POTOMAC WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE

Quarterly Meeting – January 7, 2011
Lord Fairfax Community College, Warrenton, Virginia
MINUTES 
Members and Alternates

Hon. Penny Gross, PWR Chair, Voting Member, Fairfax County
Marty Nohe, PWR Vice Chair, Voting Member, Prince William County

Kirsten Buhls, Advisory Member, Virginia Cooperative Extension

Hon. Jim Christian, Voting Member, Loudoun SWCD
Hon. Harry Crisp, Voting Alternate, Stafford County

Debbie Cross, Advisory Alternate, Department of Conservation and Recreation

Adrian Fremont, Voting Alternate, Fairfax City

Alan Gray, Voting Member, Agriculture and Forestry

Charles Grymes, Voting Member, Environment

Otto Gutenson, Voting Member, Environment

Claudia Hamblin-Katnik, Voting Alternate, City of Alexandria

Glenn Harvey, Voting Member, Water and Wastewater Utilities

Hon. Kandy Hilliard, Voting Member, Citizen of the Watershed

Diane Hoffman, Voting Alternate, Northern Virginia SWCD
Pete Holden, Voting Alternate, Loudoun SWCD

Bruce Holley, Voting Member, Citizen of the Watershed

Audra Lew, Advisory Member, Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin

Paul McCulla, Voting Alternate, Fauquier County

Jim McGlone, Advisory Member, Virginia Department of Forestry

Bruce McGranahan, Voting Alternate, Environment

Stuart McKenzie, Voting Alternate, Northern Neck PDC; Voting Alternate, Northumberland County
John Odenkirk, Advisory Member, Virginia Dept of Game and Inland Fisheries

James Patteson, Voting Alternate, Fairfax County, DPWES

Michael Peny, Voting Alternate, Construction, Development and Real Estate
Mike Rolband, Voting Member, Construction, Development and Real Estate
Joan Salvati, Advisory Member, DCR-CBLAD
Jim Sizemore, Voting Alternate, Water and Wastewater Utilities

Bryant Thomas, Advisory Member, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

Bob Tudor, Voting Member, John Marshall SWCD

Kelly Vanover, Advisory Member, Department of Conservation and Recreation

Elizabeth Ward, Voting Alternate, Prince William SWCD

David Ward, Voting Alternate, Loudoun County
Larry Wilkinson, Advisory Member, USDA-Natural Resources Conservation Service

Interested Parties 
Sharon Annear, Administrative Assistant to Councilwoman Hughes, City of Alexandria
Randy Bartlett, DPWES, Fairfax County

Russ Baxter, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

Clifton Bell, Malcolm Pirnie, Inc.

Kate Bennett, Fairfax County DPWES

Diane Beyer, Tri-County/City SWCD

Karl Berger, Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments

Richard Brawley, GKY & Associates, Inc

Darold Burdick, Fairfax County DPWES

Jennifer Carlson, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

Bill Clark, Thumb Run Consulting

Deirde Clark, Rappahannock-Rapidan Regional Commission

Bobby Crisp, Tri-County/City SWCD

Judy Cronauer, Fairfax County DPWES

Ed Cronin, Greeley and Hansen

Tom Crow, Fairfax County Department of Health

Debbie Dillion, Virginia Cooperative Extension

Angela Essner, Greeley and Hansen

Patrick Felling, Potomac Conservancy

Aaron Frank, Fairfax County, Mason District

Adel Godrej, Occoquan Watershed Monitoring Lab

Normand Goulet, Northern Virginia Regional Commission

Jeannie Heflin, Prince William SWCD

Jennifer Hoysa, John Marshall SWCD

Steve Hubble, Stafford County

Ray Hyland, Greeley and Hansen

Kelly Jimenez, Prince William SWCD

Noel Kaplan, Fairfax County, Dept of Planning and Zoning

Jim Kelley, Virginia Cooperative Extension Master ardener Program

Adam Kopley, Apex Companies, LLC

Dipmani Kumar, Fairfax County DPWES

Jim Lawrence, Lord Fairfax SWCD

Joe Lock, Loudoun County Health Department

Hunt Loftin, Michael Baker Corporation
Harry Manguerra, Michael Baker Corporation

Matt Meyers, Fairfax County, DPWES

John Milgrim, Fairfax County Health Department

Doug Moseley, GKY & Associates, Inc.

Candi Plaster, Prince William County, Coles District

Harry Post, Occoquan Watershed Monitoring Lab

Asad Rouhi, Northern Virginia SWCD

Glen Rubis, Loudoun County Dept of Building and Development

Niffy Saji, Fairfax Water

David Sample, Occoquan Watershed Monitoring Lab

Ellen Schwartz, Tri-County/City SWCD

Bob Slusser, VA Department of Conservation and Recreation, Warrenton
Debbie Switzer, VA Department of Conservation and Recreation, Warrenton

Derek Tribble, Fauquier County

Kerry Wharton, Fauquier County

Ashiq Yusuf, George Mason University

Call to Order and Welcome.  Chairman Penny Gross called the meeting to order at 10:05 a.m. and asked everyone to introduce himself.  She welcomed new members, Elizabeth Ward, Prince William SWCD Alternate, Lora Smith, Northern Neck SWCD Alternate, Darryl Fisher, Westmoreland County Alternate, and Jim Sizemore, Water and Wastewater Utilities Alternate.  Paul McCulla, Fauquier County Administrator and Roundtable alternate member for Fauquier County, welcomed the Roundtable on behalf of the Fauquier County Board of Supervisors.  He said that the large meeting attendance is a measure of the dedication of the Roundtable and the importance of the topics. He noted that residents of Fauquier were very aware of their land and heritage and the need to preserve both.  
Approval of Minutes for the October 8, 2010 Roundtable Meeting.  A motion passed (Holley-Hilliard) to approve the minutes of the October 8, 2010 meeting at Westmoreland State Park.
Election of Officers.  Mrs. Gross said that she and Marty Nohe have agreed to serve again; however, Harry Atherton has not responded yet.  Bruce Holley nominated, and Kandy Hilliard seconded, Penny Gross for another two-year term as PWR Chair.  A vote passed to close the nominations and Mrs. Gross was elected Chair by acclamation.  Paul McCulla nominated, and Kandy Hilliard seconded, Marty Nohe for First Vice Chair.  A motion (Hilliard-Harvey) passed to close the nomination and Mr. Nohe was elected Vice Chair by acclamation.   It was the consensus of the Roundtable to delay the election of Second Vice Chair until after hearing from Mr. Atherton.  Mr. McCulla will follow up with Mr. Atherton.  
Approval of Support for an EPA grant.  Adel Godrej, Associate Director of the Occoquan Monitoring Lab, asked the Roundtable for a letter of support for an $2.2 million EPA Star Grant to establish one of two centers in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed to study urban stormwater issues and how to implement programs in urban stormwater management.  Members of the team include Virginia Tech, University of Maryland and University of the District of Columbia.  A motion (Holley-Crisp) passed to support the grant proposal to EPA and to send a letter of endorsement from the Roundtable.
Senator Patsy Ticer – Letter of Appreciation.  Mrs. Gross said that Senator Patsy Ticer is retiring from the General Assembly, following 30 years of service.  The Roundtable agreed that Mrs. Gross should send a letter of appreciation to Senator Ticer, thanking her for her work in the General Assembly and for moving forward a number of proposals supported by the Roundtable. 
Alternative Onsite Sewage Systems.  Tom Crow, Director of Environmental Health, Fairfax County Department of Health, discussed the issues stemming from General Assembly legislation passed in 2010 that mandates the Virginia Department of Health adopt standards for the installation, operation, and maintenance of Alternative Onsite Sewage Systems (AOSS) that will supersede all local codes when the revised regulations become effective in April 2011.  More stringent regulations, now in place in some localities, will be voided.  Mr. Crow explained that all onsite sewage systems disperse partially treated effluent to the soil for final treatment prior to its return to groundwater.  Conventional systems use only a septic tank for treatment, distribution must be by gravity, and at least three feet of well-drained soil is required.  Alternative systems may be experimental or generally approved and have three main characteristics: they use other than a septic tank for treatment; they use a distribution other than gravity (typically pressurized); and they do not result in a point source discharge.  State emergency regulations are now in place until the permanent regulations are adopted.  They establish setbacks and require an Operations and Maintenance (O&M) manual for homeowners, a formal O&M agreement with a licensed operator and a report sent to the Health Department.  The proposed permanent regulations exclude spray irrigation in wetlands, have new nitrogen requirements for the Chesapeake Bay watershed, and have additional requirements for systems with direct dispersal to ground water.  Currently, Fairfax County Code does not allow provisional systems for new construction unless a generally approved system with a 100% reserve area is approved as a backup.  Under the new state regulations, localities will not be able to prohibit these systems.  Also, Fairfax County regulations require specific setback distances, installation depths, and percolation rates for AOSS that are more stringent than the Virginia Onsite Sewage Handling and Disposal Regulations.  When the proposed AOSS regulations are adopted, these more stringent local code requirements would be voided.  The Fairfax County Board of Supervisors adopted a formal position statement as part of its Legislative Program for the 2011 General Assembly, supporting legislation that would restore local government's right to regulate the use of AOSS within the locality, and also would require sellers of residential property to disclose to prospective purchasers that an AOSS is on the property and that the system will have to be operated and maintained in accordance with applicable standards and requirements.  Mr. Crow said the O&M requirements are a good step; however, there will be an added cost to homeowners, additional staff time will be required to monitor compliance, and the stricter requirements of local code will be pre-empted.   Public comment on the final regulations will be accepted until February 4, 2011.  Mr. Crow also discussed onsite septic systems as they related to the Chesapeake Bay TMDL. Virginia’s draft Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) calls for the inclusion of onsite systems in the Nutrient Credit Exchange Program, implementation of the new AOSS regulations, consideration of state Code revisions to require new and replacement systems to utilize ‘shallow placed systems’ or denitrification technology, requirements for additional nitrogen reducing technologies in certain sensitive areas, consideration of state Code revisions to encourage community onsite systems, exploration of tax credits and other financial incentives for upgrading existing systems with nitrogen reducing systems, and making loans and grant available.  Mr. Crow’s presentation is available at www.potomacroundtable.org/archives/meetings.htm .  In the discussion that followed Mr. McCulla noted the O&M requirement applies to both old and new AOSS.  Ms. Salvati said that the new regulations will not void the Chesapeake Bay regulation requiring a pump-out every five years.  Several problems were noted, including system failure because maintenance is not performed, failures because systems in vacation home areas sit idle in the winter and are overloaded in the summer (systems need consistent use to function properly), and the need for more research about the AOSS. 
Chesapeake Bay Modeling Perspectives for the Regulated Community.  Clifton Bell, Principal, Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., gave an overview of the Chesapeake Bay modeling framework, describing its strengths and its uncertainties, which affect how the Bay Model should be used.  He said the Model is an impressive tool with many capabilities but with important limitations.  He noted that the primary purposes of the Bay Model are to identify the nutrient and sediment loads that will meet water quality standards in tidal waters and to identify management actions that need to be put into place to achieve these loads.  He explained that the Bay Model is actually a sophisticated set of many linked models (e.g., airshed, watershed, sediment transport, water quality, fish, oysters, underwater grasses, etc.) and data processing tools (e.g., Scenario Builder, a specialized software tool for formatting inputs) that have been developed and refined over a 25 year period.  The Model has gone from 585 cells in 1987 to 57,000 cells in 2010.  He noted that this does not necessarily make it more accurate.  Originally, the Model predicted “hypoxic volumes” in the Bay, set and tracked reduction goals (e.g. 40%) over large watershed areas.  Current use includes an effort to predict water quality at very specific locations and depths (e.g. dissolved oxygen concentrations), to predict less than 1% changes in attainment, and to estimate local loads.  Mr. Bell said two important strengths of the Model are: 1) the watershed model is relatively well calibrated at Baywide and major tributary basin level; and 2) the water quality model is relatively well calibrated for dissolved oxygen in critical deep water segments, particularly in Maryland and the lower Potomac.  However, using Modeling to predict management scenarios is open to considerable uncertainties, which affects the accuracy, reliability and usefulness of such predictions.  Some reasons for the uncertainties include: 1) the use of very conservative assumptions and estimates (using the lower range of BMP efficiencies); 2) limitations of basic algorithms (groundwater component is crude, no explicit simulation of stream bank erosion, no mass balance of fertilizer); 3) scale limitations (not accurate at local scale); 4) over-parameterization (large number of input and output parameters, some of which must be estimated); 5) input errors (lack of credit for agricultural and urban practices); 6) calibration issues (one model partially calibrated to another and model not calibrated for local scale), and 7) poor model behavior.  Hence, the Model is complex, conservative and imprecise.  The Bay program has instituted the “1% rule,” but it is impossible to accurately quantify, and the Model is nowhere near this precise.  It is not accurate for the local level.  Mr. Bell recommended that the current Model not be used for local TMDLs, that the Model output should not be allowed to drive Bay TMDL implementation at the local level, and that MS4 permits should not base compliance on current Model predictions.  He recommended using the Model and Scenario Builder to track BMPs for input to the watershed model, to track progress at the major tributary, state and Baywide scale, and to identify offsets and trades.  He said refined models should be used for local TMDL planning.  He also recommended advocating for the inclusion of new BMPs in the Baywide Model, e.g. new structural BMPs and non-structural BMPs such as ordinances, outreach, education, and improved BMP maintenance, all of which are making a difference on the ground.  Mr. Bell’s presentation is available at www.potomacroundtable.org/archives/meetings.htm  During the discussion, Karl Berger, MWCOG, mentioned a pilot project in Anne Arundel County, MD, which is developing a local model that is yielding differences from the Bay Model, e.g. 33-50% differences for suburban loads.  
Status and Effect of Impervious Area Estimates in the Chesapeake Bay TMDL.  Michael Rolband, President, Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc. (WSSI) discussed the current pervious and impervious surface area estimates for urban areas and the potential effects on Bay TMDL implementation requirements.  EPA estimates claimed that impervious surfaces were growing at five times the rate of population growth.  WSSI conducted a closer analysis using, Geographic Information System (GIS) data and aerial photos.  It concluded that there was an error in the data and that the impervious surface area was not growing at that rate.  The data used in the earlier estimates was greater than first calculated.  The EPA has concurred that the rate estimate was incorrect.  Based on the most current Chesapeake Bay Model and U.S. Census data, the new estimate of impervious surface to population growth is 1.1.  Mr. Rolband discussed the potential effects of the current surface area estimates on the requirements for the Bay TMDL in the Virginia Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP).  The impervious load will more than double (area times loading rate); pervious load will stay the same (based on fertilizer sales); and load reduction requirements will increase because the Virginia WIP requires the urban sector to reduce a percentage of the urban load (this is a change from the draft WIP, which required that a percentage of the impervious area be retrofitted).   All sectors in the Bay will be affected by the load reduction requirements because the sum of the pollutants in the Bay must remain constant.  WSSI looked at what sectors would contribute the additional loads for nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment given the urban load reduction requirements.  To achieve the urban load reductions for nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment, the additional urban load reductions will need to come from the agriculture sector (or the septic sector for nitrogen).  Mr. Rolband concluded that the WIP will need to be changed significantly to reflect the new estimate of impervious surfaces.  WSSI also looked at the WIP allowable loads by watershed and concluded that the WIP is not equitable among watersheds.  For the analysis, WSSI took the total waste loads for nitrogen and phosphorus that are related to people (septic, urban and wastewater) for each watershed in 2010 and divided that amount by the population of the watershed to determine the total pounds per person per year (e.g. 2.52 lb/person-year in the Potomac and 6.38 lb/person-year in the James).  The results shows that northern Virginia has the lowest per capita pollution, which makes sense since it has the strictest regulations for stormwater management and wastewater treatment plants; yet, it will be asked to reduce loadings by the same percentage as the rest of the state.  Also, since the cost to make reductions is greater in the urban areas, it may not be the most cost effective way to reduce nutrient loads.  Mr. Rolband attributed much of the lower loading in the Potomac to the low permitted concentrations of nitrogen and phosphorus in flow from wastewater treatment plants.  He said that water quality improvements are being seen because the technology being used is working; however, if reductions are based on impervious surface cover, the urban areas in northern Virginia will be told to make much greater reductions than other areas, even though northern Virginia has already taken great measures to reduce pollution to the Chesapeake Bay.  Mr. Rolband’s presentation is available at www.potomacroundtable.org/archives/meetings.htm 
Legislative Letter to Members of the General Assembly.  Mrs. Gross invited recommendations for the Roundtable’s annual letter to members of the General Assembly, and several suggestions were made.  There also was a discussion of the impediments to using rainwater, graywater and re-use water.  Mrs. Gross will compose a letter that will: 1) encourage adequate funding for WQIF, the Revolving Loan Fund, and for new urban, suburban and rural stormwater requirements; 2) recommend legislation regarding lawn care fertilizer products; and 3) note continued support for nitrogen-reducing septic systems and express a concern about the proposed alternative onsite sewage system (AOSS) regulations that will prohibit local authorities from restricting the use of AOSS.  The letter will be sent to the Senators and Delegate who represent the area of the Roundtable and it will be posted at www.potomacroundtable.org/archives/legislative.htm  

Urban Stormwater Cost Estimates for the Potomac Basin.  Ed Cronin, Principal, Greeley and Hansen, presented a study of urban stormwater cost estimates for the Potomac Basin, including how they were derived and the assumptions used.  He also related the cost estimates to the Bay TMDL requirements.  In an example using Fairfax County, rainfall runoff was calculated using EPA land use data for the county, soil types and impervious surface area.  The percent of urban land treated by various BMPs was calculated using assumptions regarding BMPs for the various land uses.  Efficiencies for removing phosphorus, nitrogen and sediment came from the Center for Watershed Protection’s BMP Clearinghouse Efficiencies.  BMP unit costs were calculated for cost per cubic foot of volume treated and cost per foot of BMP surface area.  The percent of reductions in nitrogen and phosphorus loading that would be achieved from both the Tributary Strategies and the Virginia WIP are similar; however, they would achieve only 20% of what would be required under the E3 (everything, everywhere by everyone) scenario to meet the pollution reduction goals of the Chesapeake Bay TMDL.  In Fairfax County, the estimated annual cost to implement Virginia’s WIP would be $70 million, and for reductions to meet the Waste Load Allocations (without using non-structural BMPs) the estimated annual cost would be $91 million.  Mr. Cronin presented a table showing the annual costs per land use type and per household.  This translated to an annual cost of approximately $240 per household, or 0.2% of the medium household income.  Other tables showed the estimated costs for the Potomac Watershed and estimates for Virginia urban stormwater costs associated with the Chesapeake Bay TMDL.  Mr. Cronin noted that the estimated costs may be low because they are based on EPA’s Watershed Model, which contains incorrect Land Use Data.  Also, the estimated costs do not include land acquisition costs.  The retrofit costs are two to three times more expensive than new construction (redevelopment is cheaper).  He also noted that the implementation schedule is too short.  The tables, with detailed information, are displayed in the presentation, which is available at www.potomacroundtable.org/archives/meetings.htm  
Implementing Virginia’s Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) and the Chesapeake Bay TMDL – State Perspective.  Russ Baxter, Chesapeake Bay Coordinator, Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, discussed the issues and next steps facing the state and localities as the implementation of Virginia’s WIP begins.  Mr. Baxter provided background about the Chesapeake Bay TMDL, definitions, the key players, and events and milestones leading up to the TMDL issued by EPA on December 29, 2010.  He noted the difference between Waste Load Allocations (regulated, e.g., municipal and industrial facilities and NPDES permitted stormwater and CAFOs) and Load Allocations (unregulated, e.g., agriculture, forest, on-site septic, non-regulated stormwater).  He reminded that the measure of success in cleaning up the Bay will be meeting the water quality standards for dissolved oxygen, water clarity and chlorophyll ‘a.’  The TMDL defines WLA and LA for 92 ‘segment-sheds.’ (smaller segments of the large river basins), and it provides a description of water quality standards, a modeling and monitoring framework, and a ‘reasonable assurance’ framework.  The EPA made allocations by state and by major river basins.  Virginia did not receive any ‘backstops’ but is subject to EPA’s ‘enhanced oversight and contingencies.’   The EPA has defined consequences for states if they do not make satisfactory progress in meeting the water quality standards.  The Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) is Virginia’s plan to achieve nutrient and sediment reductions from source sectors.  It includes management actions and sector allocations and it may be revised and updated periodically.  Virginia’s priorities: 1) allow flexibility in implementation to ensure cost-effective practices are given priority; 2) recognize current economic conditions, the economic impacts of the TMDL and the need for federal support; and 3) reserve the right to modify the plan and adapt as necessary.  In 2011, states will submit Phase II WIPs (actions proposed at a smaller, local scale), revisions will be made to the Chesapeake Bay Model to correct known deficiencies, and the EPA will make any modifications of the TMDL allocations.  States will submit Phase III WIPS in 2017.  In describing Virginia’s WIP, Mr. Baxter said it meets the 2017 target loads (60% of the 2025 allocations) for all basins.  It achieves this through management actions and use of existing nutrient credits.  It proposes a broad expansion of the nutrient credit exchange, and additional study of chlorophyll standards in the James River.  He highlighted the details of Virginia’s WIP by sector:  Wastewater, Onsite Septic, Agriculture and Forestry, and Urban and Suburban Stormwater.  Mr. Baxter said it was important to note that since 1985, Virginia has made significant progress in reducing nitrogen and phosphorus loads, while at the same time experiencing millions in population growth.  Nitrogen loads have gone from 87 million pounds/year in 1985 to 65 million pounds/year in 2009.  Phosphorus loads went from 11.5 to 7 million pounds/year.  He said the next steps are filled with many questions that need to be answered before moving ahead with implementation:  What does “local” mean? (county/city, SWCD, PDC); What are local capabilities – and capacities? (e.g., some counties have excellent GIS and others have none; staff resources vary); Where’s the money?; What are cost effective approaches? (going from model-world to real-world; how can we work creatively and collectively to make actions cost-effective); How does local land use and other data match the assumptions in the Bay Model?; How would a fuller participation in a Nutrient Credit Exchange facilitate local progress?; What other key issues face local government?  Mr. Baxter’s presentation is available at www.potomacroundtable.org/archives/meetings.htm  
Announcements.  

· The deadline for submitting proposals to the Fairfax Water 2011 Grant Program is May 15. (Niffy Saji)
· The US Fish and Wildlife Service has released the conservation plan for Featherstone National Wildlife Refuge.  This is public land that has been closed to public use since it was acquired in 1979.  Comments are accepted until February 24.  (Charlie Grymes)
Adjournment.  Mrs. Gross thanked the John Marshall Soil and Water Conservation District for hosting the meeting, and adjourned the meeting at 2:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
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