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AMS = Agricultural Modeling Subcommittee - Phase 6 Decisions



https://www.chesapeakebay.net/channel_files/44060/p7_-additional_activities-timeline_for_wqgit_01-24-22_final.pdf
https://www.chesapeakebay.net/channel_files/25175/ams-agwg_decisions_on_p6_model_2015-2017_2.pdf

Prioritizing Concerns (Post- CAST-21)
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and Technical and Support Services.

= \ AgWG Homepage
PI"OjeCtS and Resou rces https://www.chesapeakebay.net/who/group/a

griculture workgroup

Agriculture Workgroup Chesapeake Assessment Scenario
Tool (CAST) Issues Tracker

The below Chesapeake Assessment Scenario Tool (CAST) Issues Tracker records concerns that have been raised
by jurisdictions in relation to agricultural data inputs. The tracker is a living document and will be updated

regularly as progress is made on the issues or new Issues are raised. This spreadsheet serves as a starting point

for setting priorities for Phase 7 Chesapeake Bay Watershed Model updates and changes related to agricultural

cata.

ZAST lssue Tracker (10.19.21) (21.3 KB)
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Phase 7 Model Development
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Phase 7 Model Development
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How are the projects interrelated?
CAST is 2 publcly available model of the Chesapezae Bay watershed used to estimate changes in long-term nutrient
ard sedimans loads due to changes in point sources, land use and l2nd managemeant. Watershad modaling crovides
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https://www.chesapeakebay.net/what/programs/modeling/phase_7_model_development

Step 1:

Assignment of CBPO coordinator & staffer
—> in process

Phase 7 Ag Step 2:
MOde‘ing Draft Charge = In Process

. * Responsibilities
S U bCO mmittee * Expertise Needed

* Voting Process

Step 3:
Formation Timeline (Tentative) Pa rtnerShip Review of Cha rge -2 Apr-May

Step 4.
Approve Charge =2 June AgWG




BMP Partial Credit
Proposal

Update




BMP Partial
Credit

Proposal-
March Update

THE PROPOSAL

* Building upon the gradual phase out approach:
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Partial Credit Proposal

Problem: Re-verification of “expired BMPs”* is resource intensive

e Multi-year BMPs that have reached established CBP-approved
credit duration “drop out” of CAST until re-verified.

* Difficult to impossible to find federally-funded BMPs for re-
verification (varies by jurisdiction)

Action Taken

e BMP Verification Ad Hoc Action Team established by the WQGIT:
15t meeting Sept 2020

* Monthly discussions resulted in proposed compromise

Current Status

 The BMPVAHAT did not seek consensus on proposed partial credit
compromise on February 11

* Seeking path forward

References

Partial Credit Recommendation: Link
Partial Credit Presentation: Link

*BMPs that have exceeded credit life w/o re-verification-typically 10-15 years for the BMPs in question (as
approved by the AgWG for Phase 6 CAST development).


https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.chesapeakebay.net%2Fchannel_files%2F42754%2Frecommendation_for_partial_credit_v2.pdf&data=04%7C01%7CPickford.Jacqueline%40epa.gov%7Cecffff593b604dc9d09f08d9bf47030b%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637751135038959518%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=SBRHrMPsjFZ0ZliuJDm529HfZKE3mBc74WpTBLsrwYw%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.chesapeakebay.net%2Fchannel_files%2F42754%2Fpartial_credit_a_different_take.pdf&data=04%7C01%7CPickford.Jacqueline%40epa.gov%7Cecffff593b604dc9d09f08d9bf47030b%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637751135038959518%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=wD4QYOiykJG%2BnqKv5bSIjimzLa4J7W8QReHqvPXObjM%3D&reserved=0

CAST-21 Review &
Release

Update




February 28 WQGIT

CAST-21

* Action: The WQGIT leadership will write a letter to the

Review & Management Board addressing their collective concerns
(examples below) for CAST 2021 and recommendations for

Release how to proceed.

March Upda e o Release and use of CAST 2021

o Fertilizer data
o Impacts to jurisdictional loads and attainability

o EPA expectations for achieving jurisdictional goals

* Action: The WQGIT leadership will reach out to the
Management Board to schedule time to discuss CAST 2021
concerns at an upcoming meeting (aiming for April at the

earliest).
 March 10 quick CAST-21 overview @ MB




CAST-21 Review & Release

Feb 14 Water Quality GIT

Friday, 2/18 - Release of revised CAST-21 with
updated poultry, crop yields

Wednesday, 4/20 - Comments due from states

Monday, 5/9 - Response to comments, both those
provided in November and those
provided most recently.

Release of CAST-21 to occur after response to

comments

Draft
Schedule for
Deliberative
Purposes


https://www.chesapeakebay.net/channel_files/44575/next_version_of_cast_20220214_final.pdf

Hillandale = Ag Data Concerns

What’s Next?



Incorporation
of Hillandale
Layer

Population
Data Into
CAST

Problem: CAST does not account for millions of layers across two PA
counties.

e Current population data source: USDA Census of Agriculture
e Challenge: USDA-NASS privacy protection

Action Taken
* Population data acquired from Hillandale
* QA/QC against CAFO permits & NMPs
e ~5 million layers
* Review & Analysis of Census of Ag county & state totals
* Published data underestimates layers (order of magnitude)

Current Status

* Hillandale pop. data can be incorporated in FUTURE VERISON of
Phase 6 CAST (as a change product) with partnership approval.

e Hillandale & other alt. data can be incorporated in Phase 7 CAST
with partnership approval.

References

Incorporating Private Industry Data Into CAST — Nov AgWG: Link
Commercial Agricultural Production Data Decisions — Nov AgWG: Link


https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.google.com%2Furl%3Fq%3Dhttps%3A%2F%2Fwww.chesapeakebay.net%2Fchannel_files%2F41832%2Fincorporating_facility_data___november_agwg_meeting.pdf%26sa%3DD%26source%3Deditors%26ust%3D1639518332408000%26usg%3DAOvVaw3hiavcsm8mx9NVjIeWOMZa&data=04%7C01%7CPickford.Jacqueline%40epa.gov%7Cecffff593b604dc9d09f08d9bf47030b%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637751135038959518%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=HYmDFqCH9B6o%2FUgSB%2B8r0egtH200TlDIQgIWoogOcFs%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.google.com%2Furl%3Fq%3Dhttps%3A%2F%2Fwww.chesapeakebay.net%2Fchannel_files%2F41832%2Fcbp_commercial_ag_production_data_decisions_11182021_1.pdf%26sa%3DD%26source%3Deditors%26ust%3D1639518332408000%26usg%3DAOvVaw12nLs8BVyG4hFRejO9qGKM&data=04%7C01%7CPickford.Jacqueline%40epa.gov%7Cecffff593b604dc9d09f08d9bf47030b%7C88b378b367484867acf976aacbeca6a7%7C0%7C0%7C637751135038959518%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=RApKaRq4MGUtNqcGeroBBQtHNX%2Fj9lGCrM4dpVllwsE%3D&reserved=0

Comment
summary

Ad Hoc Group to Address Questions & Knowledge Gaps

* Why must changes in one county affect far reaches of watershed?
e Can we change that?

* Standardization of process for industry data
* QA/QC
e Addressed duplication & equity

» Standard of quality across all types of data (data equity)

e Shared understanding of available data sets & use
* Feasibility of incorporating alternative data sets
* Consideration of data privacy

e Shared understanding of NASS data sets- APR 21 AgWG Next version of
« Opportunities and constraints CAST?

J

Identify other data gaps




Starter Questions for USDA-NASS (Apr AQWG)

Intended Purpose of Ag Census?
Who is it for?
Who participates & how?
Response rate?
Accounting for non-response?

Privacy protections? (What does “D” county indicate)
What hinders participation?

Next Step:
Understanding

Current Animal

Intended Purpose of Annual Surveys?
Data Sources ot for?

Who participates & how?
Response rate?

Accounting for non-response?
Privacy protections?

What hinders participation?
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Fertilizer Data in CAST-21




Quick Comparison:

Ag vs Urban Fertilizer Methodology

l\

Ag Fertilizer Urban Fertilizer

Source: AAPFCO (county-level)

Data Prep: County data rolled up to
state

* Linear regression

Distribution: allocated based on turf
grass acres

* steady rate per acre within each state
(inside CBW)

Source: AAPFCO (county-level)

Data Prep: County data rolled up to
CBW

e Qutliers removed

e 3-year rolling avg.
Distribution: allocated based on
county-level conditions:

e crop acres & yields
* manure availability & allocation



Nitrogen Application
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https://www.chesapeakebay.net/what/event/wqgit_discussion_of cast 2021 data_inputs_results_and_next_steps




CB Watershed Pounds of Nitrogen Applied

1991-2025
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https://www.chesapeakebay.net/what/event/urban_stormwater_workgroup_uswg_conference_call_march_2022

CB Watershed Pounds of Nitrogen Applied

1991-2015
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https://www.chesapeakebay.net/what/event/urban_stormwater_workgroup_uswg_conference_call_march_2022

CB Watershed Pounds of Nitrogen Applied
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March 15 Urban Stormwater Workqgroup

DECISION: USWG asked to decide on a preferred method for
turfgrass fertilizer application to be accommodated with CAST-21,
the updated version of the Chesapeake Bay Watershed Model
currently out for review by the partnership.

Urban Fertilizer
RESULT
Data No Consensus

Preparation 1 Endorse
3 Hold/Stop

Several in the middle (stand aside/ambivalent)

1 no vote

https://www.chesapeakebay.net/what/event/urban stor
mwater workgroup uswg conference call march 2022



https://www.chesapeakebay.net/what/event/urban_stormwater_workgroup_uswg_conference_call_march_2022

March 28 WQGIT
e  BMP Protocol Update Discussion
. Urban Fertilizer Discussion

April 7 WTWG

* Animal Mortality Management Technical
Appendix (discussion)

Apr 21 AgWG
* Remote Sensing Discussion
* Animal Data Discussion w/ NASS
* Phase 7 Ag Modeling Subcommittee

27



THE PROPOSAL

« Building upon the gradual phase out approach:

BMPVAHAT Feb 11 Rationale Summary

* Need a Long-Term Solution

Incl. location data & financial support
* Temporary Fix (this is a band-aid)
* Provides Some Relief to Verification Hurdles

* Does not Solve Underlying Challenges (USDA 1619 & all or nothing for BMP crediting)

* Needs Steps Towards Resolution (Action Plan) Before Phase 7
* Scheduled check-ins on progress

* Do not Support Sunset

* Only Support w/ Sunset

* Proposal is Policy Decision- Should not Replace Field Data
* Need More Field Data to Support Extended Credit w/o Verification

* Need for High-Level Policy Intervention

zazzle.com


https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.zazzle.com%2Fhigh_kicking_cow_png_classic_round_sticker-217271983621615959&psig=AOvVaw3glzf1C81FDVEYz4BXlOO9&ust=1645143070360000&source=images&cd=vfe&ved=0CAwQjhxqFwoTCIj6pIm6hfYCFQAAAAAdAAAAABAD

16 Responses

BMP Verification Ad Hoc * O Endorse
Action Team (BMPVAHAT) « 7 Agree w/ Reservations
BMP Partial Credit e 8 Stand Aside
Proposal
Feb 11 Vote * 7 Hold
* 0 Stop
Hold Stand Aside Agreement with Endorsement

Reservations

Next Steps TBD




CAST-21 Review & Release

Feb 14 Water Quality GIT

mem  Error identified by the Bay Program Office

e The missing agricultural fertilizer data for 2013 and
2014 was corrected.
v’ Data was missing in CAST-19 (current version) and
put in for the CAST-21 version that is out for
review.

Moo

e Broilers and turkeys from the 2020 NASS Survey

e Crop yields from NASS Surveys for post calibration
period

v’ Data are not yet in the CAST-21 version available
for review



https://www.chesapeakebay.net/channel_files/44575/next_version_of_cast_20220214_final.pdf

CAST-21 Review & Release

Feb 14 Water Quality GIT
Change in Nutrient Loads to the Chesapeake Ba

Differences between CAST versions with each update: 6.2M lbs TN, -0.6M lbs TP
By source sector; 2020 Progress scenario
Nitrogen
CAST19 - CAST21 (Reviewed) CAST21 Effect of Broiler Data CAST21 Effect of Yield Data  CAST19 - CAST21 (All Effects)

Jurisdiction Source (M Ibs) (%) (M Ibs) (%) (M Ibs) (%) (M Ibs) (%)

NY AllSources 0.697 5.3% 0.000 0.00% 0.042 0.3% 0.655 4.9%
PA AllSources 1.772 1.6% 0.124 0.11% 0.868 0.8% 2.764 2.6%
MD AllSources 1.017 2.1% 0.016 0.03% 0.482 1.0% 1.483 3.1%
VA AllSources 0.566 1.0% 0.015 0.03% 0.434 0.7% 0.985 1.7%
wv AllSources 0.153 1.4% 0.016 0.20% 0.005 0.1% 0173 A1.7%
DE AllSources 0.374 5.4% 0.052 0.71% 0.220 3.0% 0.542 7.9%
DC AllSources 0.002 0.1% 0 0 0 0 -0.002 0.1%
CBW AllSources 4273 1.8% 0.025 0.01% 1.957 0.8% 2.6%

Phosphorus
CAST19 - CAST21 (Reviewed) CAST21 Effect of Broiler Data CAST21 Effect of Yield Data CAST19 - CAST21 (All Effects)

Jurisdiction Source (M Ibs) (%) (M Ibs) (%) (M Ibs) (%) (M Ibs) (%)

NY AllSources 0.004 0.7% 0.000 0.02% -0.002 -0.4% 0.002 0.3%
PA AllSources -0.027 -0.8% 0.004 0.11% -0.014 -0.4% -0.036 1.0%
MD AliSources -0.392 -10.6% 0.000 0.00% -0.014 -0.4% -0.406 -11.0%
VA AllSources -0.159 -3.5% 0.001 0.01% -0.004 -0.1% -0.163 -3.5%
wv AliSources 0.067 15.6% 0.000 -0.04% 0.000 -0.1% 0.067 15.4%
DE AllSources 0.013 10.7% -0.004 -2.86% -0.001 1.0% 0.008 6.5%
DC AllSources -0.003 -5.4% 0 0 0 0 -0.00 -5.4%
CBW AllSources -0.498 -3.7% 0.001 0.01% -0.036 -0.3% -4.0%
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CAST-21 Review & Release

Feb 14 Water Quality GIT

Change in Nutrient Loads to the Chesapeake Ba

Differences between CAST versions with each update: 6.2M lbs TN, -0.6M lbs TP
By source sector; 2020 Progress scenario

Nitrogen

CAST19 - CAST21 (Reviewed) CAST21 Effect of Broiler Data CAST21 Effect of Yield Data CAST19 - CAST21 (All Effects)
Jurisdiction Source (M Ibs) (%) (M Ibs) (%) (M Ibs) (%) (M Ibs (%)
CBW Agriculture 4.056 3.4% 0.024 0.02% 1.863 1.5% 5.943 5.0%
CBW Developed 0177 0.4% 0 0 0 0 0177 0.4%
CBW Wastewater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CBW Septic -0.080 -1.0% 0 0 0 0 -0.080 -1.0%
CBW Natural 0.120 0.3% 0.001 0.00% 0.094 0.2% 0.215 0.5%
CBW AllSources 4,273 1.8% 0.025 0.01% 1.957 0.8% 6.255 2.6%

Phosphorus

CAST19 - CAST21 (Reviewed) CAST21 Effect of Broiler Data CAST21 Effect of Yield Data CAST19 - CAST21 (All Effects)
Jurisdiction Source (M Ibs) (%) (M Ibs) (%) (M Ibs) (%) (M Ibs) (%)
CBW Agriculture 0.086 2.1% 0.001 0.03% -0.029 0.7% 0.058 1.4%
CBW Developed -0.454 -17.4% 0 0 0 0 -0.454 -17.4%
CBW Wastewater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CBW Septic -0.003 -60.6% 0 0 0 0 -0.003 -60.6%
CBW Natural -0.127 -2.2% 0.000 -0.01% -0.006 -0.1% -0.134 -2.4%

CBW AllSources -0.498 -3.7% 0.001 0.01% -0.036 -0.3% -0.533 -4.0%
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