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Good morning.  I am delighted to be with you for Potomac Forum IV.  Our theme this year, “Working Together to Protect Water Quality,” reflects the importance of partnerships, not just among governmental agencies, but incorporating non-profits, environmentalists, and the public at large.  After all, without water we wouldn’t be here – today or throughout all human history!

Water is featured in the Old Testament, the New Testament, the Koran, the I Ching, and Native American legend.  Water is a favorite topic for poets, philosophers, scholars, and songwriters.  We probably all grew up with familiar quotations that incorporate water motifs:  

from English Proverbs – Blood is thicker than water;
from Coleridge’s “Ancient Mariner” – Water, water, everywhere, Nor any drop to drink; 
from Ben Franklin’s “Poor Richard’s Almanac” – you never miss the water till the well runs dry;
from Paul Revere and Longfellow– one if by land, two if by sea;
and finally –

   from Paul Simon – Like a bridge over troubled water.
Perhaps my favorite quotation about water, however, comes from American humorist Mark Twain: “Whiskey is for drinking; water is for fighting over!”  Twain uttered those somewhat amusing words in the 19th century, when water wars on the frontier affected the development patterns of the American West.  Having grown up in the West, I remember well some of the news articles and political debates about transferring water from one state to another.  “Raiding” is how they termed it, I think. “War” may be a less descriptive word today, but water resources continue to have major impacts on how we use the land, and relationships between localities, regions, and states. 

The amount of water available now and in the future is an important factor that is considered by planners and environmental experts around the nation and the world.  In this area, reservoirs upstream, built more than two decades ago by the water co-ops and the Corps of Engineers, ensure that minimum Potomac flows will be maintained for the future, even during periods of drought.  
But not everyone gets their drinking water from a river. In 1955, only a fifth of Americans got their drinking water from underground.  Today, more than half of the population depends on groundwater for their drinking water supplies.  Some jurisdictions are even looking to sea water. In Hawaii, water experts predict that, by 2020, the demand for fresh water will exceed the supply on the island of Oahu.  Desalination, or removing salt from seawater to make drinking water, is an option, but disposing of the brine that is produced can be problematic.  One solution was to discharge the brine into deep, concrete-lined ejection wells on one side of the island, but that process depends heavily on the geology and topography of the site and the environ-mental after-effects are unclear.  

The legal fight between Virginia and Maryland over the Fairfax County Water Authority’s request to build a new intake to draw water from the middle of the Potomac River (which belongs to Maryland from centuries-old law) was resolved by the Supreme Court earlier this decade.  Water quality was the issue – water from the middle of the river is cleaner than water from the shoreline, resulting in lower costs for treatment to drinking water standards.  Despite Maryland’s contention, the new intake did not increase the amount of water withdrawn from the river.  As you all know, that’s controlled by permits from the federal government.
If water quality is an issue at the beginning of a pipe upstream, it also is an issue in the discharge pipe downstream.  Wastewater treatment plants must ensure that the effluent (another name for wastewater that goes through a rigorous cleaning process) meets water quality standards before it goes back into the river or stream. A couple of examples -- the most recent upgrade at Fairfax County’s Noman Cole Pollution Control Plant gets us to 6 milligrams per liter for nitrogen (and sometimes to 4, depending on the weather).  That upgrade cost 175 million dollars.  The additional upgrade to get to 3 MGL, in preliminary design right now, is estimated to cost 80 million more dollars. 
In State College, Pennsylvania, the University Area Joint Authority, which operates a small wastewater treatment plant (well, small compared to Fairfax), just last month implemented a water re-use program.  Their Beneficial Reuse Project will provide clean, but not drinkable, water for industrial uses such as a concrete batching plant, an industrial laundry, and possibly golf course maintenance.  A reverse osmosis system prepares the re-use wastewater that is pumped to users through special purple-painted pipes and hydrants. The re-used water is not governed by their federal permit, since they are not discharging to a water body, but does allow the plant to handle more flows.
For many years, before the first Bay Agreement was signed in 1983, the Chesapeake Bay was, for most people, I think, a source of summertime crabs and oysters, a working fishery for Maryland and Virginia, and a weekend beach destination or sailing trip.  Unless you lived on or near the Bay, little thought was given about the economic value of the Bay to the region, or the inter-relationship of local and state government approaches and responsibilities.  Indeed, it wasn’t until 1998 and 1999, as the C2K Agreement was being drafted, that local governments in the Washington metropolitan region really took notice of the significant role the Bay played to the well-being of our communities.  In 1998, the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, or COG, established a Chesapeake Bay Policy Committee.  I was the founding chairman of that committee, and we wanted to ensure that the perspective of local governments was included in the C2K document.  We were guided by four simple principles: voluntary, voice, equity, and good science. As the largest metropolitan region in the Chesapeake Bay watershed, we also wanted to be sure that other metropolitan areas were in the loop, and so we started the Metropolitan Areas Working Group.  This informal group of COGs, MPOs, and other planning groups, met for about two years up and down the mid-Atlantic from Baltimore to Hampton, to review the draft proposals and make recommendations for C2K.  In the final adopted agreement, there are dozens of references to local government, its roles and responsibilities, in all sections of C2K.  We got “respect” but we also knew there would be a large price tag attached, one that localities could not, and should not, shoulder alone.  And the clock was ticking...
In 2000, the deadline to de-list the Bay from the impaired waters list by 2010 loomed large, but many local officials (I was one) held out some hope that the deadline might somehow be achieved.  C2K provided a road map for recovery. We anticipated that EPA would give us the target numbers and we’d be on our way to taking the appropriate actions to delisting the Bay, even though we’d have to quadruple the pace. 
As 2001, 2002, and even 2003 sped by, EPA was still working on the numbers.  Recognizing that improving water quality was the most critical element of the overall protection and restoration of the Bay and its tributaries, the Chesapeake Executive Council formed the Chesapeake Bay Watershed Blue Ribbon Finance Panel in late 2003 and charged it to examine the funding issues, identify funding sources sufficient to implement the clean-up, and issue recommendations by October 2004.  
I was appointed to the Panel by Governor Mark Warner, one of only two local elected officials, although some members, including our extraordinarily-talented chairman, former Virginia Governor Jerry Baliles, had served in public office.  Most of the 15 panel members were distinguished leaders in finance and business, but not too familiar with the specific Bay issues affecting localities.  But our mission was not to decide between scientific theories or practice; it was to figure out how to pay for it all, and it would have to involve local, state, and especially federal, dollars. 
If you have read the report, you know that costs are continually increasing, (in fact, during the course of our deliberations, the cost increased by 10 billion dollars, from 18 billion in March to 28 billion in September!) the available funding does not begin to meet the needs for restoring water quality by 2010, and our primary recommendation was to establish a Chesapeake Bay Finance Authority capitalized by federal funds over a six-year period, for a total of 12 billion dollars with an 80/20 match, or 3 billion dollars, by the states.  Total capitalization would be 15 billion dollars.  The Finance Authority would identify and develop projects and programs to remediate the Bay, and build on the states’ Tributary Strategies.  
Now, if you read the newspaper earlier this year, when the Executive Council visited Congress in February to request the funding, you know that they were told, pretty explicitly, that “there is no money.”  Even though they represented six states and the District of Columbia -- 16 million people and 64,000 square miles of American soil – in the Chesapeake Bay watershed, Congress was not receptive.

Undaunted, the Executive Council authorized the establishment of a Financing Authority Committee to look at how a Chesapeake Bay Finance Authority might be structured.  Remember, the Blue Ribbon Panel had recommended a Finance Authority but we had not designed a structure or how it would operate.  We only recommended how to capitalize it.  As luck would have it, I was asked to serve on the Finance Authority Committee, too.  It had 14 people, only two of us had been on the original panel and, again, there were only two elected officials serving.  I must admit that, this time, the task was much more painful.  Knowing that the Congress was not receptive to the request of the governors made the effort to find a funding mechanism and then how to capitalize it was extremely difficult.  Political realities and occasional parochial interests demonstrated just how hard it can be to find common ground between and among states, let alone local governments.   The report notes that if funding is not available, any attempts to develop a financing authority will fail.  A finance authority also would require renewed fiscal commitment by the Bay Partners, not just reallocating existing fiscal streams.  An interstate compact also would be needed.  We looked at the possibility of making the recommendation without a compact but determined that anything short of a compact agreement would not, and could not, build the kind of sustainable financing mechanism that is needed.
We made our July 1 reporting deadline by a hair, and urged that special meetings be set up by the Executive Council to discuss the recommendations and advance the strategy.  We have been joined by the Chesapeake Bay Foundation in pushing for an ad hoc meeting by September 1 but, to date, the Executive Council has not identified a meeting date or location. 
The Blue Ribbon Panel made a number of other recommendations, perhaps none as expensive or controversial as the Finance Authority, but worthy of a look nonetheless.  

· Coordination and cooperation among federal agencies with programs in the Bay watershed need to be improved.  The Nation’s Capital is located in the Bay watershed (indeed, the Potomac watershed; no other watershed can make that claim), and the federal government needs to recognize and accept its crucial role in the region.  
· The headwaters states of Delaware, New York, and West Virginia have a major role to play, and their governors should be invited to join the Executive Council.

· Likewise, because agriculture plays such a significant role in the Chesapeake Bay restoration effort, the Panel recommended that the Secretary of Agriculture be invited to become a permanent member of the Executive Council.  

· Cap and trade permits for municipal and industrial wastewater treatment plants were recommended to meet Tributary Strategy allocations, but the Panel did not recommend the approach outlined by some academics that would encourage localities to sell   excess capacity in wastewater treatment plants that has been designed to accommodate future growth.

· The Panel also recommended development of storm- water utility user fees at the local level to fund stormwater management programs.  Fairfax County had been considering such a fee, but our Board of Supervisors decided instead to dedicate one penny on the real estate tax to stormwater management.  The additional 17.9 million dollars (this year alone) provides many of the same benefits in putting projects on the ground without the extra expense of billing procedures and bureaucracy.

· The recommendation that nearly didn’t make it into the report was the specialty fertilizer surcharge.  It was the item that would yield the least revenue, but it also would be significant in reducing the impact of household fertilizer runoff on Bay water quality.  The estimated 6 million dollar revenue could fund residential education programs about non-point source pollution, and highlight Low Impact Development techniques.  Interestingly, it was the only recommendation that did not have consensus and was put to a vote.  I shall ever be indebted to Governor Baliles, who voted with me on my motion and broke the 6-6 deadlock!    
In the meantime, activities continue at the local and regional levels.  In April, a statewide meeting of watershed roundtables was held in Lexington, Virginia.  The leaders of the 14 roundtables decided it would be a good idea to formalize our efforts, and we are working to establish the Virginia Watersheds Alliance.  We’ve held two rather lengthy, but well-organized conference calls this summer and an informal get-together is planned for September 10.  A listserve is being established and we have discussed the possibility of bringing forward joint legislative issues for General Assembly consideration.  One issue I raised for the Watersheds Alliance is the apparent disconnect between the Virginia Department of Health and DEQ regarding on-site septic systems.  Septic systems have allowed development – both commercial and residential – to occur beyond the reach of wastewater treatment plants.  These systems are a growing source of nitrogen to the Bay, as wastes drain into groundwater.  Peat systems and some-thing called Wisconsin mounds have been approved as septic systems by the Virginia Department of Health, yet these systems have a high rate of failure.  When they fail, they affect our waterways and, ultimately, the Bay.  Why doesn’t the State Health Department talk to DEQ?  I think this will become a significant issue as growth pressures increase, not just in the Potomac Watershed, but throughout Virginia. 
The Local Government Advisory Committee, or LGAC, one of the mandated committees of the Bay Program, has been meeting around the watershed, looking at local best practices.  A sophisticated and award-winning green roof in Washington, D.C., the Clean Air Campaign in Annapolis, and watershed issues in and around State College, Pennsylvania have provided examples of successful public/private partnerships, with results that can be quantified.  
The green roof on K Street in downtown D.C. is so successful that staff provides tours on a fairly regular basis.  The terms waterproof membranes, manufactured aggregate, and sedum are beginning to creep into our environmental vocabulary.   Clean Air in Annapolis commits the city to an aggressive tree planting schedule and a “Clean Commute” partnership with businesses to provide incentives to use the bus and trolley system.  And in the mountains of Pennsylvania, the Spring Creek Watershed and Clearwater Conservancy work together to provide education, outreach, and communication to help local municipalities meet their educational requirements under the MS4 program.  LGAC members were especially impressed with a fold-out brochure of the Spring Creek Watershed Surface and Groundwater Boundary Map – simple, straightforward, and easy to use and understand – that could serve as a template for other watershed groups working with local governments.   
Interesting, too, was finding out that Penn State University, rather than being exempted from local land use requirements, collaborates extensively with local governments in stormwater management, even serving as the testing ground for porous pavement, infiltration beds, and replacement wetlands.
You know, usually when I am asked to speak about watershed issues – before Congressional subcommittees, the Commission on the Future of Virginia’s Environment, COG, and so forth, I am limited to five minutes or so, and therefore I talk as fast as I can and stay on a simple message – usually the need for funding or enforcement.  
Today, I find myself in a different quandary – more time to speak, but the issues are so numerous and complex that it’s hard to include them all, or know when to stop!  So let me conclude by giving you some final “action” ideas.  
First of all, continue your advocacy for water quality and watershed issues in whatever role you find yourself.  When you get frustrated about whether the General Assembly is paying attention, remember that, for years, they weren’t.  But the debate over a flush tax and water quality last winter in Richmond demonstrated, probably for the first time, that General Assembly members were talking about our issues, and even understanding them.  We make progress in little steps.
Second, your advocacy needs to include a lot of dialogue -- and listening. Water quality, indeed most environmental issues, should not be “us versus them.”  We’re all in this together – all ages, races, ethnicities, educational levels, and professions.  When I, as an elected official from inside the Beltway, have an opportunity to chat with another elected official from say, Rockingham County, I learn a lot about the rural perspective.  And I would hope that they learn from me about urban issues.  I wish we could get some sustained dialogue between the Farm Bureaus and urban/suburban groups.  Wouldn’t it be nice to have urban BMPs and agricultural nutrient management plans equally understood, respected, and funded?
Third, read the Blue Ribbon Finance Panel Report.  It may be the best and most comprehensive look at Chesapeake Bay issues in recent memory.  It outlines the challenges, how we got there, and offers recommendations that can be implemented at all levels of Bay life.  Governor Baliles wanted the report to be big, and it is, so that it wouldn’t just be filed on a shelf somewhere.  It’s also a good read.  
Fourth, let’s get cracking on stormwater management.  As I mentioned, Fairfax County now has a dedicated penny on the tax rate.  But our backlog of projects is huge.  I know that planning is necessary, but let’s get these projects built now!
Finally, plant riparian buffers!  They offer the biggest “splash for the cash,” can energize volunteers of all ages and abilities, and you can see results by the end of the day!  
In the Finance Panel report, Governor Baliles noted that the Chesapeake Bay is at a turning point.  The population is growing, forests are disappearing, and restoration efforts are being overtaken by current trends. Time is running out, but we cannot run away.   We must not run away.
If, as Mark Twain said, water is for fighting over, then let’s focus and dig in as for battle.  The stakes are high.  Aren’t we all on the same side?  This war is winnable, and the prize is water quality and a clean Chesapeake Bay. 
Thank you very much.  

