Virginia Stormwater BMP Clearinghouse Committee Meding
Date: September 11, 2008
Location: Virginia Transportation Research Council
Charlottesville, Virginia

Sponsored by Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) andid/\Ngter
Resources Research Center (VWRRC)

Minutes by Jane Walker, VWRRC
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Others Present

Tom Fitzpatrick, Hydro International

Steve Kindy, Virginia Department of Transportation, Location & Design Division
Gene LaManna,Terre Hill Stormwater Systems

John MacKinnon, Hydro International

Maita Pang, Imbrium Systems

Glen Payton,Filterra

Scott Perry, Imbrium Systems, Inc.

David Scott, Hydro International

Scott Crafton, DCR, called the meeting to order at 10:15 a.m. Everyone introduadtidners
himself. There were no corrections or additions to the minutes of the ClearseggCommittee
meeting held June 12, 2008.

Stormwater Regulations Update

BMP Design Charrette

Scott Crafton, DCR, reported that approximately 35 participants attendedPa@ign charrette
held last week concerning the beta version of the design spreadsheet develbeeQdnter for
Watershed Protection. About half of the attendees were design consultants areatenal
representatives of local governments. Some agency personnel and a fewtafesef
environmental organizations also participated.

Scott Crafton stated that the first version of the spreadsheet dealt dnjyolittion control to
meet a target total phosphorus load of 0.28 Ibs. P/acre/year. The beta version isext the
proposed phosphorus reduction goal and also incorporates the water quantity aerieolrc
the proposed regulations. The quantity control criteria are intended to prevent flsodirey
10-year storm and to protect the receiving streams from erosive ingbéloes1-year storm. For
stable channels, BMPs must protect the stream at its present condition. Bbleurtsannels,
the stream must be protected by ratcheting back the flows to the forestition for a 1-year
and 10-year storm.

In the first version of the spreadsheet, the treatment level of each BMReairaent train was
simply added to the treatment level of prior BMPs in the train. The beta versetteasmore
accurately represent the treatment levels expected for BMPs indexporep a treatment train.

The participants at the charrette were divided into smaller groups, andreapwas given one

of two sites to design — a residential site or a commercial sitenéhe&ersion of the

spreadsheet is improved by allowing the user to adjust the land cover number for usetyr quanti
related calculations. The design exercise showed that at some sitesgedecunoff volume

to reduce pollution also helps to achieve the water quantity standards.

The Center for Watershed Protection staff continues to refine thedspieet, based on
participant feedback. A second charrette is planned for Septenibir M6rthern Virginia.
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The Center for Watershed Protection will update the beta version of the spetddssel on
input from both charrettes.

Stormwater BMP Handbook

Scott Crafton summarized that DCR has completed three chapters of thev&erBMP
Handbook: (1) Introduction, (2) Why Stormwater Matters, and (3) Sizing.r Ctiagters are in
various stages of completion. DCR may post the draft chapters on the tleasagveb site,
but a definite decision has not yet been reached by DCR.

Stormwater Management Regulation Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

Lee Hill, DCR, reported that the TAC had its final meeting last week befoiegtember 2008
meeting of the Soil and Water Conservation Board. He explained that conceaissdsabout
the scientific validity of setting a total phosphorus goal of 0.28 Ibs./aare/y¢e clarified that
the goal was based upon Chesapeake Bay Program nutrient reduction goals pruddsssbnal
judgment.

Lee Hill explained that DCR set a permit fee structure that was basegrxiamtely 70% of
the fee going to the local governments and approximately 30% being used byHzCGiessed
that DCR does not reflect a reduction in the amount of money local governmémisedito
administer their stormwater programs. DCR estimated collectivegmmogdministration costs
based on DCR’s history of processing about 3,000 permits per year. A fee amoprapused
that meets the costs of both DCR and local governments. With their portion of tBCie

plans to hire 54 individuals (30 people for oversight and 24 to implement local programs for
which DCR is responsible).

The stormwater regulations cannot move forward without completion of the handbook,
enterprise website, and BMP Clearinghouse website. The Soil and Water Coms&watd

will meet September 24, 2008 to consider the proposed regulations. DCR plans to Ipeesent t
new regulations as their first item of business. If approved, the proposedioagubatl be filed
for review by the Administration and subsequently released for public comment.

Virginia Stormwater BMP Clearinghouse Web Site Update

Jane Walker, VWRRC, showed the draft pages that have thus far been developed for the
clearinghouse web site. DCR requested that the site not be available to théopdibdiaext 10
days until the layout and information could be reviewed by staff. It was saddhat having a
password would be desirable so the Committee members could view it and provide input
Several members suggested reasons for making the site available to theqari®ic and others
added that posting draft information could cause confusion. It was decided that uBdiatde
approves the new regulations, the site should not be available to the public in caseadditi
updates were required related to the Board’s actions.

Several small modifications were proposed:
e Place frames around the photos
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e Remove the logo place-holder

e Read through text and remove wording that dates the page; e.g., under the Regulator
Programs page for the TMDL text, changEhe most recent list was published in 2006.
It individually describes segments ....” with "The most recent listrdees segments...."

Jane Walker requested that other suggestions be sent to her or Tracey Sherneartaiios
listed on the website under “Contact Us.”).

Virginia Technology Assessment Protocol

Jane Walker provided a brief history of the work of the Research Protocol Subamarimitt
developing a technology assessment protocol for Virginia. She noted thatid/sgpports the
Technology Acceptance Reciprocity Partnership (TARP) and the TARP profbleelResearch
Protocol Subcommittee has compared and contrasted the TARP protocol with that developed by
Washington state’s Department of Ecologgchnology Assessment Protocol—-EcolOyPE).

The TAPE guidance was revised and made available to the public in January 208&l S
manufacturers who have used the updated TAPE document have found it useful in gpehafyin
required information. It was suggested that Virginia model its protocol docuntemthet

TAPE and incorporate the TARP requirements. Jane Walker has been working on ¢lis proj
and found it difficult to mesh the two documents in this way. She is presently develogwg a n
document with its own organizational format that combines the TARP and TAPE docuinents.
this process, she has generated many questions. She intends to send a draft of #mé dodum
the generated questions to the Clearinghouse Committee and Research Protocol &tdecomm
for feedback. The questions will be posted as an online survey, and once feedback has been
received, the document will be updated to reflect aspects where there & ggneement. The
Subcommittee will meet to discuss topics where various viewpoints aenped and propose a
generally accepted process for assessing emerging technologiesimmyirg

Presentation: “Reducing Verification Program Redundancy — Promotiig Reciprocity”

David Scott, Stormwater Product Manager, and John MacKinnon, Regulatory Shewitdis
Hydro International gave a presentation on how to reduce redundancy in the serBiM@at
emerging technology assessment process by using reciprocity. Thejeprbeickground
information concerning the known information about BMP assessment protocols in ddger sta
and the proposed regulations in Virginia. They used this information to propose thaiaVirgi
could speed up its approval of stormwater BMPs by relying on reciptodigduce the need for
field testing specifically in Virginia and by relying on the relationshigpvieen Total Suspended
Solids (TSS) and Total Phosphorus (TP) to reduce the amount of field testing ned2é $or
with TSS certifications in other states.

John MacKinnon offered that their proposal to use reciprocity to reduce redundahney i
verification process is based on Virginia’s proposed TP load limit of 0.28 Ibgkzare In
general, the process to reduce treatment volume and phosphorous load requiresptiree st

1.-Apply site design practices;

2.-Apply runoff reduction practices; and

3.-Apply pollutant removal practices.
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John MacKinnon stated that the generally accepted performance data forednotfon
practices and pollutant removal practices are largely derived fronetin@nal Pollutant
Removal Performance Database (NPRPD), Version 3. NPRPD is pritimarid to studies of
seven major groups of BMPs:

e Dry ponds

e Wet ponds

e Wetlands

e Filtering
Bioretention
e Infiltration
¢ Open channels.

Manufactured treatment devices (MTDs) provide an alternative techndlsggsawhere
traditional practices and low impact development are not practical. Maungd treatment
devices, however, do not “fit” into any of the seven major NPRPD groups. To teshéeekssl
manufactured devices, therefore, states are developing assessnuauipeotd posting the
results of performance testing of manufactured products on their respectruggtiease web
sites.

Dave Scott cited three reasons for using common protocols:
e Provide a clear understanding of the performance expectations of statonrsgu
e Collect and evaluate data on technology performance for interstate sledirmgates
unnecessary duplication of technology testing and demonstration).
e Allow states to identify technologies that can achieve their environmeyahs. g

Dave compared the assessment processes of TARP and TAPE asatlusitlatone of Hydro
International’s products. He showed the similarities and differenceg®etive requirements of
the protocols. By undergoing performance evaluation under the two processes, Hydro
International has received similar ratings (approved for pretreatar@ht)mitations for use
(must meet flow rate conditions) for the same device. The resultingedgpérformance
information and certification level (with limitations of use) is repdde the respective websites
for New Jersey (TARP) and Washington (TAPE). It is also summarized evetiste for the
New York Department of Environmental Conservation, which presents summasydéble
proprietary stormwater management practices verified in any statasiiythe information
already obtained and verified in other states, Virginia could speed up its approealsproc

Because the regulations in Virginia are expected to be based on TP inst&®] afilch is
currently used in most states, John MacKinnon offered that Virginia could usgat&8nd the
relationship between TP and TSS to conditionally approve technologies that hadg alre
received approval for TSS.

John MacKinnon provided several examples of TSS-TP studies that showed thatoBelys

associated with TSS, particularly with small particles. John proposeutzetvgystem in
Virginia for conditional approval of manufactured BMPs tested under TARP aR&ETA
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e For technologies with certified TSS removals >80% for particle sizesegréhan 20
microns, Virginia could grant a conditional pollution removal rating of 30-50%.

e For technologies with certified TSS removals >80% for particle sizesHaa 20
microns, Virginia could grant a conditional pollution removal rating of 50-70%.

To receive a general use designation, the pollutant removal rating would neetkterb@ned
based on field performance testing and verification.

John MacKinnon summarized how reciprocity could help Virginia:
e Build robustness in Virginia's BMP performance database by acceptiadrdat other
studies and verification programs;
e Expand the choices of BMPs technologies offered;

e Lead to a better understanding of the relationships between TSS removal and thé remova

of associated pollutants (e.g., TP);

¢ Provide a mechanism for vendors of manufactured treatment devices to entegithia V
verification program with credible data; and

e Streamline the Virginia verification program.

Discussion of Presentation

In summary, the presenters are suggesting that (1) Virginia could speedppotszahof BMP
technologies by reverting to reciprocity without requiring as much testinggmia and (2)
accept technologies demonstrated to successfully remove TSS to equatenwoVal.r Several
committee members cautioned that accepting technologies approved in enaisowitie
different rainfall patterns might give different results. Dave Scatédtthat certain conditions
might need to be set, e.g., for a given patrticle size distribution, type ofdteyparticular
geographic region, and/or specific type of land cover. The technologies approgeddiional
use could be limited in the number of installations allowed.

Lee Hill, DCR, added that he envisions manufacturers submitting data alora pvéliction of,
for example, 50% removal. After examining the performance data, DCRagayBased on
this data, we will rate you at 25% removal, and if you do X, Y, and Z, we willygiuehe 50%
removal rating.”

One member asked why TSS was being used instead of suspended solid concent&tionk (S
was explained that early stormwater regulators aimed at the mostrlikeiff pollutants from
among a list of pollutants typically associated with wastewateneagng. Stormwater
regulators are recognizing that SSC is a more appropriate constituent to foowstarmivater
runoff, so future regulations will likely be based on SSC instead of TSS.

Other Items of Business
One member asked for clarification of the role of the Clearinghouse Caamlte specifically
wanted to know if the Clearinghouse Committee or a subcommittee would review the

performance data. As a volunteer group, he did not envision that the committee snembdr
have the time to review the substantial amount of data needed to make agvaetmg.
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Instead, he envisions that a supplemental support group (e.g., from Virginia Tele@ror ot
academic institution) could review the data and provide a summary and recommendation. The
committee could then base its decision from the summarized data and recommené#tions
support group.

Scott Crafton said he envisions that through fees, the manufacturers would fund daromtrac
contractors at academic institutions to serve as a screening tool. &lo¢ titeé Clearinghouse
Committee is to verify the data, and the role of DCR is to certify the technofaptt reiterated
that the manufacturers would need to pool their money to pay for the work, or other sburces
funding will need to be found. Lee Hill added that through discussions with his supervisor at
DCR, Jack Frye, he is confident that DCR does not intend to fund technical reviews. The
process should be fee-based to cover the costs of contracted reviews.

A committee member commented that Washington state has a volunteer certimitteviews
the use application and performance data.

One member noted that New Jersey has contracts with Rutgers, etc. AnotteErvmeiced
support for Virginia following the New Jersey example. Someone else addedcthssi
$40,000 every time New Jersey reviews a technology so the use of reciprocityalputoer
costs. Scott Crafton added that perhaps Virginia could set lower fees for tegbsolith
certification in other states and higher fees for unproven technologieséwetechnologies).

Scott Crafton stated that the Research Protocol Subcommittee should work on profaising a
fee structure in the near future. Someone asked who serves on the subcommittee, and Jane
Walker offered to provide the list of members serving on the subcommittees #nmaunced

that participation on any of the subcommittees is open to any interested individual.

Lee Hill reminded the group that finalization of the stormwater regulaisot@sgeted for
December 2009, so moving this process forward will need to happen quickly.

With no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

The next meeting is set for December 11, 2008 in the Charlottesville area.
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