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1. Review of Combined Soil Water Conservation District (SWCD) Area Meetings 

The SWCD Area meetings were attended by representatives from SWCDs, PDCs, DCR, 
DEQ, NGOs, and the Deputy Secretary of Natural Resources.   The HRPDC straddles two 
SWCD Areas, so staff participated in the Area III and Area VI meetings.  
 
Mr. James Davis-Martin, DEQ, described how the local area planning targets are a tool to 
engage partners.  DEQ will merge the agricultural input decks provided by the SWCDs 
and the urban input decks provided by the PDCs across the watershed.  DEQ is 
exploring ways to make BMP implementation more effective by targeting specific BMPs 
in the most effective watersheds.   Pollutant reductions on the Eastern Shore make a 
bigger improvement to the main stem of the Bay than efforts in the James River 
watershed.  DEQ has not determined how to close the gaps if the submitted input decks 
do not meet the local area planning goals.   
 
Mr. Darryl Glover, DCR, provided a summary of the needs expressed by the Agricultural 
BMP TAC.   They have received over 190 programmatic actions and the size of the TAC 
tripled during the process.  Nearly all stakeholders advocated for consistent agricultural 
cost-share funding.  Mr. Glover anticipates that future funding will be targeted to 
geographic regions with the biggest impact to Bay water quality, such as the Eastern 
Shore.  DCR recently established an equine workgroup to advise the TAC of the needs of 
private horse farms.  
 
At the Area III meeting in Fredericksburg, four PDCs summarized their programmatic 
actions and BMP input decks, while two PDCs presented at the Area VI meeting on the 
Eastern Shore.  The PDCs without MS4 permittees do not have much data and many 
decided to use the existing input deck from the Phase II WIP.  Most PDCs agreed that the 
2017 Progress BMPs and the septic data were inaccurate.  The most common BMPs 
included in the input decks were retrofits, land conservation, septic pump-outs, growth 
management, and shoreline management.  The stakeholders from the more rural parts 
of the state were advocating for a plan to create jobs, clean the water, and improve local 
economies.   
 
Ms. Sarah Diebel asked if DEQ has a plan for evaluating if and when the practices listed 
in the input deck are implemented moving forward.  Ms. Katchmark suggested that a 
reporting requirement should be linked to funding.  Ms. Diebel also added that the Navy 
and the DOD are not listed in the BMP Warehouse.  Ms. Rachel Hamm, DEQ, agreed that 
reporting challenges have come up across the state.  She anticipated DEQ to evaluate 
reporting options once the programmatic actions and input decks are submitted.   
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2. HRSD Proposal 

HRSD plans to close the Boat Harbor Treatment Plant, which is located in Newport 
News, and pump the wastewater across the James River to the Nansemond Plant, which 
is in Suffolk.  There is no land area at the Boat Harbor Treatment Plant to expand the 
treatment processes or to add a recharge well.  Nansemond has excess capacity and 
better nutrient reduction technologies than Boat Harbor.   
 
Mr. Ted Henifin, General Manager of HRSD, approached PDC staff with the idea of 
including the plant closure in the Phase III WIP list of programmatic actions.  The 
project would reduce 500,000 pounds of TN and 100 pounds of TP, which would exceed 
the local area planning goals.  HRSD intends to ask the state for $200M to fund the 
project.  State funding would enable HRSD to construct the project sooner.  Without 
state funds, HRSD will begin the project in 2026.  They have estimated the project to 
take four years to design and build.  The guidelines for the WQIF do not currently allow 
for those funds to be used for pipeline projects; however, Delegate Bulova will be 
sponsoring a bill in the upcoming General Assembly session that would change those 
guidelines.  There are at least two projects, in addition to the Boat Harbor pipeline 
project, that could benefit from the change.   
 
Dr. Filippino compared the nutrient reduction costs of the HRSD project to 
implementation of the BMPs listed in the regional input deck, which she estimated 
using CAST data.  HRSD’s project is significantly less expensive, costing $400 per pound 
of TN removed, while the BMPs would cost over $30,000 per pound of TN.   
 
Mr. Tim Hare noted that HRSD would not need all $200M in one year because the 
project will take four years to construct.  He also added that even if Hampton Roads 
recommends the project in our Phase III WIP report, there are several legislative 
hurdles that will need to be met for it to proceed.   
 
Several stakeholders commented that HRSD’s pipeline project would improve local 
water quality sooner and at a lower cost than nonpoint source reductions.  Stakeholders 
also supported the idea of the state funding the project instead of having only local 
ratepayers bear the costs.   
 
Ms. Rachel Hamm was supportive of HRSD’s proposal; however, she also noted that it 
does not address the issue of unregulated nonpoint source runoff.  It would shift the 
state’s approach for the Phase III WIP effort.   
 

3. HRPDC Phase III WIP BMP Input Deck and Programmatic Template 
As the stakeholders agreed, the Hampton Roads BMP input deck will not meet the local 
area planning goals established by DEQ.  Dr. Filippino reviewed the reasons the 
stakeholders came to this conclusion:  1) the BMPs that are most frequently used 
regionally do not achieve high nutrient reductions, 2) many BMPs installed are not 
credited by the Chesapeake Bay Program, 3) the unregulated developed and natural 
lands include those owned by the state and private property owners, 4) site location, 
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maintenance, reporting, and verification of BMPs is an administrative and financial 
burden, and 5) future land use projections may be inaccurate.   
 
Dr. Filippino then described the key themes of the programmatic actions.  To encourage 
the implementation of voluntary BMPs, stakeholders emphasized the importance of 
creating incentive programs and increasing available funding.  The region will 
specifically advocate for more robust SLAF and VCAP programs.  Awarding pollutant 
reduction credits for the BMPs that are most effective in the coastal plain is another 
priority.  Projects such as oyster restoration, boater pump-outs, litter removal, etc. 
improve water quality but are not currently credited.  And finally, the reporting and 
verification process needs improvement to properly account for reductions and loads.  
Dr. Filippino noted that the growth projections for Hampton Roads are grossly over 
estimated, which means that the region is potentially responsible for reducing loads 
that are not there.   
 
The stakeholders were interested to know if our regional priorities are similar to those 
for the other PDCs in the Bay watershed.  Dr. Filippino noted that several of the other 
PDCs have significantly more septic tanks than we do, so the septic data inaccuracies 
and funding needs were greater for those regions.  She added that several PDCs are 
advocating for a more robust VCAP.  All of the coastal PDCs are looking to do more 
shoreline management.   
 

4. Next Steps 
Dr. Filippino reminded the stakeholders that the final BMP input deck, programmatic 
actions, and report are due to DEQ on December 14, 2018.  She welcomed edits and 
comments in the meantime.  DEQ will be compiling input from each PDC and SWCD to 
develop the state Phase III WIP, which is due to EPA in April 2019.  They will initiate a 
public comment period soon thereafter.  The final Virginia Phase III WIP is due to EPA 
on August 9, 2019.   
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