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• What and Why
• Planning Targets, Local Goals
• Progress
• Why is this Important?

• Where – By County

• Who, When
• Action items, Measurable outputs and outcomes, timelines
• Milestones, Progress Reporting, Indicators
• Other

• How
• Local Planning Goal Workgroup Toolbox
• Watershed Agreement Outcomes and Indicators
• Bay Program and SRBC Resources and Modeling Tools

Objectives – The 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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How do we determine “local”?

• Step 1: Convert any Chesapeake Bay “diet” into a 
local PA stream diet.
• CBP Model has estimates of nutrient and sediment 

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

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

• If 73.18 M lbs of Nitrogen delivered to the Bay is PA’s 
Chesapeake Bay “diet”, that number is equivalent to 
108.06 M lbs of Nitrogen delivered to local streams. 73.18 M Lbs

(Bay)

111.06 M Lbs
(Local Streams)

Source:
Matt Johnston, University of Maryland



How do we determine “local”?

• Step 2: Choose a geography to split up the diet.
• CBP Model can provide pollution by:

• Small watershed – Swatara Creek (122)
• County – Berks (43)
• Sub-basin – Lower Susquehanna River (6)
• River basin – Susquehanna River (3)

• Regardless 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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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 – Conceptual Framework

+

Customized Partnership by County 



Existing Programs/Enhancements -- PROPOSED

• Agriculture –
• Compliance –

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

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

• Stormwater
• Compliance

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

• Technical/Financial Assistance and Outreach 
• “Trees and Pollinators”
• Stream Restoration 

• Fertilizer Bill

• Wastewater -- Compliance
• Existing Permit Caps 
• Non-Significant Facilities 
• ENR at Significant Facilities 
• Septics

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

• Forestry  (Sector Growth)
• Riparian/Forest Buffers
• Protected Lands/Land Conservation

• Agriculture and Forest 

• Tree Canopy
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Bay Program “Stacking” Efforts

• Brook Trout

• Climate Resiliency 

• Fish Habitat

• Forest Buffers

• Healthy Watersheds

• Protected Lands

• Public Access

• Stream Health

• Submerged Aquatic Vegetation

• Toxic Contaminants

• Tree Canopy

• Wetlands



Templates



Climate Resiliency 



Goal: Increase the resiliency of the Chesapeake Bay watershed, including its living 
resources, habitats, public infrastructure and communities, to withstand adverse 
impacts from changing environmental and climate conditions.

Progress: A formal indicator of progress for climate adaption and climate 
monitoring and assessment is under development.

Implementing these conservation practices:
• Urban Forest Buffers
• Forest Conservation

Will also benefit these outcomes!
• Climate adaption
• Energy efficiency
• Flood risk mitigation

Source:
EPA Chesapeake Bay Program Office



What should I know about climate resiliency?

• Addressing climate impacts in conjunction with ongoing restoration efforts will 
prepare your community for greater variability and can help achieve cost savings 
and reduce risks.

• Considering future impacts during the planning, siting, design and 
implementation of conservation practices can help to reduce the vulnerability of a 
project to fail. 

• Assessing climate impacts at the initial stage of watershed implementation 
planning will increase effectiveness, decrease maintenance costs and contribute 
toward meeting pollution reduction goals.

Source:
EPA Chesapeake Bay Program Office



Milestones and Progress (Outputs)

• BMP Verification Plan
• Tracking and Reporting
• Indicators of Progress
• “PA Barometer”



• Developing a toolbox for county stakeholders to use in determining locally how 
they will meet their goal
• Informed by sector-based work groups

• April 10 – Local Planning Process Meeting, Holiday Inn, Grantville

• Countywide Planning Goals – May through October 2018
• Pilot Process in 3 to 4 counties

• Continued public engagement and input – Communications Plan and 
Workgroup
• Fact Sheets, Program Updates, Website 

• Forums, Regional Meetings – May through October 2018

• Public Review and Comment Period on Draft WIP Plan – March 2019

• Final Phase 3 WIP – June 2019

Local Engagement -- Proposed



DEP Chesapeake Bay Program Website: 
http://www.dep.pa.gov/ChesapeakeBay

Phase 3 WIP Website:
www.dep.pa.gov/chesapeakebay/phase3

Contact Information:
Veronica Kasi

vbkasi@pa.gov
717-772-4053

http://www.dep.pa.gov/ChesapeakeBay
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http://www.dep.pa.gov/chesapeakebay/phase3&data=02|01|mdinicola@pa.gov|14a94510ae0e46ce0a0f08d4df3e05d8|418e284101284dd59b6c47fc5a9a1bde|1|0|636378904858061597&sdata=OcPAkcL7RXDPGqSh07cuvDPFmbr7W/3HVg/oJRBcPCg%3D&reserved=0
mailto:vbkasi@pa.gov

