
Sand Branch Benthic Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Study

Fourth Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
June 24, 2021 

Meeting Summary

Location: Virtual (GoToMeeting platform)

Start: 1:00 P.M. 
End: 3:00 P.M.

Meeting Attendance: 

Project Team 
Sarah Sivers – Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 
Bryant Thomas – DEQ 
Cathy Nicely – DEQ 
Courtney Hayler – DEQ 
Justin Loyd – DEQ 
Rob Breeding – DEQ 
Katie Shoemaker – Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc. (WSSI), DEQ contractor 
Robert Brent – James Madison University (JMU), DEQ contractor

TAC Members 
Benjamin Bradley – Stantec, representing Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) 
Dennis Cumbie – Loudon County 
Heather Ambrose – Fairfax County 
Joseph Fitterer – Chantilly Crushed Stone 
Edward Hoy – Chantilly Crushed Stone 
John Brooks – Apex, representing Chantilly Crushed Stone 
Mike Smith – Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals, and Energy (DMME) 
Niffy Saji – Fairfax Water 
Normand Goulet – Northern Virginia Regional Commission 
Sean Minavio – Environmental Systems Service, Ltd (ESS), representing Loudon Composting 
Shannon Curtis – Fairfax County 
Thomas Foley – Virginia Concrete

General Public 
(Information for the below attendees obtained from GoToMeeting platform information) 
James Carroll 
Jared K. 
Zack Tomek 
Dalton 
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Meeting Materials:

The meeting agenda is provided as an attachment to the PDF.

The meeting was conducted with the assistance of a MS PowerPoint presentation. Detailed information in 
the presentation (provided as an attachment to the PDF) is not repeated in these summary notes; instead, 
highlights from each general topic section of the meeting are summarized along with the questions and 
discussion held during the meeting.  

Meeting Summary:

Sarah Sivers, DEQ opened the meeting by welcoming the participants and discussed requirements for 
holding a solely virtual meeting and read opening remarks (provided as an attachment to the PDF). She 
then provided an overview of the GoToMeeting platform to help attendees become familiar with it. Ms. 
Sivers also provided a brief introduction of DEQ and contractor support staff. She then discussed the 
objectives of this meeting:

1. Provide a brief overview of the TMDL process. 
2. Share the approaches selected for development of TMDL endpoints for the three pollutants: 

sediment, total phosphorus (TP) and total dissolved solids (TDS). 
3. Discuss modeling the TMDLs, including model selection and the process to model the TMDLs. 

During the meeting, Ms. Sivers provided a reminder of the recent meetings held prior to this one, the 3rd

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting on April 21, 2021 and the second public meeting held on 
May 26, 2021. She reminded the TAC that the public comment period on the benthic stressor analysis 
report and developing TMDLs to address three pollutants closes on June 28, 2021 and to submit any 
commented to her in writing (email is acceptable) by the end of June 28th. She mentioned that to date, no 
comments have been received.  

Ms. Sivers then shared refresher on the TMDL targets and process for TMDL development. The 
pollutants for TMDLs are being developed are identified below. Total dissolved solids (TDS) will address 
the probable stressors of conductivity and sulfate. 

Stream TMDL Target

Sand Branch
 TDS 
 Total Phosphorus 
 Sediment

Ms. Sivers also shared that there are other factors that contribute to the impaired benthic community but 
for which TMDLs cannot be developed. Those contributing factors are summarized in the below table. 

Stream Contributing Factors

Sand Branch

 Underlying Geology  
 Land Disturbance 
 Percent Imperviousness 
 Degraded Riparian Buffer
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Ms. Sivers then turned the presentation over to Dr. Robert Brent, who kicked of the topic discussion 
setting TMDL endpoints for each of the three pollutants. The need to identify an endpoint is necessary as 
all three pollutants have only narrative and not numeric water quality criteria. Dr. Brent presented an 
overview of the approaches considered to develop a TMDL endpoint for TDS. He discussed the basis for 
the selection of the preferred approach and the steps associated with that approach. Ms. Shoemaker then 
discussed the approach to be used to develop TMDL endpoints for both sediment and TP.   

The next topic discussed was led by Ms. Shoemaker on modeling the TMDLs. In this portion of the 
meeting, Ms. Shoemaker discussed the components of this process including the selected model, 
Hydrologic Simulation Program - FORTRAN (HSPF) and source assessment. 

Summarized below is the content of the discussion and comments shared during the meeting.

• An attendee asked if Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) were evaluated during the 
benthic stressor analysis. The attendee followed-up with a comment that PFAS should be 
evaluated because Dulles International Airport has a firefighting training area within the watershed 
and uses PFAS in their fire suppression activities. 

o DEQ replied that PFAS were not evaluated in the benthic stressor analysis because 
emerging contaminants such as PFAS are not part of the water quality monitoring program 
to support benthic TMDLs. Water quality samples were collected and evaluated for a suite 
of parameters commonly found to be stressors to aquatic life, such as nutrients, metals, 
major ions. Several probable stressors to aquatic life were identified through that analysis 
and for which TMDLs will be developed. 

• A question was asked if the margin of safety (MOS) for the TMDL was explicit or implicit? 
o Ms. Shoemaker answered this question during the course of the presentation that typically 

they use a combined implicit and explicit MOS. An implicit MOS is incorporated into the 
modeling by making conservative yet realistic modeling assumptions, while an explicit 
MOS is also included by setting aside a percentage of the TMDL. 

• One attendee asked for confirmation that the ambient toxicity test results did not show impact on 
water flea. They questioned this, as their expectation that the water flea would be more impacted 
than the hardy fathead minnow. 

o Dr. Brent responded that that was correct. , Only the fathead minnow demonstrated a toxic 
response in March 2020 ambient toxicity test.  

• Another participant questioned why the water flea (Ceriodaphnia dubia) was used in the toxicity 
test as these species are not found in Sand Branch and that they are lentic, found in ponds more 
than in running streams. 

o Dr. Brent answered that the water flea is a standard toxicity species, so it was used as part 
of the first round of testing. For the upcoming tests, the approach is to use both the 
standard and also less standardize species, a scud and mayfly, which are more 
representative of freshwater streams in this part of VA.  

o The participant responded that it was a good call to add to the upcoming toxicity testing 
the two benthic species that are more likely to be found in Sand Branch. 

• An attendee asked if samples to identify the amount of TDS (mg/L) in Sand Branch was also 
identified when the samples were collected to run the toxicity tests or if just specific conductivity 
was known. 

o Ambient water quality samples, including specific conductivity and TDS, were collected at 
both monitoring stations on Sand Branch (1ASAN001.45 and 1ASAN000.34) concurrent 
with the collection of ambient water samples at the downstream station (1ASAN000.34) to 
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run the toxicity tests in March 2020 and also will be done for upcoming tests. Additionally, 
DEQ reviewed the relationship between TDS and specific conductivity and found the two 
parameters are highly correlated, with an R2 of 0.92. Based on the strength of this 
relationship, TDS can be estimated in Sand Branch from measured specific conductivity 
values.  

• A participant asked if DEQ reviewed water quality data from ground water wells in the watershed 
or locally, as such information could help identify the background concentration for TDS. 

o DEQ is not aware of groundwater well data in the watershed or locally. If TAC members 
are aware of such data, they can provide it for DEQ to consider. 

• Mr. Curtis with Fairfax County commented that they are exploring a possible Triassic Basin 
reference reach in Loudoun at Banshee Reeks, which is a small order stream with health benthic 
macroinvertebrates. He commented that the water quality of this reference stream may be worth 
investigating. 

• A participant asked if the Virginia Stream Condition Index (VSCI) score of 60, which is the 
threshold below which a benthic community is considered impaired, is appropriate for the TMDL 
target, or if the target should be more conservative. Alternatively, will including the MOS help to 
provide that buffer, actually targeting a condition that is slightly above 60. 

o Ms. Shoemaker verified that the model is set-up to aim for a VSCI of 60, with the MOS 
providing a buffer for the pollutant reduction to achieve that VSCI score. She mentioned 
that the TAC could discuss setting a higher VSCI value to achieve but typically most elect 
to aim for 60. 

• An attendee questioned why toxicity testing was focused solely on TDS and not also on TP, if that 
meant that TP was not being viewed as directly toxic. 

o Dr. Brent replied that the impact of TP on aquatic life is seen more immediately in terms of 
changing food availability and impacts on oxygen, not direct toxicity. Therefore, the focus 
of the toxicity tests is on TDS, which is isolated through the approach of laboratory 
prepared water. 

o The attendee commented that the approach made sense as they also see a lot of diurnal 
swings in pH and dissolved oxygen. 

• A participant asked if the regression to evaluate the relationship of specific conductivity with TDS 
was done for any of the individual ions that make up TDS. 

o Ms. Sivers replied that the regression was only done for specific conductivity and TDS and 
not individual ions. This was because TDS was identified as a probable stressor and 
addressing TDS will also address the ions that comprise TDS, such as sulfate which was 
also identified as a probable stressor. 

Ms. Sivers began the meeting wrap-up with an overview of the project timeline, noting that the aim is to 
complete the project in March 2022. She noted that the next TAC meeting is anticipated to be held in 
September 2021 to share information on the source assessment and scenarios for TMDL allocations. 
However, Ms. Sivers commented that the timing of the 5th TAC meeting may be delayed if additional 
time is needed to complete work in preparation for that meeting.

Ms. Sivers asked that any questions or comments pertaining to the Sand Branch TMDL study be directed 
to her. Ms. Sivers also reminded the TAC that the 30-day public comment period on the stressor analysis 
report and public meeting to kick off TMDL development closes the end of the day on June 28, 2021.  

Ms. Sivers concluded by saying she would email the TAC the following day a copy of the presentation, 
web link to the meeting recording and the draft meeting minutes for TAC to review. She also said the



Sand Branch TMDL Study 
Fourth TAC Meeting 

Page 5 of 5

email would contain the Virtual Meeting Comment For, which provides meeting attendees opportunity to 
provide feedback on the virtual meeting format itself. Comments on the virtual meeting format (comment 
form provided as an attachment to the PDF) are to be submitted to the FOIA Council. 

She closed the meeting by thanking those present for attending.
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Agenda


• TMDL Development
• TMDL Targets
• Overview of Development Process


• Setting the TMDL Endpoint
• Total Dissolved Solids
• Total Phosphorus and Sediment


• Modeling the TMDLs
• Overview of HSPF
• Model Set-Up
• Source Assessment


• Project Timeline and Next Steps
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TMDL Development
TMDL Targets and Overview of the Process


Sarah K. Sivers


Water Quality Planning Team Lead


Virginia Department of Environmental Quality


For technical support issues call: 703-583-3906







TMDL 
Project
Area


• [insert map]
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TMDL Targets and Contributing Factors


• TMDL targets identified from multiple lines of evidence
• TDS will collectively address sulfate, and also ions classified as 


possible stressors (chloride, potassium, and sodium)
• Factors identified that contribute to the impaired benthic 


community, but not appropriate for TMDL development
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Stream TMDL Target


Sand Branch


Total Dissolved Solids (TDS)


Total Phosphorus


Sediment


Stream Contributing Factors


Sand Branch


Underlying Geology


Land Disturbance


Percent Imperviousness


Degraded Riparian Buffer







Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)


A TMDL is the total amount of a pollutant a waterbody can receive and still 
meet the water quality criteria for that pollutant


TMDL = WLA + LA + MOS


Where:


WLA = Wasteload Allocation


LA = Load Allocation


MOS = Margin of Safety 
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TMDL Development Process


• Characterize the watershed (e.g. land use, soils, 
hydrology, etc.)


• Identify pollutant sources and associated 
loadings


• Model the existing baseline condition and 
projected condition that attains the water quality 
endpoint


• Calculate pollutant reductions to attain the water 
quality endpoint


• Assign loadings to wasteload allocations (WLA) 
and load allocation (LA)
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Setting the TMDL Endpoint
Total Dissolved Solids


Dr. Robert Brent


Professor of Aquatic Ecotoxicology


James Madison University
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What is TDS?


• Total Dissolved Solids = The sum of all of the ions dissolved 
in water
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Molecular Scale Geologic Scale







Major Mineral 
Ions
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Major Cations (+)


Calcium (Ca2+)


Magnesium (Mg2+)


Sodium (Na+)


Potassium (K+)


Major Anions (-)


Bicarbonate (HCO3
-)


Sulfate (SO4
2-)


Chloride (Cl-)


Nitrate (NO3
-)


As concentrations of 
these individual ions 
increase, TDS 
increases


*Units in mg/L







TDS in Sand Branch
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1 Based on average conductivity converted to TDS.


1







Toxicity of TDS –
3 Primary Mechanisms
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• Osmotic imbalance


• Changes in ion composition


• Toxicity of individual ions


• This means that TDS 
toxicity depends on the 
level of TDS and the 
concentrations of 
individual ions







How Do You Set a Protective TDS Level?


1. Literature-Based Approach


• Search scientific and policy literature for TDS limits that have been 
applied in similar situations


2. Reference Watershed Approach


• Set TDS level based on modeling of a nearby unimpaired watershed


3. Site-Specific Toxicity Approach


• Set TDS level based on toxicity data specific to Sand Branch chemistry
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How Do You Set a Protective TDS Level?


1. Literature-Based Approach


• Search scientific and policy literature for TDS limits that have been 
applied in similar situations


2. Reference Watershed Approach


• Set TDS level based on modeling of a nearby unimpaired watershed


3. Site-Specific Toxicity Approach


• Set TDS level based on toxicity data specific to Sand Branch chemistry
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Selected







How Do You Set a Protective TDS Level?


1. Literature-Based Approach


• Search scientific and policy literature for TDS limits that have been 
applied in similar situations
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Pros Cons


Simple Literature values vary greatly 
based on ion composition


Based on other well-
established methods


Difficult to find similar 
situations







How Do You Set a Protective TDS Level?


2. Reference Watershed Approach


• Set TDS level based on modeling of a nearby unimpaired watershed
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Pros Cons


Uses local comparisons Difficult to find unimpaired 
reference


Well-established approach in 
Virginia (coal mining TMDLs)


Difficult to find similar 
underlying geology,
watershed conditions and 
land uses







How Do You Set a Protective TDS Level?


3. Site-Specific Toxicity Approach


• Set TDS level based on toxicity data specific to Sand Branch chemistry
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Pros Cons


Directly linked to toxicity 
data and effects on 
freshwater invertebrates


Expensive and time 
consuming to develop site-
specific toxicity data


Specific to Sand Branch 
chemistry







Site-Specific Toxicity Approach
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Phase 1


• Conducted March 2020


• Field collected Sand 
Branch sample


• C. dubia Results


• No toxicity


• P. promelas Results


• NOEC of 50%


• IC10 of 63.9%
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Phase 2


• Anticipated June 2021


• Field collected Sand 
Branch sample


• C. dubia and P. promelas
chronic tests anticipated


• UV treatment used to kill 
naturally present 
pathogens that could 
interfere with test results


Water flea
(Ceriodaphnia dubia)


Fathead minnow
(Pimephales promelas)







Phase 3
Test Organisms


• 4 test organisms
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Lab Prepared Sample


• Prepared at a range of 
TDS concentrations


• Prepared to match Sand 
Branch chemistry


Water flea
(Ceriodaphnia dubia)


Fathead minnow
(Pimephales promelas)


Scud
(Hyalella azteca)


Mayfly
(Isonychia bicolor)







TMDL Endpoint Determination


• Approach


• Statistical approach and calculations will 
be based on EPA Guidance for Water 
Quality Criteria Development


• Sets a protective site-specific TDS level to 
use as the TMDL endpoint


• Does not establish water quality criteria for TDS 
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Setting the TMDL Endpoint
Total Phosphorus and Sediment


Katie Shoemaker


Senior Engineer


Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc.
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Sediment as a TMDL pollutant


• A healthy aquatic community requires a clean stream bottom 
with lots of space between rocks and gravels (interstitial space)


• Excess sediment fills those spaces and eliminates habitat for 
some more sensitive organisms


Healthy Stream Bottom Excess Sediment


Sediment 
sensitive 
stonefly


Sediment 
tolerant 
worm
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Total Phosphorus (TP) as a TMDL pollutant


• Nutrients, like phosphorus, increase algae growth


• Excess algae can change feeding niches and reduce dissolved 
oxygen levels 


Healthy Stream Bottom Excess Phosphorus
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How Do You Develop a TMDL Endpoint Protective of 
Water Quality Standards?
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• Water quality criteria are:
• Numeric (e.g. E.coli), or


• Narrative (e.g. total phosphorus and 
total suspended solids (TSS))


• Establishing a TMDL endpoint:
• Numeric criteria = Endpoint


• Narrative criteria requires 
development of a numeric endpoint







How Do You Set a Protective TMDL Endpoint for Total 
Phosphorus (TP) and Sediment (TSS)?
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AllForX Method: Developing the Multiplier
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Example: 


Existing Sediment (TSS) Load: 500,000 lb/yr All Forested Sediment (TSS) Load: 50,000 lb/yr


All-Forest Multiplier (AllForX) 500,000 / 50,000 = 10


AllForX multiplier identified for each comparison watershed, including the TMDL watershed







AllForX Method: Example Regression
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Unimpaired Streams


Impaired Streams


7.6







AllForX Method: Example Calculations
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Existing Sediment (TSS) Load:      500,000 lb/yr


All Forested Sediment (TSS) Load:  50,000 lb/yr


All-Forest Multiplier (AllForX) 500,000 / 50,000 = 10


Regression Results: VSCI = 60       Threshold AllForX = 7.6


To Obtain Target Loading (TMDL Endpoint):


(All Forested Sediment Load of TMDL watershed) x (Threshold AllForX)


50,000 lb/yr x 7.6 = 380,000 lb/yr


TMDL Sediment (TSS) Reductions:


(Existing Sediment Load of TMDL watershed) – (TMDL Endpoint)


500,000 – 380,000 = 120,000 lb/yr


Conducted for each 
comparison watershed, 
including the TMDL watershed







AllForX Method: Selecting 
Comparison Watersheds
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• Benthic Data
• Abundant


• Recent 


• Location
• Ecoregion


• Close 


• Size
• Comparable







Modeling the TMDLs
HSPF, Model Set-up and Source Assessment
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Katie Shoemaker


Senior Engineer


Wetland Studies and Solutions, Inc.







TMDL Development
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1. Identify sources of 
the pollutant


2. Model their path to 
the stream


3. Determine reductions 
needed from each 
source to meet the 
TMDL endpoint


Diagram: Adapted from the Center for TMDL and Watershed Studies at Virginia Tech







Model Watershed and Assign Reductions
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Watershed
Inputs


Computer 
Model Model 


Outputs


Calibrate Model
Parameters


Match 
Observed 


Data?


No


Yes
Meet TMDL 
Endpoints?


Yes
TMDL


Complete


Adjust Pollutant Reduction
Scenarios to Meet TMDL Endpoints


No







Computer Watershed Model Selection
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Computer model used to:


• Estimate existing baseline pollutant loads and 
projected pollutant loads that meets the TMDL 
endpoint 


• Develop the TMDL endpoint


• Identify pollution reductions needed to meet the 
TMDL endpoint


There are no perfect models!


Too little detail: hard to have confidence in results


Too much detail: may not have adequate return on investment 







Watershed Computer Model Selection
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HSPF (Hydrologic Simulation 


Program – FORTRAN)


• Continuous simulation


• Nonpoint and Point Sources


• Simulates stream network, 


including channel scour


• Can simulate TSS, TP, and TDS







Model Setup
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• Spatial Data
• Land use


• Soils Types


• Topography


• Stream network


• Meteorological Data
• Precipitation


• Temperature







Identify Point Sources
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Permit Type
Current 
Number


VPDES IP 1


Concrete Products GP 3


MS4 2


Stormwater Construction GP 1
Domestic Sewage GP 1


Nonmetallic Mineral Mining GP 1


Stormwater Industrial GP 1


• Identify baseline/existing loadings


• Consider existing permit requirements


• Develop wasteload allocation scenarios 
with TAC input







Identify Nonpoint Sources
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TMDL Equation
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• WLA= Wasteload Allocation
• Permitted/Point Source
• Future Growth


• LA= Load Allocation
• Nonpoint Source 


• MOS= Margin of Safety
• Accounts for inherent uncertainty


WLA LA MOS TMDL







Meeting Wrap-up
Project Timeline and Next Steps
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Sarah K. Sivers


Water Quality Planning Team Lead


Virginia Department of Environmental Quality







Project Timeline
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Oct-
20


Nov-
20


Dec-
20


Jan-
21


Feb-
21


Mar-
21


Apr-
21


May-
21


Jun-
21


Jul-
21


Aug-
21


Sep-
21


Oct-
21


Nov-
21


Dec-
21


Jan-
22


Feb-
22


Mar-
22


Stressor Analysis (SA)
1st TAC & Public Meeting (same day)


2nd TAC Meeting - Input on SA findings


3rd TAC Meeting - Input on SA findings
2nd Public Meeting - SA findings and kick-off TMDL


Model Development / Comparison Watersheds
4th TAC Meeting - TMDL Process and Model 
Development


Source Assessment / TMDL Allocation Scenarios
5th TAC Meeting – Sources / TMDL Allocations


Model and Allocation Revisions per TAC Input


Draft TMDL Report
Final (3rd) Public Meeting


Finalize Report


Oct-
20


Nov-
20


Dec-
20


Jan-
21


Feb-
21


Mar-
21


Apr-
21


May-
21


Jun-
21


Jul-
21


Aug-
21


Sep-
21


Oct-
21


Nov-
21


Dec-
21


Jan-
22


Feb-
22


Mar-
22







Next Steps


• Complete model set-up for Sand Branch and 
comparison watersheds


• Conduct source assessment


• Develop TMDL endpoints


• Identify pollutant load reductions


• Develop TMDL allocation scenarios
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Meeting Feedback


• Questions or Comments:
• Sarah Sivers: (703) 583-3898 or Sarah.Sivers@deq.virginia.gov


• Meeting Feedback:
• Virtual Meeting Public Comment Form (shared by email)


• Submit to FOIA Board, external to DEQ
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Sand Branch Benthic TMDL Study 


Fourth Technical Advisory Meeting 


Agenda 
June 24, 2021, 1:00 PM – 3:00 PM 


Virtual Meeting on GoToMeeting 


Visuals and audio: https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/293760621 


or 


Audio: (408) 650-3123, Access Code: 293-760-621 


For Technical Support: (703) 583-3906 


I. Welcome and Introductions     (1:00 PM – 1:15 PM) 
a. Opening Remarks / Introductions 
b. Meeting Objectives 


II. TMDL Development      (1:15 PM – 1:30 PM) 
a. TMDL Targets 
b. Overview of Development Process 


III. Setting the TMDL Endpoint     (1:30 PM – 2:05 PM) 
a. Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) 


i. Site-Specific Threshold development  
b. Total Phosphorus and Sediment  


i. AllFORX 
ii. Proposed Comparison Watersheds  


IV. Modeling the TMDLs      (2:05 PM – 2:50 PM) 
a. Overview of HSPF 
b. Model  Set-Up 
c. Source Assessment 


i. Permitted (point) Sources 
ii. Non-permitted (Nonpoint) Sources 


V. Wrap-up and Next Steps      (2:50 PM – 3:00 PM) 
a. Project Timeline  
b. Next Steps 
c. Meeting Feedback 








Sand Branch TMDL Study 


Opening Remarks for the Second Technical Advisory Committee Meetings 


June 24, 2021 


Due to the Governor’s declaration of a State of Emergency in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, we 


are holding this meeting entirely virtual as it would not be safe to meet in person. The ability to hold a 


solely virtual meeting as a public body is guided by a set of rules. One of these is to provide this opening 


statement to explain the rationale for holding the meeting virtually given the circumstances of the 


emergency declaration and to explain the meeting purpose and logistics. The other requirement, in 


addition to our standard practice of preparing a summary for these types of meetings, is to record the 


meeting and make the recording available. We will email the final meeting summary to everyone who 


attended this meeting and make available a link to the recorded meeting. 


We are holding the fourth technical advisory committee (TAC) meeting for the Sand Branch Total 


Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) study located in Loudoun and Fairfax Counties. Sand Branch is listed on the 


303(d) TMDL Priority List and Report as impaired due to violations of the State’s water quality standards 


for the General Standard based upon the assessment of the benthic macroinvertebrate community. In 


today’s meeting, we will provide information and hold a discussion on the TMDL process and model 


develop for three pollutants, sediment, total dissolved solids and total phosphorus. 


If at any time during this meeting you experience technical difficulties, we have a DEQ staff person 


dedicated to handling those issues. Her name is Cathy Nicely.  If you experience technical issues 


associated with the meeting platform, you can contact her in a couple ways. You may call her using the 


phone number that is shown on every slide of the presentation as well as on the agenda.  You can also 


reach her in the chat if you are able to use that option.   








ELECTRONIC MEETINGS  
PUBLIC COMMENT FORM 


WE NEED YOUR HELP--Please give us your feedback regarding how meetings using electronic 
communications technology compare to traditional meetings where everyone is present in the same 
room at the same time. 


1. Name of the public body holding the meeting: ______________________________________________


2. Date of the meeting: ____________________________________________________________________ 


3. What are your overall thoughts or comments about this meeting? ______________________________ 


_________________________________________________________________________________________ 


4. Where did you attend this meeting -- main meeting location OR from a remote location? (circle one) 


5. Technology used for the meeting (audio only or audio/visual, devices and/or software used--please 
be as specific as possible--for example, speakerphone, iPad, Skype, WebEx, Telepresence, etc.): 
________________________________________________________________________________________  


6. Were you able to hear everyone who spoke at the meeting (members of the body and members of the 
public)?   


Poor  Excellent 
1 2 3 4 5 


COMMENT______________________________________________________________________ 


7. How easy was it for you to obtain agenda materials for this meeting? 
Easy  Difficult 
1 2 3 4 5 


COMMENT______________________________________________________________________ 


8. Could you hear/understand what the speakers said or did static, interruption, or any other 
technological problems interfere? 


Easy  Difficult 
1 2 3 4 5 


COMMENT________________________________________________________________________ 
9. If the meeting used audio/visual technology, were you able to see all of the people who spoke? 


Poorly  Clearly 
1 2 3 4 5 


COMMENT_______________________________________________________________________ 







10.  If there were any presentations (PowerPoint, etc.), were you able to hear and see them? 
Poorly  Clearly 
1 2 3 4 5 


COMMENT____________________________________________________________________ 


11.  Were the members as attentive and did they participate as much as you would have expected?   
Less  More 
1 2 3 4 5 


COMMENT____________________________________________________________________ 


12. Were there differences you noticed in how the members interacted? 
With the other members present:
Very Different No Difference 


1 2 3 4 5 
With members participating from other locations:
Very Different No Difference 


1 2 3 4 5 
With the public:
Very Different No Difference 


1 2 3 4 5 
COMMENT_____________________________________________________________________ 


13. Did you feel the technology was a help or a hindrance? 
Hindered  Helped 


1 2 3 4 5 


COMMENT_____________________________________________________________________ 


14. How would you rate the overall quality of this meeting? 
Poor  Excellent 
1 2 3 4 5 


COMMENT_____________________________________________________________________ 


THANK YOU.  Please send your completed form by mail, facsimile or electronic mail to the FOIA 
Council using the following contact information: 


Virginia Freedom of Information Advisory Council 
General Assembly Building, Second Floor 


201 North 9th Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219 
foiacouncil@dls.virginia.gov/Fax: 804-371-8705/Tele: 866-448-4100





