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Mean	decrease	in	nitrogen:	~30%	



Model	Comparison	

Previous	Work	
	

8	models	
2004-2005	

13	main	stem	stations	
	
Biogeosciences	
doi:	10.5194/bg-13-2011-2016	



Model	Comparison	

Regulatory:	CH3D-ICM	
Academic:	ChesROMS-ECB	

	
	

Academic	
--	
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sigma-grid	

Community	Model	
Intermediate	Complexity	BGC	

	
	--	

Regulatory	Watershed	Model	Forcing	

	
Regulatory	
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Extensive	CalibraCon	
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Model	Comparison	

Regulatory:	CH3D-ICM	
Academic:	ChesROMS-ECB	

	

1985	-	2005	
Main	stem	&	Tributary	Stations	

	



How	do	nutrient	reductions	impact	
dissolved	oxygen	concentrations?	
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Average	DO	increase:						0.95	mg/L 	1.53	mg/L	
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Conclusions	

•  Both	models	generally	react	to	nutrient	reducCons	
similarly	
•  Bo^om	DO	is	elevated	and	low-oxygen	condiCons	

are	greatly	reduced	
•  Surface	DO	is	generally	decreased		

	
•  Academic	model	tends	to	be	slightly	more	sensiCve	to	

nutrient	reducCons	
•  ParCcularly	in	mid-Bay	



Future	Work	
•  Apply	regulatory	water	quality	standard	assessment	

•  Compare	levels	of	a^ainment	as	a	result	of	nutrient	
reducCons	for	both	models	

•  Examine	impact	of	criCcal	period	
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•  Assess	impact	of	climate	change	on	efforts	to	increase	
water	quality	via	nutrient	reducCons	

	



Questions?	
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