
RESPONSE:

*  1000’s of cuts require targeted restoration.

*  Refined Understanding: BMP Opportunities 
Depends on Location and Climate Conditions

* Knowledge gaps require coordinated research.

Q: What do we know about the relative effectiveness at the watershed 
scale of practices designed to prevent mobilization of sediment and 

associated nutrients from sources other than legacy sediment? 

Kathy Boomer, The Nature Conservancy
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Key (Investment) Decisions:
– Where?
– How much?
– Best design?

1000’s of Cuts Require 
Targeted Restoration



Step 1: Identify Universe of Opportunities 



BMP Opportunities Depend on 
Location and Climate Conditions



BMP Implementation Challenge:  
Where, What, How Much?

Results: 
Ranked/Summed 
opportunities to 

maximize return on 
$$ invested to install 
bmp’s and provide 

services.

Conceptual Approach:
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I. Identify Field 
Opportunities

II. Quantify 
Costs/Benefits

III. Ranked 
Opportunities



Percentile

TP Retention 

lbs per site 

per year

50 < 1

95
32

(1,966 sites)

Pocomoke River 
Watershed Assessment
Best Opportunities for 

TP Retention
Predicted TP Retention 

Rates

n = 39,177

640 Square Mile Project…
1/100 of Chesapeake Bay Watershed

Channel  lengths > 75 ft
EHA > 0.25 acres



BMP Opportunities Depend on 
Location and Climate Conditions

n = 11,200
n = 4,150

n = 39,150



~700 acres

TNC Taylor Tract: 

Wet, flooded

TNC Taylor Tract: 

Dry, drawdown

~700 acres

BMP Opportunities Depend on 
Location and Climate Conditions



Key (Investment) Decisions:
– Where?
– How much?
– Best design?

Advancing Water Quality Goals Requires 
Coordinated Research



Kathy Boomer
The Nature Conservancy

kboomer@tnc.org

Key Findings:

*  1000’s of cuts require targeted restoration.

*  Refined Understanding: BMP Opportunities 
Depend on Location and Climate Conditions

* Knowledge gaps require coordinated research.



Identifying Opportunities to 
Target Natural Filters 



49K  lbs TN/yr

(11% reduction)

133K lbs TN/yr

(30% reduction)

129K lbs TN/yr

(29% reduction)

320K lbs TN/yr

(71% reduction)

207K lbs TN/yr

(46% reduction)

168K lbs TN/yr

(37% reduction)

144K lbs TN/yr

(32% reduction)

Predicted TN Retention (10x lbs / year)
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