculture’s
Culture of Stewardship as a
Solution to Clean Water

PENN STATE AND CENTER

College of Agricultural Sclences

https://twitter.com/agsciences/status/705529878414761984

http://files.dep.state.pa.us/Water/ChesapeakeBayOffice/Ag%20page/(
2)%20PA%20in%20the%20Balance%20Full%20Report.pdf



A focus on stakeholder engagement has been built into the PA
Dei)artment of Environmental Protection’s WIP III approach.
Will local action lead to effective implementation?

Clean water:

Great for PA
Good for the Bay

Phase

Il 'mplementation

Convene Implement
Countywide :;:IEMI;V ana:;: Identify Local SEI,:EH ‘::d Actions and
Action Team rllct:'li :’5 an Resources A:tpﬂ Continue to

Members e L Report Actions

Potential local priorities + co-benefits:

e Clean drinking water

* Food and beverage production by farmers

e Public health

* Less erosion and flooding, reducing the expense of related repairs
Property value protection

e Qutdoor experiences such as fishing, boating, and swimming

* Income from recreation and tourism businesses

* Habitat for fish, insects, birds, animals



PA is also using a tiered approach to prioritize its efforts and
reinforce local action at a county level

All Sources of Total Phosphorus . -
Delivere Yield o the Chesapeale Bay j_g; Where Should Efforts be Prioritized?

Delivered Phosphorus (kg/hec/yr)
[ Jooo-005
[ Joos-0.10
[ Jomn-o01s
[ o16-020
021-025
I 026-0.30
B 031-035
I 0.36-0.40
- >040

Tier 1 - First 25% of Reductions

Tier 2 - Second 25% of Reductions

Delversd yield (load per area) is the amount
of nutrient that is generated locally for each
stream reach and weighted by the amount of
n-stream loss that would occur with transport
from the reach to Chesapeake Bay. The

Tier 3 - Third 25% of Reductions

ndividual reach. This map shows estmates
based on mean congitions for the late 1900's
time period.

Tier 4 - Last 25% of Reductions

|

Clean water:

Great for PA
Good for the Bay
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PA remains focused on implementation

Phase 3 WIP: Journey to Success

Seven active WIP Workgroups:
Agriculture, Communications & Engagement, Forestry,
Funding, Local Area Goals, Stormwater, Wastewater

Bi-monthly meetings of
member
Commi

Monthly meetings of WIP Workgroups

Adams, Franklin, Lancaster, York County
wide Action Plan (CAP) pilots

June 2017 WIP
Summit: 240 people from
backgrounds working together on
shared goals

April 2018 Local Area Planning a
Community Toolbox Sumumi
proposed local pla
participants

—Tier 2 counties
gin county planning

2020 — Qutreach to Tier 3 and

August 2018 jier 2 Counties

Practice Verification
Planning Summit

2018-19 Pilot CAPs are develo
and implementation started

Fall 2021 — Tier 3 and 4 Counties

complete CAP development
Slide provided by Jill Whitcomb, PA DEP
Update to Conservation Commission, Oct. 2020



Challenges going forward: nonpoint source runoff, climate
change; land use; environmental justice; COVID-19
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Ground-Water Discharge to Stream %

Yeors

Decades
Nonpoint source runoff
https://va.water.usgs.gov/online_pubs/WRIR/99-4238/99-4238.html

; ‘
= : A ? Py
Patuxent Riverkeeper Fred Tutman attends a rally in
Annapolis, in 2010. Matt Rath / Chesapeake Bay Program

. 2 https://www.bayjournal.com/news/people/chesapeake-restoration-under-
Conowmgo Dam, SUSqUEhanna River, Maryland scrutiny-for-lack-of-diversity/article_4054be30-cab1-11ea-906c-

https://www.delmarvanow.com/story/news/2019/10/29/conowingo-dam-legal-battle-¢| AP 370e2458b13a.html




Another opportunity comes from state and regional

watershed planning activities

%DEP

Great Lakes
- . -
o Planning Region ~a
m\"‘, Upper/Middle Susquehanna Planning Region

SUSQUEMANNA

BRADFORD

FOREST

SULLIVAN |
LYCOMING \ 1
T LUZERNE

/

MERCER

JEFFERSON
CLEARFIELD

| \cowmsl

BEAVER

WASHINGTON

FAYETTE
GREENE

"“5"*\>§mmumu
o Cawant

Delaware
Planning Region

Lower Susquehanna
Planning Region

‘moy FRANKUN

Potomac Planning Region

https://www.dep.pa.gov/Business/Water/PlanningConservation/StateWaterPlan/Pages/default.aspx

Home > Our Work > Programs > Planning & Operations > Comprehensive Plan

Co H'IP?"(’ ]It’ nsive P lclﬂ

The Commission's Comprehensive Plan for the Water Resources of the Susquehanna River Basin — updated and
adopted in December 2013, with amendments to follow each year - provides a framework for the Commission to
manage and develop the Basin’s water resources and serves as a guide for all Commission programs and activities.
The Plan is also a resource for the Commission’s member jurisdictions, water resource managers, private sector
interests and others in the Basin. The Plan calls for a five-year update to help ensure the Plan is current and of long-
term value and usefulness. The Commission is currently developing an updated Plan that will become effective in 2021,
which marks the halfway point in the 100-year Susquehanna River Basin Compact.

On September 18, 2020, the Plan was amended by adding (1) the projects approved by the Commission from July 2019
through June 2020 and (2) the annual Water Resources Program (Fiscal Years 2019 - 2021; June 2020 Update). The
current Plan and it's appendices can be found at the links below.

. Updated 2013 Comprehensive Plan

Appendix 1: Susquehanna River Basin Compact
Appendix 2: Projects, Plans & Other Actions

. Appendix 3: Water Resources Program

To view and download maps used in the Plan and other Commission projects and programs, visit Susquehanna Atlas.



Research projects also create opportunities for local engagement:
Water for Ag as an example in Mifflin & Potter/Tioga Counties

&
® WATER for
7 AGRICULTURE

ABOUT PROJECT SITES PROJECT UPDATES EVENTS RESOURCES Opportunlty tO engage

with key stakeholders on
A critical water/ag issues-
COVID-19 UPDATE \ < people want to work
Toall Watch e espadtes g S : " together to find solutions!

stakeholders we hope you are well
and managing the impacts of the
COVID-19 pandemic on your
personal and professional lives. For
more information on how we are
handling the pandemic please
read...

https://water4ag.psu.edu/



And there is a need to Maintenance> engagement!

Integrated opportunities for restoration/habitat

engage very locally...

Financing

A chance to get outside (can we scale this up?)




Back to the Conowingo Dam...

Conowingo Dam, Susquehanna River, Maryland
https://www.delmarvanow.com/story/news/2019/10/29/conowingo-dam-legal-battle-ends-200-m-settlement-bay-restoration/2496079001/




The Conowingo WIP: draft Plan out for review now,
comments due by Jan. 21, 2021

Chesapeake Bay Program
@_/ Science. Rle)'storation. Pa?',tnershi,g. search

=
L

v

Discover the Chesapeake Learn the Issues State of the Chesapeake Take Action In the New|

WHO WE ARE HOW WE'RE ORGANIZED CONOWINGO WIP STEERING COMMITTEE

Conowingo WIP Steering Committee

https://www.chesapeakebay.net/who/group/conowingo_watershed_implementation_plan_steering_committee

Conowingo Dam, Susquehanna River, Maryland
https://www.delmarvanow.com/story/news/2019/10/29/conowingo-dam-legal-battle-ends-200-m-settlement-bay-restoration/2496079001/ February 24 2021

12:00 pm - 1:00 pm

Draft Conowingo WIP (CWIP) released in Oct., extensive public engagement: Conowingo WIP
Steering Committee

* FocusedonN Meeting, February

* Relies on cooperative multi-jurisdictional approach to identify locations for 2021

e Lays out financing strategy (including meeting goals for co-benefits)
* Identifies opportunities underway or for further exploration (market mechanisms like
nutrient trading, using in-water practices, implementing other cost effective BMPs)



So where are we?




. Lafé Fowler, Penn State

.ifﬂaﬁlO@psu.edu'
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