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Overview

Part 1:
» Address Questions from October Meeting
Part 2:

» Update on Communications with EPA and Virginia
since October meeting

» Recommended Actions
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Questions from October Commission Meeting

» What are the benefits of implementing the
management actions required by the TMDL?

» What is the uncertainty of the modeled water
guality improvements?

» How can localities determine if water quality is
improving due to implementation actions?
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Benefits of the Management Actions

More fish,
oysters,

and crabs
More ‘

Healthy

grasses gy Chesapeake
Clearer Bay
water
-
Less
sediment ‘
0 O
O Happy
More fish and
® Less oxygen crabs
dead
Less algae
. algae
Less
nutrients 4
NPDE B8

ot



Unhealthy Streams:
Land-based activities can increase nutrients, toxicaits, and |
sediments entering streams

Healthy Streams:
Well-managed land-based activities will reduce the amount of nutrients,
toxicants, and sediments entering streams

Factors that degrade streams:
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What is the Uncertainty of the Modeled Load

and Water Quality Predictions?
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Linking Implementation Actions

o Water Qualit

» Model determines if loads are being met.

» Accurate tracking and reporting of implementation
actions is essential.

» Water quality monitoring determines if water quality
standards are being met.

» Progress tracked through model due to variability in
environmental factors (weather).

» Increased water quality monitoring and local scale data
will improve accuracy of model predictions.
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Tidal Network Monitoring Station
Manitaring Seament
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Map of Calibration Stations
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Water Quality Monitoring for Hampton Roads

» Hampton Roads localities could fund additional
monitoring stations.

> Data would allow localities to better track effectiveness
of implementation actions.

» Cost estimate:
0 Equipment and start-up costs = $40,000/site
0 Annual Operation and Maintenance = $75,000/site

» Coordinate with Bay program to use for 2017 calibration.
Q Improve estimates of urban loads in the coastal plain.
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Questions on Part 1?
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Recent Communications from Virginia and EPA

» EPA Remarks at Virginia’s November 7th
Stakeholder Advisory Group Meeting

» Virginia DCR letter to Localities — November 9, 2011
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EPA Response to WLA Questions

» Katherine Antos’ Statement at SAG meeting- States
should submit requested revisions to the TMDL
(including WLA issues) to EPA as part of States’
Phase Il WIP submittals.
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Virginia Letter to Localities

» “Shift in focus from establishing local reduction goals
to BMP implementation levels of effort.”
» Information Requested from local governments
1. Develop a current BMP inventory
2. Evaluate land use/ land cover information

3. Review BMP scenarios identified in the Phase | WIP,
and develop preferred local scenarios that provide a
similar level of treatment.

4. Develop strategies to implement the BMP scenarios.

5. ldentify any resource needs to implement the
strategies.
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What does the letter mean?

» Virginia will not be submitting information to EPA at
the local government scale.

» Virginia still wants numbers from local governments,
so they can create scenarios at a larger (basin?) scale.

» If locals do not submit information to Virginia, then
they will use the current data and the Phase | WIP
strategies to define the locality obligations.
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What Should Localities Submit?

1. Current BMP Inventory — Yes

2. Local land use/land cover data — Yes

3. Locality preferred BMP scenarios in VAST - ?7?7?
4. Strategies— Yes

5. ldentify resource needs - Yes
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Recommended Actions

1) Localities submit information on program level goals
and HRPDC staff translates into a Regional VAST
scenario that will be submitted to Virginia.

Q Localities will each submit an individual plan to DCR
that focuses on narrative strategies.

aQ HRPDC staff will translate strategies into a Regional
input file that will be appended to locality reports.

2) Authorize HRPDC to write letter with other PDCs
explicitly requesting Virginia to recommend, as part
of its Phase Il WIP submittal, that the WLAs in the
TMDL be removed when the revised TMDL is
finalized in July 2012. .
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