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CHARTER SIOMER.
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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
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g€ J/ 4 VN7 Development or an impalred waters clean-up
0/ /// Slialegies, obfectives.

#Z‘ 7'7‘76 Secretary of Natural Resources shall for
the cleanup or the Chesapeake Bay and Virginia’s waters
_ designatead as impaired by the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency. The plan shall be revised and amended as needed to
reflect chhianges In strategies, , and
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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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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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semipuUnIcating EXpectations, o

SR\ BVEINPERA 2003 expectalions | Etie)

B pectations for content and timing of WIPS
—~ "'o “year milestones

SMYECEmEr 29, 2009, consequence letter
otentlal Eederal actions and consequences

_; F nal guide issued to States on April 2, 2010

== DPraft guide issued to states on March 18, 2010 for
review

= Provided a common framework for the review of the
Phase | WIPs

— Includes eight elements with level of detail needed
— Expansion of November 4, 2009 “expectations” letter
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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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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




—
OVETVIEW - Draft WP Deficicncies™

IR —

NERSUIEEEgy for filling recognized program or resources

cfz10s

2 ’_hforceable Or otherwise binding commitments

SERscrepancies between proposed implementation programs
== anofpollution reduction #s contained in a WIP

- o

e

& Reliance on pollution trading programs--no commitment to
~ adopt critical trading drivers such as new regulations

® [Few dates for key actions and program-building milestones
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VA Findings: Stormwatesi.

SONNYENCY e C NS ECkmoNrFthe event that\Virginia’s
PEVVArEglIationsiare not promulgated on schedule

_glc;-- Strong performance standards for development
rmf new aevelopment

EREECked stiong detailed retrofit program with aggressive
_-_-_,:,_:I—"e standards; reductions from existing
== Siormwater loads not possible without retrofits

a—

= ®= Overall concern with proposed expansion of Nutrient
Credit Exchange Program

s Discrepancies between the WIP strategies and input
deck (E3 Issue)

® |nsufficient implementation schedules
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o L r.r' elo| commltment {0 retrofit and optimize
WAVAIRSH R the James River Basin
"'"ed detail regarding permitting of nen-
Esigriiicant WWTPS
—=7 ddltlonal clarity needed regarding tracking,

- verlfymg and reporting nutrient loads and
‘Upgrade/compliance schedules to EPA

® |nasufficient detail for strategies to achieve
nitrogen reductions from onsite treatment
systems
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2l\VA Flndlngs Agriculttress

_:»c}sf alassurance for mcreased lmplementatlon off priority
orru_guaeJ _
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— Progdosse regulatory and Ieglslatlve Were removed

— e 2ied strategy eutlining timingl and process for large increases in
Jr PIEMENtation| rates

~ 2 Iurces Ol fnding

g-r-'écommendation_to develop a detailed Manure Management
- Sieiige)y Wit Innevative approaches

S N psufficient detail ensuring compliance with current regulatory
_ ﬂprograms

— Cempliance/Enforcement procedures
— Needed staffing levels

— Freguency of inspections/verification
Additienal need to address impacts of small dairies on water quality

Limited commitment to improving phosphorus (P) management to
address high P in soils and related excess manure

Insufficient efforts to improve horse pasture management
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(EiBpopsed) Federal Backstop Allocatlons
(sriocl liyFstate WIP dllocations),
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- 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




proposed) Federal Backstops
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S | e 7els of Allocation Adjustments
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— l\/lj Of - adjust Ioad allocations to egual targets

— l\/ derate
wisStrenger CAEO/MS4 requirements
- Slgnlflcant WWTPs: N @ 4 mg/l, P @ 0.3 mg/l

— ngh Backstop
e Stronger CAFO/MS4 requirements
e Significant WWTPs: N @ 3 mg/l, P @ 0.1 mg/l
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Drait VA WIP Evaluations

=EeIVirginia: m'deratek PACKSTOP

sNasiewater facilities: 4 ma/L TN"and .3 mg/L TP and design
Flowy

—'i\' 845" 509 of urban MS4 lands meet aggressive performance
BSiandard through retrofit/redevelopment; 50% of unregulated
Iand treated as regulated
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== — Construction: Erosion and sediment control on all 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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OpportUNIties for Imp[_oygnent_..

SREPANS providing, the States with opportunities to
Al EicET eV VPSS VAN VAR 2o
— HQ: entlal 10 remove/adjust EPA backstop allocations

=011 Phase Il WIPs — opportunity to enhance levels
fcommitment

“‘_' A IS extensively engaging the jurisdictions to
Share Infermation, guidance, examples from

other states, etc.

e [wo-Year Milestones

e 2017 — Phase Il
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ERARAdnteraction

VEE! I Conference Calls

Sailable Technical Experts

PISii-Down Meeting — Oct. 29
:!%Early Nov. “Closure Meeting

~ &' Share Revised Data
®. Shared Revised Strategies
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HIENEErE No mistakes...only opportunities.”

- Anonymous
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