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Guiding Questions

* What are the three proposed options?

e Status Quo
e Hybrid
* New

* Why aren’t more recent periods showing up as candidates?

* How have data and methods changed since the 2010 TMDL
report?

* What would the three proposed options look like under the old
methodologies?
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Proposed options.

e Status Quo
* Base period 1991-2000
* Critical stress period 1993-1995

* Hybrid
* Base period 1991-2000
* Critical stress period 1996-1998

* New
* Base period 1998-2007
* Critical stress period 2004-2006
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N-P effectiveness weights
(provided by the phase 6 model)
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Not all freshwater inputs are equal.

The nine RIM stations were weighted by how much
each river's nitrogen and phosphorus affects Bay
dissolved oxygen, not by flow volume alone.

Fall Line

non-RIM tributaries
@ 0-01
@ 01-0.15 Nitrogen—phosphorus
@ o0.15-0.2 effectiveness weight
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Base period- why aren’t we seeing more
recent candidates?

Representativeness Over Time — Recent Windows Score Poorly
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A closer look- station by station departures

Why Recent Periods Are Not Representative
(each dot = one RIM station's 10-year mean vs its 1978-2025 average)
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Adding the shape of the distribution:
C O m bi n e d SCO re Base-period candidates: lower = more typical
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3 year overlapping windows: Average flow
retu rn p e ri Od S Return period of 3—yr composite flows
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Critical period- individual basin responses

How Extreme is Each Critical Period for Individual Rivers?
(each dot = one RIM station's 3-year flow return period)
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Critical period- changes in data and methods.
Full water year versus monthly subsetting

: . Monthly | I1C lations: Previ C Analysi

The 2010 TMDL analysis used multiple onthly Interval Correlations: Previous vs Current Analysis
monthly subsets (for example December
to June) instead of the whole water year. Spread: 0.25 Spread: 0.09
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That decision was based on the highly
variable correlations between monthly
subsets and DO exceedances in the Bay.
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Re-running this correlation analysis, we
see very little variability across subsetsin
relation to DO exceedances.
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- Monthly subsetting was not necessary S T
given the following:
-New flow data, new N-P weights, new S -
i I I
DO Exceedance.data, no detrending Appendix G (2010) Current (2026)
or record extension necessatry. 1978-2009, n=28 1978-2025, n=38
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Critical period- results under different
methodologies

Critical Period Return Periods:

2010 TMDL vs C t Analysi
«  1993-1995 (Status Quo) falls short of the 10- vs Lurrent Analysis

year target under all methods tested: original = 2010 TMDL (median; bars = range across methods)
and current 20 B Current analysis (full WY, Phase 6 N-P weights)

*  1996-1998 (Hybrid) exceeded the target under
the old methodology but lands at 9.4 years
under current methods: closest to the 10-year
goal.

« 2004-2006 (New) meets the target at 11.75
years under current methods.

Return Period (years)

+ Both replacement candidates are scientifically
defensible.

1993-1995 1996-1998 2004-2006
(Status Quo) (Hybrid) (New)
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