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Conceptual development (based on)

: 1. In/out of urban area
e MS4 program requirements

. Discussions with local municipalities Metric weights assigned based on stakeholder input 2. In/out of municipality or MS4 coalition

3. Parsed out of sediment and nutrient load
calculation; e.g.,
e Combined sewer system
e Federal, state, or industry owned land and/or
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e (Case studies and empirical evidence on project effectiveness

Data sources

e Publicly available remote sensing data

e County/local government data on land parcels

e New GIS data by processing existing spatial data as needed

Model development

e Model calibration: .
e Calculate metrics bl Na ry
e Determine metric weights (through stakeholder input)
e  Ground truth results (with stakeholders)

e Revise model and repeat calibration

e Provide map of locations and analysis of management

approaches employed (e.g., parsed areas, specific barriers,
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