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REPORT OF THE STATE WATER COMMISSION 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 The State Water Commission is a 15-member legislative body established by statute that 
is charged with (i) studying all aspects of water supply and allocation problems in the 
Commonwealth and (ii) coordinating the legislative recommendations of all state entities that 
have responsibilities with respect to water supply and allocation issues. During 2011, the 
Commission received testimony on the status of the state and local water supply plans, the 
deliberations of the State Water Supply Advisory Committee, and the prospects for expanding 
water reclamation and reuse in Virginia. 
 
Background and Deliberations 
 
 1. Status of State and Local Water Supply Plans 
 
 Mr. Scott Kudlas, Director of the Department of Environmental Quality's Office of 
Surface and Ground Water Supply, provided an update on the development and implementation 
of local and state water supply plans. In 2003, legislation was enacted that required the 
development of a comprehensive water supply planning process. The process was to be designed 
to (i) ensure that adequate and safe drinking water is available to all citizens, (ii) encourage, 
promote, and protect all other beneficial uses of the Commonwealth's water resources, and (iii) 
encourage, promote, and develop incentives for alternative water sources. 
 

 Mr. Kudlas indicated that 10 local and 38 regional water supply plans have been 
submitted and all were submitted by the November 2, 2011, deadline, although a few localities 
scheduled public hearings and formally adopted their plan after the deadline. He described the 
water supply development process to date. The process began with development of a draft plan 
by the localities, in some cases completed with grant funds from the Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ). Each plan was then reviewed by DEQ staff. The DEQ staff 
review consisted of ensuring that each section of the regulation had been addressed in each 
locality's or regional plan. The DEQ staff then met with the localities to discuss the extent of a 
plan's compliance with the regulations. The localities and regional units responded to DEQ's 
comments and concerns, prior to formal submission of their plan. Finally, public hearings were 
held by the locality or regional unit, followed by the formal submission of the plan accompanied 
by appropriate documentation to DEQ. Since DEQ staff has worked closely with those local 
officials responsible for developing the local/regional plan, they are confident that at least 40 of 
the 48 plans submitted will meet the initial consistency determination with little or no additional 
information being required. 
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 2. Water Supply Plan Advisory Committee 
 
 In 2010, the Water Supply Plan Advisory Committee (WSPAC) was established by 
statute to assist DEQ in developing, revising, and implementing the State Water Resources Plan. 
The legislation identified the following nine elements for the WSPAC to examine: 
 

1. Procedures for incorporating local and regional water plans into the state water resources 
plan and minimizing potential conflicts among various submitted plans; 

 
2. Development of methodologies for calculating actual and anticipated future water 

demand; 
 
3. Funding necessary to ensure that needed technical data is available for development of a 

statewide planning process; 
 
4. Effectiveness of the planning process in encouraging the aggregation of users into 

common planning areas based on watershed or geographic boundaries; 
 
5. Impact of consumptive use and reuse of water sources; 
 
6. Opportunities for use of alternative water sources; 
 
7. Environmental flows necessary for the protection of instream beneficial use of water for 

fish and wildlife habitat; 
 
8. Role of the State Water Control Board in complying with the state water resources plan; 

and 
 
9. Other policies and procedures that the Director of DEQ determines may enhance the 

effectiveness of water supply and water resources planning in Virginia. 
 
 The Advisory Committee is composed of 25 members appointed by the Director of DEQ 
representing industrial and municipal water users; public and private water providers; 
agricultural, conservation, and environmental organizations; state and federal agencies; and 
university faculty. Dr. William Cox, a member of the WSPAC, presented a status report on its 
deliberations. He noted that since the committee represents divergent water resource interests, 
finding a consensus is often a slow process. In addition to meetings of the whole committee, 
WSPAC has operated through several subcommittees, with three of the subcommittees having 
submitted reports that are attached (Appendix A) and two having recently begun meeting. 
Subcommittee 1 focused on the details of incorporating the local water supply plans, which 
include such information as present and future demand, identification of water supply problems, 
and the development of management strategies to address problems into the state water resources 
plan.  This data will be incorporated into DEQ's hydrologic models as part of a cumulative 
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impact analysis. Once the state plan is complete, the WSPAC proposes that it be approved 
administratively by DEQ and presented to the State Water Control Board. 
 
 Subcommittee 2 dealt with the resolution of conflict among local plans. The 
subcommittee believes that since the prospective state plan does not seek to allocate water 
among users but only serves to inform future decisions, significant conflicts would ultimately be 
resolved through later permitting decisions by the State Water Control Board. However, the 
subcommittee noted that the planning process has provided an important vehicle for resolving 
potential conflicts since DEQ regulations require that local plans identify and address conflicts. 
 
 Subcommittee 3 considered the issue of consistency among methodologies used by local 
governments for projecting offstream water demand. Historically, water supply providers have 
tended to overestimate their future water needs in order to avoid water shortages, while 
environmental interests would like to minimize demand projections in an effort to protect natural 
water systems from the adverse effects of additional water development projects. The 
subcommittee found that local demand projections appear to be reasonable although different 
projection methods were utilized. 
 

 Two additional subcommittees were recently created. Subcommittee 4 will consider the 
impacts of consumptive water use and reuse on other beneficial water uses and how to deal with 
consumptive impacts on water planning. This subcommittee will consider the impacts of 
potential increases in consumption due to increased interest in water reuse and other factors. 
Subcommittee 5 will examine the interbasin transfer of water. 
 

 The WSPAC has spent a significant amount of time discussing the role of state planning 
in the management of the Commonwealth's water resources and specifically the relationship 
between water plans and water use permitting. The Advisory Committee believes that a plan 
should inform future decisions rather than attempt to dictate specific decisions. However, 
according to Dr. Cox, "the plan, in order to have any of its intended utility, should receive 
consideration in permitting decisions, together with other relevant information." He indicated 
that local governments generally feel that approval of a local plan should enhance the prospects 
for approval of projects and management strategies contained in their water supply plans. 
 

 3. Expanding Water Reclamation and Reuse in Virginia 

 In 2011, a line item in the 2011 appropriation act and a letter from Delegate Harvey 
Morgan requested the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the Virginia Department 
of Health to examine opportunities to expand the reuse of wastewater (referred to as water 
reclamation and reuse) with the goal of increasing water conservation and reducing nutrient 
pollution of surface waters. Ms. Melanie Davenport, Director of the Water Division of DEQ, 
presented a summary of the findings and conclusions of the report (see Appendix B for full 
report). She explained the five components of the report: 
 

1. Water reclamation and reuse (R/R) in Virginia today (regulatory framework, advantages 
and disadvantages, and funding); 
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2. Practices in other states to reduce surface water discharges; 
 
3. Opportunities for expanding water R/R to achieve goals; 
 
4. Definition of Water Quality Improvement Fund criteria and financial incentives for water 

R/R; 
 
5. Other alternatives to reduce discharges of nutrients to surface waters. 

 
 The report notes that in adopting water R/R approaches a community can supplement its 
overall water supply for other uses and can reduce nutrient loads to surface waters. The most 
notable disadvantages of such approaches are that water R/R (i) may reduce the minimum 
instream flow of surface waters, potentially affecting downstream beneficial uses that rely on 
discharge, including public water supply withdrawals and (ii) if inadequately designed, may 
result in the release of potentially harmful contaminants to shallow ground water, thereby 
impacting private wells and public waterworks. 
 

 The two agencies, together with a technical advisory committee, examined opportunities 
to expand water R/R through various statutory and regulatory changes. Some of the opportunities 
for such expansion of water R/R through legislative actions include: 
 

 Providing tax incentives and tax credits for end-users in order to create demand; 
 
 Providing subsidies for agricultural reuse of reclaimed water; 
 
 Establishing priority areas to encourage water reuse pending completion of the State 

Water Resources Plan; 
 
 Subsidizing operation and maintenance costs of water R/R projects; and 
 
 Ensuring continued availability of grant funds from the Water Quality Improvement 

Fund. 
 
 Ms. Davenport concluded by noting that the report describes various discharging and 
non-discharging alternatives in addition to water R/R that can reduce nutrient pollution of 
surface waters from point source discharges. For instance, in terms of discharging alternatives, 
wastewater treatment facilities can install nutrient reduction technologies; non-discharging 
alternatives could include land treatment, conventional or alternative onsite sewage systems, or 
stormwater R/R. However, there are several public health considerations associated with non-
discharging land-based alternatives, including the protection of source water quality for regulated 
public water supplies and the protection of ground water for private wells. 
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 It is the intention of the Commission to continue to monitor the water supply planning 
process and where necessary to assist DEQ in developing legislative initiatives that will enhance 
the Commonwealth's ability to plan for its future water resources needs. 
 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
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