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dule — Past and Future

rr“ 5 Response to Virginia’s \Watershed
plementatlon Plan (WIP)
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'-'_ - EPA \/A Interaction

* Remaining Major Issues
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2re’s a Problem — Work Together
7 (7 pages)
Y0P Reduction in Nutrients
92 (back to 3 pages)

= \ork Upstream
= [Develop Tributary Strategies

':"_ﬁ‘_i 1999 Consent Decree — TMDLs

® 2000 (up to 13 pages & 100+ commitments)
— Beyond 40% - Delist the Bay and Rivers

e 2005 Tributary Strategies
°* And Now —




Bay TMDL and WIP Schedule: 2009-2017
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" |Major basin - _ =
" iurisdiction Nov 29, 2010 Final WIPs
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Bay TMDL Public 2010 Established
Meetings

Phase 2 Divide Target
Watershed Loads among

Capacity/Gap Implementation [ Watersheds,

: Evaluation :
= PIaE& November M= Plans: Jun/Nov | Counties,

5009 = Sept.1 2010 AN 2011 Sources

: 2-year
July 1 and August 13 Allocations Starting | milestones,

reporting,
2011 modeling,

Draft TMDL

Public monitoring
Sept. 24, 2010 Review

And
(45 days) Comment 2017 60% of Practices in Place -

Phase Ill WIPs to meet 2025 Goal




\ DLM’I‘P Outreach

Drc LIMVDL Issued on Sept 24: 45 Day puklic
corrrnent gerack gl Novegees S

rJI Publlc Meetings In Virginia: Octeber 4 — 7,
‘G

= EPA anadl VA Participation

— Weblnar

'S Stakeholder Outreach: Environmental
Organizations, State Legislators, Local
Goevernments, Agricultural Community,
IHemebuilders/Developers, and Wastewater
Associations




CHARTER SIOMER.

AV IREIEIa e Coae) or Virginia By, adalng in Chaprer .3’ 1 o1E 62, d
ELHCI2 [l erea’ 21, CONISISUITYROISECHONS TILITIOETEUs 62, 1-4A 1 rougn

62, 1-44, 19: 8 (elelijglepieN il
Restoration Act. [S 1122

Agorovecl Megepke i)
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RO Plans to address impaired waters.

& 625 ="
AW 0HG Shiall develop and a plan to achiieve
i //[ support/ng status for impalred waters, except wihen

SN aeNmpalment Is established as naturally occurring. The
S -f an shallcluade the date of

aci , and the
“environmental /mpact of addressing /mpa/rment and the

expeditious development and
when appropriate and as required

, benefits, and

pursuant to subsection C.
pursuant to a

. I'he Board shall develop and
- schedule total maximurm dally loads of pollutants that may/

enter the water for each impaired water body as required
by the Clean Water Act.




—

C A DT E R -
CHESAREAKE B AN VIR E TN A WA E RS C L E A
UP ANE OVERSIGHT ACT
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5 62,1 4 WS Development of an impalred waters clean-up
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Oz Slialegies, obfectives.
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#Z‘ 7'7‘76 Secretary of Natural Resources shall for
the cleanup or the Chesapeake Bay and Virginia's

. 1he plan shall be revised and amended as needed to
reflect changes In 3 , and




CHESA%EKE BAY AND VIRGINIA WATERS
LEAN-UP AND OVERSIGHT ACL.

c Continued...
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1. ezist .f raple and.
IESCIILI0N OF the
or: prasing to

expected aates of completion,

of work within the plan both for point and
AoApPoIAL source clean-up projects;

5 A projection plan;

6. where delays In the implementation
of the plan may occur,

7. A

8. A description of the extent of coordination between state
and local governments;

9. Assessments of alternative funding mechanisims
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Wailershed Implementatlo_n Plans,
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S mJJ s to EX|st|ng Statutory Reguirements

SRterim and Final Nutrient and Sediment Target Loads
. Current Loeading Baseline and Program Capacity

Gap Analysis

Commitment and Strategy to Fill Gaps

Account for growth

Trracking and Reporting Protocols

Contingencies for Slow/Incomplete Implementation
Appendix with Detailed Targets and Schedule
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NEREOT This s, All ThatsNEW

—

SNIVENE heen at this a while
SEWEfiad a pretty good idea of what
f eds 10 be done — “Trib Strat Effort”

SR/ eve developed clean-up plans before

_ 'We ve developed many TMDLs
® Vlany of the partners have been at the
table for quite some time
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= .
ogen Loads by Sector and Scenario—CBP Watershed Model P5.3
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13.75 17.98

1985 2010 Tributa Proposad WQS
Strltqlllr’
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*e ievy, of Vlrglnlas
ementatlon Plan




SEANVIP Review Proeess

> A e DATEXperts conducted a 3-day
fle lous evaluatlon Process

= Common Feview: criteria

. *iered the State submissions in 4 categories of quality and
= Reasonable Assurance

= Three goals were paramount:

e Achieving the load caps in all basins and impaired segments

® Providing a high level of reasonable assurance that nonpoint
source controls will be achieved

e Sufficient detail for permit writers




VA" Communicatieon

17
I—L_J
-1 s

T —— i —

4 VA Summary of Proposed WP
ents (SAG)

25— Draft WIP: submitted

| 13t 238 — EPA Conference call with VA Senior
) AVigmagement - summary off EPA WIP review

| *—--—Sept 24 — | etter from R3 Administrator

= explaining review process and brief summary of
-~ EPA WIP review findings

e Oct. 4 — Detailled WIP evaluation letter sent to
AV//A\
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VA Findings: Stormwatesi.

SteTINEIES REVNREVISIORSENCOniNGENCY actionsiacking
m rn BVent that Virginia's new: regulations are not
ulgated O schedule

Eyelopment/New Development - Lacked strong
04 Olmance standards

| etroflts for Existing Development - Lacked strong
:_:- = GEtailed retrofit program with aggressive performance
= standards; reductions from existing stormwater loads not
~  possible without retrofits

e Expansion of Nutrient Credit Exchange Program —
General concerns — too vague

® Discrepancies - WIP strategies and input deck #s did not
mesh (E3 issue)
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IEEINA Eindings: WasteWwater
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2 Jrnm s River - Lacked commltment Lo retrofit and
oo Ll A WANARRE

5 ‘r'"-Siqnificant WWTPs - Lacked detail
| | gardlng permitting approach

: Tracklnq/Verlflcatlon/Reportlnq Additional

—"'_ clarity. needed regarding nutrient loads and
Upgrade/compliance schedules

® On-Site Treatment Systems - Insufficient detail
for strategies to achieve nitrogen reductions
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alfl\VA Flndlngs Agriculttress

> o) o[f entation of “Prionity Practices” - Lacked assurance for
EECSEENInPIEMENALBIRS R—
SRPHVENSN(E.J. regulatery and Ieglslatlve IRItIatives)

ENPEtailEd strategy outlining| timing and process for large increases in
1] plEmentation  rates

— e Ices of funding

-l-i

2 QJ Dllance with Existing Requlatory Programs - Insufficient detail
;r' BUlioFcompliance

“Compliance/Enforcement procedures
_-=:=:' — Needed staffing levels
— Ereguency. of inspections/verification

Smaller Animal Operations (AFOs) - Additional need to address
Impacts on water quality

Phosphorus Management - Limited commitment to to address high P
in soils and related excess manure
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(EiBpopsed) Federal Backstop Allocatlons
(sriocl liyFstate WIP dllocations),

IR —

- All rlsdlctlons reqwre some level of
”'nrﬁi stop allecation or adjustment
IECAISE:

I S Didn’t achieve basin-jurisdiction allocations (N, P,
Sediment)
s Didn’t provide a high level of assurance that

proposed strategies could be implemented
(particular emphasis on 60% by 2017)




o Eederal Backstop Actions

s

- Could Include.......

EstcisliSlitadditional feClctons from regulated

polrrt soureas (2., westavwertar irazitrr gt ozl is,

Cr FO, 1 SjZlis))

siaifiner scale allocations for headwater
(TI\/IDL)

=3 Iﬂcrease permit oversight/object to permits

- Requwe net iImprovement offsets

® |ncreased federal enforcement

* Condition or redirect federal grants

* Promulgation of local nutrient standards




S
ginia: moderate backstop

— ﬂstewater faC|I|t|es 45mg/L TINFana .3 mg/L TP

and designflow............ S —

\/ S45 5006 of Urban MS4 lands meet aggressive
PEfGrmance standard through
troflt/redevelopment 50% of unregulated land

| ___eated as regulated

=== Construction: Erosion and sediment control on all

e i - o

~  lands subject to Construction General Permit

— CAFO Production Areas: Waste management,
barnyard runoff control, mortality composting,
precision feed management for all animals. Same
standards apply to AFOs not subject to CAFO permits
EXCEPT no feed management on dairies
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oppertunities for Improvement s

SRERATS Ul timate; Goallis to REIaX/REMOoVe Backstops
SNVillWe Get There? S—
SPANE providing the States with epportunities to
LF- aiee: thelr WIPs by November 29

SRERPANS extensively engaging the jurisdictions to

n—l—"_

== are Infermation, guidance, examples from other
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= States, etc.

~ s Other Opportunities for Improvement/Refinement
— 2011 Phase Il WIPs
— Two-Year Milestones
— 2017 Phase Il
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ERVACNA Interactlon
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\/\/ef Iy Conference Calls since Oct. 15
:InIOF Vianagement Involvea

o éilable Technical Experts
|t Pewn Meeting — Oct. 29 & Nov. 19
Shared Revised Data
¢ Shared Revised Strategies
® Einal Summary/Status Letter Coming Today
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FEMaIning IsSUES

- AclfletfEClge

= C IDISCUSSIGNG: tHISWEek

SEInES River: Staged Implementation
=NSnElizing Workable solution

ERSormwater
&= Additional detail needed

._.-‘-ll-_.-"_'-_..'.‘-_lﬂl— —

—— Permitting Issues

~ = Nutrient Credit Exchange Program — Expansion
— Detail I1s improving...revisions continue

e James River Sediment Allocation
— EPA decision pending (difference of opinion exists)
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