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Public Policy

Whole System
Blg Picture History of

Chesapeake Bay Agreement Goals:

stewardship, public access,
environmental literacy

Enforceable goal

TMDL/CBP

Clean Water Act

Establish water quality standards [1]

* Methods/Data Belie e T cuns

(defined as five habitats)

Water quality criteria (WQC)

o Effe Ct ive n e S S Dissolved oowygen, water clarity/SAV,

and Chl a across five habitats

* Challenges & Opportunities m..imfmm

* Equity & Legitimacy m.,.fmm

Pollutant stressors:

Mitrogen (TN), Phosphorus (TP), &
* Compare w/ CESR Pollution Targets Pttt trets

TN: 214.9 m Ibfyr
Allocation (State, Local) TSS: 18,587 m Ib/yr

TP; 13.3 m Ib/fyr
. v
WIP Design

Design & select implementation [4]
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Federal permitting ]

Funding

Modeling

Lawsuits

Fed/State nonpoint programs
Funding

Implementation
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TMDL accounting & accountability
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Methods/Data

* 59 Open-ended interviews

* Decision makers in CWS
governance

* Stratified snowball sampling
e June-December 2021

* Analysis (Atlas.ti)
* Blocks = Codes
 Number of Mentions (M)
e Co-occurrences (CC)

M = 118 for “Effectiveness”

7 Jurisdictions +
Federal +

Independent

", (> 5 per group)

Implementation
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Figure 90: Number of Respondents by their General Roles
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Effectiveness

Finding: Existing implementation actions to reduce nonpoint sources of nutrients are

5 Effective Il . . .

£ insufficient to achieve the TMDL.
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Stakeholders Rationale

Partially Effective
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Institutional Design | Rationale

g— Not Listening to Locals/ More

Unrealistic Expectations
T——
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— ’- ’ Too Much Reliance on

- Models/Models Not Accurate
< Other Watersheds

Limited.[Ressens nowledge

Resources too Low to
Meet Goals

- > Pre-CBP Institutions

Inclusive

(dermined by P@ Processes

NOT Effective

Partially
Effective

Not Efficient

. Weak Accountability Mechanisms
- Strong Science/Modeling

| Only Collaborate w/ Core Group
' Need More Regulatory Authority
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Best w/in Constraints

Collaborative @ Large Scale

Strong Accountability Mechanisms
> Other Watersheds



Challenges and Opportunities

* Challenges
114 detailed =

42 types 2>
4 categories
* Opportunities
77 detailed 2
26 types 2
4 categories

Challenges

Only Problem Multipliers

Implementation

Shared

. Partnership
Categories

Politics

Opportunities

Only Multiple Challenges




Top Challenges Top Opportunities

@mate Change

Climate Change

Improve Leadership

Accounting for N,P CBP Design
Changing
Stakeholder Engagement/

Behavior Outreach

Lack of Funding/
Other Resources

Emphasize Co-

Lack of Human benefits

Resources

Lack of Political

Will Increase Political

Will




Top 3 Co-Benefits

From 15 Types of Co-beneifts
* Reduce flooding
* Improve local water quality

* Increase profits for
agriculture

Species/Ecosystems are

on the list, but not at
the top




Politics

Political Challenges

Lack of Political Will
Partisanship/Election Cycles
Local Backlash

Lack of State-level buy-in
Local Political System

More Pressing Issues

Blame Game
Fragmentation

Lack of Leadership
Hidden/Delayed Benefits
Vested Interests

Link WQ, to Ecosystem Servs
Variability (Social/Gov)
Legitimacy/Lack of Trust
Environmental Justice

ALL phases of the policy
process

Causes of Other
Challenges

Distribution of Power and
Incentives
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Legitimacy: State-Level Equity

Legitimacy Jurisdiction

Questionable No Bay

Equitable Bay Coast




Legitimacy: WIP Design (M =44) a5 i

Process

NOT Legitimate
42%

WIP is NOT a Paper WIP IS a Paper BUT Best Can Do

Process Process 9%
20% 80%

No Comment
29%



Equity Among States and Models

Effective B

Partially Effective

Goal Attainment

NOT Effective
Effective

Partially Effective

Institutional
Desgn

NOT Effective Too Much Reliance on

Models/Models not Accurate

Effective

Partially Effective

NOT Effective

Equity (Among
States)

Partially Effective

Equity
(Local
Level)

NOT Effective
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Legitimacy: Models

Top Down/More Top Down

More AND “Better”

Transparency = LOW

Models

Transparency = Increasing

Technically better
VS. Stakeholders DON'T Accept Model

Political |y o1=lun= gl Model/Science Doesn't Match Stakeholder
Narratives = Less Legitimate

Modeling Mystery/Changes = Less
Legitimate
Modeling Mystery/Changes = NOT Less
Legitimate
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Models vs. Modeling Process

) Model is Accurate/Acceptable _
More negative than

positive for both Model/Process is Legitimate
Model is Improving
PROCESS improvements

mentioned more than Model Process NEEDS Improvement
MODEL improvements

Specification of Model Changes Outputs =

Model NEEDS Improvement E—_—
.|
I
Important

I

Modeling = Challenging (Various Reasons)

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

B True/Positive M False/Negative



Proposed Changes to Model(s)
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= No Recommendation = NEEDS Cobenefits = More BMPs/More Credit*

m it* =
Fewer BMPs/Less Credit Other Changes 33 of 39 Statements say CAST

UNDERestimates  N,P

CESR

Achieving Water Quality Goals in the
Chesapeake Bay: A Comprehensive
valuation of System Response




Legitimacy: Local-level Equity

Equity

Equity (Among Institutional

(Local

Design Goal Attainment

States)

Level)

Effective

Partially Effective
NOT Effective
Effective

Partially Effective
NOT Effective
Effective

Partially Effective
NOT Effective
Partially Effective

NOT Effective

Convincing the Unwilling

Building Coalitions of the Willing




tors Affecting
mplementation (General)

-aC

Build up Existing Programs
Low Cost/High Funding for Maintanence

Facilitate Implementation M Positive = MORE Implementation

Some Remaining Capacity

M Negative = LESS Implementation
Provides Cobenefits

Stakeholder Buy-In

Boots on the Ground

Available Funding/Resources

Increasing
Policy Entrepreneurship Funding vS. Cost
Outreach Effectiveness
Voluntary

Equity?
Cost Share/Incentives

Legal Requirements Political Feasibility?

Monitoring and Enforcement
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