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Agricultural Phase III - Watershed Implementation Plan Meeting

2%,
g'!’g Total Maximum Daily Loads, Agriculture, and the Chesapeake Bay
.Qb. Montgomery Soil Conservation District

August 29, 2018

Montgomery SCD: Multipurpose Room
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Derwood, MD 20855

Agenda
1:30 - 1:40 Introductions/Welcome Montgomery SCD
Hans Schmidt, MDA
1:40 —2:00 Background/Process Jason Keppler, MDA
2:00-2:10 Questions
2:10-3:20 Discussion and BMP Participant Discussion

Commitments

3:20 - 3:30 Wrap-Up and Follow-Up Jason Keppler, MDA



Background Information
Watershed Implementation Plan {(WIP) Phase lil
Public Meeting: August 29, 2018

What is the WIP?

Maryland’s Watershed Implementation Plan is a blueprint for how Maryland will meet its water
quality goals under the Chesapeake Bay’s “nutrient pollution diet”, or Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL). The WIP, as well as the TMDL, outlines nutrient reduction goals in each of four sectors:

1. Wastewater (Sewage treatment)
2. Stormwater

3. Septic

4. Agriculture

These reduction goals are incorporated into a plan, progress is tracked. and credits are generated for
modelling purposes.

The WIP includes 3 phases:
1. Phase I: TMDL Reasonable Assurance of Implementation
2. Phase II: Include specific local actions
3. Phase III: Roadmap from now to 2025

The Phase III WIP process will address the following questions:
» What pollution reductions have aiready been made?
¢ What else can be accomplished in agriculture by 2025, including strategies and funding
sources?
» What practices are on the ground, what incentives would encourage additional adoption of
BMPs, and who is accountable for implementation/verification?
e What happens after 20257

What is the purpose of today’s meeting?
The purpose of today’s meeting is to:

1. Evaluate the progress that the agricultural sector has made within Montgomery County
under the WIP I,
Validate the capacity to meet WIP II goals, and
Examine any gaps that exist within the WIP 1l and develop the strategy to achieve the
remaining nutrient reduction goals between now and 2025 (WIP III).
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Progress Toward WIP Goals Through 2017 (Statewide)
Nitrogen
Since 1985, 29.4 million Ibs of nitrogen per year have been reduced. These reductions can be
attributed to accomplishments within the Wastewater and Agricultural Sectors. Maryland has made
the most progress in reducing nitrogen since 1985 when compared to the other 6 Bay jurisdictions.

-
@ Maryland Nitrogen Loads (1985 - 2017)

Maryland has made the most progress in reducing nitrogen since 1985 compared to the other & Bay jurisdictions
Where did the

Nitrogen reductions
come from?
. m

1985 (84.2 M Ibs/yr) 2017 (54.8 M Ibs/yr)

» Agriculture  Developed »Wastewater - Septic = Natural

<o UTIFA Crasapeshe bay Pragrem

Phosphorus

Since 1985, 3.82 million Ibs of phosphorus per year have been reduced. These reductions can be
attributed to accomplishments within the Wastewater and Agricultural Sectors. Maryland has
almost met its 2025 reduction goals; however, continued management will still be very important.

@ Maryland Phosphorus Loads (1985 - 2017)

While Maryland has almost met its 2025 phosphorus reduction goals,
managing phosphorus is still critically important for restoring local waters

i

Where did the
Phosphorus reductions
come from?
o e
1985 (7.46 M Ibs/yr) 2017 (3.64 M Ibs/yr)
Source USEPk Oresapesin Boy brogram ® Agriculture Developes = \Wastawater = Natural




Progress Toward WIP Goals Through 2017 (Statewide), continued 1
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At the 2017 Midpoint Assessment, Ag fell short of its Nitrogen Goal by about 2 Million Pounds.
Question: How does this compare to the other sectors meeting their Midpoint Goal?

Progress Toward WIP Goals Through 2017 (Statewide)

Agricultural BMPs currently in our water quality toolbox (use of highlighted BMPs can most easily be
expanded in Montgomery County):

e Nutrient Management e (Conservation Plans/SCWQP
e Conservation Tillage e Non-Urban Stream Restoration
e Cover Crops e Manure Transport
e [Forest and Grass Buffers e Water Control Structures
e Wetland Restoration e Animal Waste Management Systems
e [Land Retirement e Mortality Composters
e Tree Planting e Barnyard Runoff Controls
e Carbon Sequestration/Alternative Crops e Dairy Precision Feed and/or Forage Management
e Pasture Grazing BMPs
o Fencing

o Rotational grazing
o Horse pasture management



Progress Toward WIP Goals Through 2017 (Statewide), continued 2
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This chart shows statewide progress towards meeting goals by installed BMPs. It details where
goals were exceeded and where additional practices are needed to meet goals.

BMPS Where Goals Have been Exceeded:

Poultry Waste Storage Structures > 208%

Loafing Lot Management >240%

Off Stream Watering w/o fencing >235%
Livestock Waste Storage Structures >180%

Cover Crop > 140%
Conservation Tillage > 100%

BMPS Where Goals Have not been met:

Manure Transport ~ 90% of Goal

Soil Conservation Plans ~80% of Goal
Poultry Litter Injection ~ 80% of Goal

Forest Buffers ~80% of the Goal

Wetland Restoration ~75% of the Goal
Nutrient Management ~70 % of the Goal
Enhanced Nutrient Management ~75% of Goal
Prescribed Grazing ~65% of the Goal
Grassed Bufters ~60% of the Goal

Barnyard Runoff Control ~55% of the Goal
Land Retirement ~55% of the Goal

Horse Pasture Management ~55% of the Goal
Dairy Manure Injection ~45% of the Goal
Water Control Structures ~45% of the Goal
Alternative Crops ~5% of the Goal




BMP Nitrogen Reduction Efficiencies (Statewide)

| BMP Name  stwetbspernty | Sy
: | MPeducad | PReducsd | Max Min |
_Agricutural Slormyater Management 2538 2t.1 4563, 71 |
Farest Butfer-Streamsite with Exclugion Fencing i81.7 12.0 Z788 282
Grass Bulfar-Sirearsige wth Exciusion Fercing 155.0 415 2728 : 234 |
Bavnyard Runof Control 1458 57 2818 41
 Leafing 1ot Manegement - twss | a7 ||l 2018 } 41
Forest Bufier e 81 13 . i 168 3 ! .28
GrassBuffer ___ oo o8 |l ssol 210
| Weslland Restoraton - Flondpiain AT 18 . } %5 | 158
Farest Bulter-Narrw wih Exclusion Fenging s 120 | ve7 | 3
| Grass Buftar-Natrow with Exclusion Fencing A3.7 118 T LBt
Wetiand Restoration - Headwater : s 13 _ B9 1.8
Wetland Creation - Floodplain pag ng 411 g8
| Welland Cregtion - Headwate 235 U8 411 85
' Altetnalve Crops 232 0z |} sss) 132
1 Forast Bufter - Namow 219 o7 j s 84
Grazy Buffer - Narow A4 02 4.9 g0
Tres Plantng |20z a7 || ssr ! 78
Land Retirement ki Ag Opan Spacs » Llsg b1 ; 338 N 87
Land Retirement to Pasture R U |- gz |t aan 5.3
| Cover Crop Tragitional Wheat Hormal Drilled ! 69 Qo8 9.8 40
 Water Control Structures TR I | TSRS
lirigation Watet Gapture Reuse L a7 ar B s2y 18 ]
Walland Eahancement ‘ 38 oA 5.5 '
Weband Rehabilitation 34 04 b8 : -
Ienure Transpor - 3.2 B3 P B (1.3
Cover Crop Gammadity Normat . 23 2.8 16
Bairy Pregiston Feeding andior Forage Managemart 21 02 2 e‘.. SR
Cever Crop Tragitional with Fall Nutrients Wheat Late Other Lae - t 27 . 1
| Manurg incorperation Low Disturbance Late | 1.7 b1 3 33 . a4

Chesapeske Bay Model, Phase 6.0 {30 July 2018]



BMP Nitrogen Reduction Efficiencies {cont’d) Statewide

......

BMP Name State {ibs per Unit N lb:apnegreupgxy
N Reduced P Reduced Mex | Min
| Muirient Management Core N 1.7 0.0 45 3.3
! Tiflage Management-Consarvation U 8.2 30 0.7
Soil Conservation and Water Quality Plans 14 0.1 2.3 04
Nutrient Mansgement N Rate . 1.3 - 3.2 | 0.2
Nutrient Management N Timing 13 28 0.4
Cropland Irigation Manggement 08 ] 1.3 0.4
Precision Intensive Rotstional/Prescribed Grazing 08 0.2 1.3 D5
Animal Waste Managament System 0B 0.1 2.8 21
Nutrient Management i Placement __ 08 : - 12 0.2_ |
PouRry Litter Amendments (atum. for example) 05 0.0 59 0.2
Off Stream Walering Without Fencing 04 0.1 5] 6.2
Mon Lirban Stream Restoration I i 01 0.0 0.1 ,g)_{)d1
Mon Urhan Shoreline Management og 0.6 0.0 0.0 |
Horge Pasture Management - ot - -
Nutrient Management Core P ~ - Q2 - -
| Nulrient Management P Flacement - 0.1 - ! -
Nutrient Management P Rate . -~ o3 i -
| Nutrient Management P Timing - 0.0 - -
i Sorbing Matsrsials in Ag Ditches - 0.3 - -




WIP Category

Ag Stormwater Management

Ag Drainage Management

Alternative Crops

Animal Waste Managemant Sysltems

Barnyard Runoff Controls

WIP Tracking

Consarvation Pians/iSCWQP

& Reporting

Cover Crop

Summer 2018

Exclusion Fence w/ Grass or Forest Buffer
Exclusion Fence w/ Narrow Grass of Forest Buffer

Phase 6 0 model

Forest Buffers

Grass Buffers

Sources of Data

| Conservation Tracker

Loafing Lot Management

Horse Pasture Management
Land Retirement te Pasture or Open Space

ants (Poultry)

Ot stream Watenng wio Fencing

Manure Transport

Mortality Composters

Precision/Ratatanal Grazing

i MACS database

Strearn Restoration Ag

—

NM Database (AIR)

Tree Planting

Waetland Restoration

Nutrient Management

Conservation Tillage & High Residue Management
Cropland Irrigation

Manure Incorporation or Injection

Nursery Capture & Reuse

/| /1)

342 (A-C) - Fencing

Ri 4a® - Watercourse Access Control - narrow grass of trees
RI 5% - Watercourse Access Control - grass of trees

391 - Ripanan Forest Buffer

R19 - Forest Nutrient Exciusion Ares
Ri 10 - Forest Bufter on Watercourse

386 - Feld Border

303 - Filler Strip
412 - Grassed

300 - Ripanan Herbaceous Cover

Waterway
R1 718 - Geass Nutrient Exciusion /Grass Buffer on Watercourse

327 - Conservaton Cover

812 - Forage and Deomass Planting
Ri 13 /14~ Conversion 1o Pasture or Hayland

M2 and M2A - Crtical Area Planting

91 - forthe T

of Ag Waste

561 - Heavy Use Area Protection (exci poultry)

614 - Watering Faclity
Ri 18 - Watering Trough

316 - Animal Mortaiity Faciity
Ri 2 - Anemai Compost Struchure

428 - Prescribed Grazing
RI 15 - Rotational Grazng

580A/B - Streambank P
584 - Channei Bed Stabiization

or Shorekne Prot

380 - W /Shy

612 - Trea/Shrub Establishment
422A/8 - Hedgerow Planting

7777777 L N RI 11/12- Vg Buffer on Poultry  grass or trees
657 - Wetland Restoration
853 - Wetiand Creation
656 - Wetland Enhancement
Areas of Gaps Under the WIP I
Are these WIP Il Goals Still Achievable?
Montgomery WIP Ill (8/29/2018)
BMP Practice Name (Annual) 2017 Progress w/Verf WIP 11 Unit A Progress - WIP Il
Conservation Plans 32,883 38,665 acres (5,782)
ConserveTill (30-60% residue) 5,163 28,517 acres (6,146)
Crop Irrigation 0 1,280 [ acres (1,280)
Nursery CaptureReuse 0 200 acres (200)
Barnyard Runoff Control 26 97 acres (71)
Forest Buffers 426 500 acres (74)
Grass Buffers 193 234 acres (41)
Horse Pasture Management 159 268 acres (110)
Land Retire (open) 684 2,192 acres (1,508)
Land Retire (pasture) 153 1,200 acres (1,047)
Loafing Lot Management 0 9 acres (9)
Wetland Restoration 0 42 acres (4)]'




Areas of Opportunities for Increased Conservation

Cover Crops: Target annual goal of 17,000 acres of Traditional Cover Crop and 3,000 acres
of commodity.

Soil Conservation and Water Quality Plans: Target a total of 39,000 acres of plans. This
would require an average of 765 acres in plans per year over the next 8 years.
Barnyard Runoft Control: Target a total of 10 additional structures. Are we correct to
assume the treated acreage is what gets counted versus structural footprint?

Provide educational outreach to encourage farmers to report precision ag on AlR.

Provide educational outreach to encourage farmers to report conservation tillage and discuss
tillage practices during conservation planning discussions.

Grassed Buffers: Target grassed buffers. If the WIP II goal gap is 41 acres, this would
mean an average of 5.1 acres of grassed buffers per year over the next 8 years. Is this
potentially achievable?

Stream Fencing (Equine): Target 3 acres of stream fencing per year over the next 8
years.

Horse Pasture Management: Target 110 acres over next 8 years wounld mean about 8.6
acres per year. This is potentiaily achievable

Additional Questions Concerning WIP H Goals
With the decreasing number of production livestock operations, is 9 acres of loafing lot
management realistic over the next 8 years?
Are the Goals for Land Retirement established for open and pasture under WIP 1I too
high?
Are the Goals for Wetland Restoration established under WIP 11 too High?
Are the Goals for Crop Irrigation established under WIP 1I too High?
Are the Goals for Nursery Capture reuse established under WIP I too High?




Tons

Items As Points of Discussion

1. How much of the burden of Bay clean-up can agriculture bear without compromising
economic viability?

2. Farmed acres have been decreasing in Maryland while precision agricultural technology has
been improving. These factors have contributed to a change in the proportion of total
fertilizer used by agriculture. For example, from 2011-2014, non-farm use of fertilizer
equaled or exceeded agricultural use of fertilizer in the state of Maryland. Does the WIP 1II
take into consideration the apparent shrinking contribution that agriculture is making to this
source of Bay nutrients?

Total Maryland Fertilizer Tonnage
FY1990 to FY2014, by Use

500,000
450,000 =
—Farm-use
400,000 1 —~ mm Nonfarm-use
B u
Linear (Farm-use
350,000 H [ 1 ( )
W B =|_inear (Nonfarm-use)
soo,om--m%w—————*é* ‘
250,000 HHHHH H HHHH =1
Al
200,000 H1HH A '
150,000 H I H H B e i
100,000 H [ & ot
—
50,000 -—[
0 4l
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3. If agriculture is being asked to do more, what is the approach to mitigate the increased use
of non-farm fertilizer to create a more balanced playing field for nutrient reductions?
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7.

10.

Progress within the Bay model for ag is largely attributed to what gets reported through tools
such as conservation tracker and cost-share programs. Farmers have implemented practices
on their own without the benefit of cost-share assistance or by working directly with the
districts. How can this information be captured so farmers can get credit for the benefit (ie,,
Precision Agriculture)?

Some farmers have suggested that capturing this information may require them to hire
additional staff to assemble information in a form applicable for modelling purposes. Could
funding opportunities be pursued to provide Counties with additional staff assigned
specifically to assist farmers with documenting practices that they do on their own and in a
format useful for modelling purposes?

It has been reported that BMP implementation on rented land is very low (16 to 25%).
Should we explore financial incentives to expand cost share on rented lands by providing
higher levels of cost share assistance where there are long term leasing agreements, and
landowner willingness to allow practices to be installed? This could result in an increased
implementation in BMP on rented lands that represent a high percentage of agriculturally
worked lands.

Since most farmers learn about new technologies and industry advancements from talking to
other farmers, would it be advantageous to develop a Peer to Peer WIP Resource team

where farmers could lend their expertise by meeting with other farmers to help advance best
management practices, such as precision ag or other agricultural management best practices.

12



4,

5.

& THE BALTIMORE SUN | WEDNESDAY, AUCUST 8, 2008 m

85 million gallons of
sewage overflow in
August rainfall

Intense rain in July and subsequent sewer line
breaks in August caused more than 85 million
pallons of sewnge-tainted water to flow into Bal-
timore’s harbor over two weeks, city officials said
Tuesday. The city’s water and sewage system re-
leases tainted water when rains are too heavy for
the system to hold. City officials say the overflow
preblem will continue until at least 2020 as they
worl on $2 billion in infrastructure upgrades.
From July 21 to July 25, 45 miflion gallons of
sewage-tainted water were released. Addition-
ally, on July 27, more than 3 million gallons were
released, ercording to the city.

~ Lathe Broadwater

How are waste water discharges during storm events managed in the Bay Model? What are
the implications for Ag and how do these discharges impact Ag WIP III goals?

a. For example, if the wastewater discharges are not captured in the model, agriculture
may do everything required of it and real-time Bay health will not show the expected
improvement because of the additional unaceounted forunaccounted-for nutrients.
Agriculture would then be expected to do more to see better real-time improvements
in Bay health, even though they had no connection whatsoever to the nutrients
entering the Bay through wastewater discharges. Is this a correct/realistic
understanding, or not?

Is all the good work agriculture is doing not being realized in real-time Bay health because
of urban unaccountability?

Are increased storm events resulting from climate change incorporated into the Bay Model?

If not, how will we recognize and mitigate the effects of additional storm-related sewage
overflows that impact Bay health and are not associated with agricultural nutrients?

10
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