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The Chesapeake Bay TMDL
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The Chesapeake Bay TMDL
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~ Priorities i

O Improve the system for addressing violations of
environmental law.

O Strengthen the abilities of inspectors through
training programs.

O Cooperate with countries and organizations in the
region.



Engagements with International Partners'™

@EI Regional partnership activity:

v' Enforcement Workshop and Train-the-trainer session
v" Experts from U.S., Taiwan, Thailand, Vietnam,
Singapore, Philippine, Indonesia participated
0 Workshop on Field Inspection & Enforcement

QEI Study tour to U.S. EPA Rg

v Focused on system and measures of enforcement and
compliance in the U.S.




W

Engagements with International Partners'™

© OParticipated in the Next Generation
Compliance Workshop in Washington D. C. in
March
OTaiwan EPA high-level delegates will visit US
EPA in August
ONew round inspection study tour to US EPA
Region g




Mng Programs in 2015

OlInternational workshop to share best enforcement
and compliance practices.
e Taiwan EPA will co-host Next Generation Compliance

Workshop in Thailand with US EPA and AECEN in
September.

e More than 22 partnership countries will engage in the

activity, including 17 Asian countries, the Netherland,
Australia, New Zealand, UE EPA and Taiwan EPA.




"~ Challenges

\

—_—

Need more effective tools to ensure
compliance and appropriately enforce

against violators.

- t—\
Need more trained personnel, including

inspectors, police, technicians, program managers,
and prosecutors, to build a strong enforcement

presence.
\

-

Need more equitable sanctions and
enforcement mechanisms to ensure
appropriate deterrence.

A\

EP
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The Chesapeake Bay TMDL

December 29, 2010

Protecting and
Restoring the
Chesapeake Bay
Watershed

Jon M. Capacasa, Water Division Director

US EPA Region Il
August 2015



Overview

Chesapeake Bay Watershed, its Health and Sources
of Pollution

History of the Chesapeake Bay Partnership
— Bay ecosystem remains impaired, but progress being made

The Bay TMDL Approach

— Numeric standards established strong foundation
— Setting the state-basin targets
— Watershed Implementation Plans

Ground-Breaking Elements of the Approach
— Ongoing Accountability for Results
— Early Progress and Successes



The Chesapeake Bay and Watershed

e Largest estuary in North America
e 10,000 miles of shoreline
e Average depth 21 feet

e 3,600 species of fish, wildlife, and plants

e Economic value: approx. S1 trillion
e Seafood
e Estimated 77,000 farms

e Home to almost 17 million people
e Six states and District of Columbia ——3

e About 1,800 local governments

e Land to water ratio of 15:1
e What happens on the land matters

DNR PHOTO BY ’
ANGEL BOLINGER s 7

’l\j\g'ﬂ/ .

I1GINIA

e fi .
) - s DEARE
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Bay Health

Degraded Ecosystem 2007 Summer Mean |
;_-.Dissofved Oxygen (bottom) ’

« Declining fish and wildlife e

 Poor water quality
« Dead zones every summer

e Loss of habitat

Caused by...

« Excessive Nitrogen,
Phosphorus and Sediment

e Increased impervious surfaces

Summer 2007
Dissalvad Oxygen mai
| R

1.09-2
L 2o-a

 Loss of natural areas

« Over harvesting of fisheries qL




QUICK LOOK AT THE HEALTH OF THE BAY - 2013 Data

Restored Bay

Other Priority Areas

Riparian Forest Buffer Planted

6%

of
Executive Order
Goals Achieved

Chemical Contaminants

2%
of
92 segments
analyzed were
impaired

Fish Passage Restored

91%
of
Goals Achieved

Nitrogen
Phosphorus
Sediment

Water Quality Standards

Bay Grasses
Bottom Habitat

Tidal Wetlands

Blue Crab
Oyster
Striped Bass
Shad

Juvenile Menhaden

0

Percent of Goal Achieved
20

20 30 40

50

GO

70

90

100

25

27

32

21

26

45

Not quantified in relation to a goal

New goal currently being established

| 81

E
1
l

| 38

Not quantified in relation to a goal

5 Data and Methods: www.chesapeakebay.net/status_bayhealth.aspx



Sources of Pollution

m Agriculture — animal manure, commercial fertilizer
m Air pollution — tailpipes, power plants
m Urban/suburban runoff- fertilizer, stream erosion
m \Wastewater — sewage treatment plants
Phosphorous
Nitrogen Sediment

Municipal &
Industrial Agriculture—
Wastewater Chemical Fertilizer

21% 9%

Agriculture—
Chemical Fertilizer

Urban/Suburban
Runoff & In-stream
Sediment
19%

Municipal & 15%%
Industrial
Wastewater
20%

Agriculture-
Agriculture- Urban/Suburban Manure

Manurs Runoff & In-stream 60

Urban/Suburban 17 % Sediment Agriculture
Runoff Atn 60%
10%
Atmospheric
Deposition to
Watershed-
Mobile, Utilities, Atmospheric
/ lﬂd“ﬂl’l's. Depmiﬁnn to Natural
Atmospheric 20% Watershed- 3%
Deposition to Agricultural
Tidal Waters-  Atmospheric Sources
AllSources  Depositionto 6%
7%, Watershed-
Matural Sources
1%

Note: Does not include loads from tidal shoreline erosion or the ocean. Urban/suburban runoff loads due to atmospheric deposition are included
under atmospheric deposition loads. Wastewater loads based on measured discharges; other loads are based on an average hydrology year using
the Chesapeake Bay Program Airshed Model and Watershed Model Phase 4.3 (CEPO, 2009).




Chesapeake Bay Health - Past and Future

Deforestation

WHERE WE
STARTED

WHERE WE
ARE HEADED




Chesapeake Bay Partnership

Since 1983, a series of Chesapeake Bay
agreements have achieved progress
through a mix of incentives and regulatory
approaches



History of the Partnership

Early History
Late 1970s — U.S. Senator Charles “Mac” Mathias (R-Md.) sponsored
Congressionally funded $27 million, five-year study to analyze the Bay’s

rapid loss of wildlife and aquatic life.
- Report published in the early 1980s — identified excess nutrient pollution as the
main source of the Bay's degradation. Initial findings led to formation of the
Chesapeake Bay Program.

The Chesapeake Bay Agreement of 1983 —

» A simple, one-page pledge signed in 1983.

* Recognized a cooperative approach was necessary.

« Established a Chesapeake Bay liaison office in Annapolis, Maryland.

The 1987 Chesapeake Bay Agreement —

« Set first numeric goals to reduce pollution and restore the Bay ecosystem.
Aimed to reduce nitrogen and phosphorus entering the Bay by 40 percent by
2000.

Congressional Authorization
» Section 117(a) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act -- amended in
1987 to establish the Chesapeake Bay Program



History of the Partnership

Original Partners

MD, VA, PA, DC, the Chesapeake Bay Commission and EPA as lead Federal
Government agency

Key Agreements

e 1983 - Chesapeake Bay Partnership Formed
simple, one-page pledge by the partners
work together to restore the Bay

e 1987 - Chesapeake Bay Agreement
e 2000 - Chesapeake 2000 Agreement

e 2014 —Bay Agreement
e Aligns Federal and state goals
e Headwater states join partnership (DE, NY WV)

CBP Vision Statement: To lead and empower others to protect and restore
the Chesapeake Bay ecosystem for future generations.
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Slow pace of progress triggered additional actions




Progress and Path Forward

* Nitrogen Load Reductions

— 27.1 % progress since 1985 in the face of substantial
watershed growth and development (26% pop increase)

— The Path Forward: 25% further reduction from 2009
levels over the next 15 years (2025) while holding the line*

 Phosphorus Load Reductions
— 31.5% progress since 1985 in the face of substantial growth

— The Path Forward: 24% further reduction from 2009 levels
over the next 15 years™* and holding the line

*Offsetting new and increased loadings in the interim



Path forward: Chesapeake Bay
Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL)



Our Path Forward - Chesapeake Bay TMDL

e Arigorous and historic “pollution diet” to restore clean water to Bay and the
region’s streams, creeks and rivers.

e Bay TMDL is the most comprehensive roadmap for restoration we have ever had
for Chesapeake Bay. Addresses all sectors and major sources of nutrient and
sediment pollution.

e Uses Clean Water Act authority supplemented by state strategies (“Watershed
Implementation Plans”).

Why a Chesapeake Bay TMDL?

» Clean water is our obligation to the watershed’s 17 million
residents and countless communities.

» Insufficient restoration progress through current voluntary
and regulatory measures.

» Required under the Clean Water Act and responds to court
orders and legal settlements. Cornerstone of Executive Order
Strategy.

14



Chesapeake Bay TMDL

Total Maximum Daily Load =

YV V V VY

A Pollution Diet for the Bay

TMDL defines the amount of pollution a waterbody can handle and still meet
water quality standards.

Partners recognized in 2000 that a Bay TMDL would be needed if water
quality standards in tidal waters were not met by 2010.

Issued December 29, 2010 after 2 yrs in development
EPA worked extensively with the six States and the District of Columbia
Shaped by extensive input from public & stakeholder groups

Designed with rigorous accountability measures to ensure that all pollution
control measures needed to restore Bay are in place by 2025, with 60 percent
by 2017

Restoration activities can enhance the economic value of the Bay and rivers,
and be a driver for local economies.

15



Final Chesapeake Bay TMDL Watershed Limits

e Nitrogen: 185.9 million pounds/year
(25 percent reduction)

* Phosphorus: 12.5 million pounds/year

81.06/2.88

(24 percent reduction) = e
mf%\\;;bf
e Sediment: 6.45 billion pounds/year zi\f,jj

9.76/0.46

(20 percent reduction)

44,88/ 3.66

14.15/1.53

e Limits further divided by jurisdiction
and major river basin based upon:

— State-of-the-art modeling tools
— Extensive monitoring data
— Peer-reviewed science e

— Close interaction with jurisdiction
partners.

5.84 /0,90

5.41/0.54

23.50/2.35
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Simulated Nitrogen Loads to the Bay by Source* in millions of

pounds/year (Watershed Model Phase 5.3.2)

400

350 -

300 ———

250

200

150

100

50

1985

2009

2010

e ———————————————————— 2017 Interim Target

2025 Planning Target

m Atmospheric Deposition to Tidal Water
Atmospheric Deposition to Watershed (EPA
portion)

Forest + Non-Tidal Water Atmospheric
Deposition

m Septic

m Wastewater + Combined Sewer Overflow

m Urban Runoff

m Agriculture

* Loads simulated using 5.3.2 version of Watershed Model using constant delivery factors and allocation air for jurisdictional loads.




Numeric Standards Established
Solid Regulatory Foundation

Consistent across the Bay and all tidal rivers
Agreed by all 7 watershed jurisdictions
Adopted by the 4 Bay Jurisdictions



Local “Zoning” for Bay and Tidal River
Fish, Crab and Grasses Habitats

Shad, Herring,
Perch and
Rockfish
Spawning
Habitat

Bay Grasses
Habitat

Rockfish, Bluefish
Menhaden Habitat

Redefined ‘swimmable/fishable’ in terms the public could relate to



Bay Dissolved Oxygen Minimum Amount of Oxygen

Criteria (mg/L) Needed to Survive by
Species

Migratory Fish Spawning &
Nursery Areas

Striped Bass: 5-6

Shallow and Open Water American 5

Areas

Deep Water

Deep Channel



Chesapeake Bay WQ Standards

Chesapeake 2000 agreement commitment
Partnership derived, reviewed, approved criteria

* DO, water clarity, underwater grasses acres, chlorophyll a for protection of
five tidal water designated uses

EPA published the Bay criteria document in 2003 on behalf
of the partnership

EPA worked closely with 4 tidal jurisdictions—MD, VA, DE

and DC—to adopt into WQS regulations during 2004-2005

e Criteria fully consistent with 2003 EPA published value

e Common set of tidal water designated uses across tidal waters

e Common set of criteria assessment procedures adopted by reference
e Consistent 303(d) listing/delisting procedures adopted by reference

EPA publication of criteria addendums followed by state
adoption process continues through today



Building the Pollution Budget

TMDL for each impaired segment (92)
Agreement on what is equitable
Allocations for major basins, jurisdictions
Jurisdictions decide on source sector allocations



Pollution Diet for Each Tidal Water Segment
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Chesapeake Bay Watershed Model

e BMP Type and
location
[NEIEN/State
supplied)

+ Land acres

* Remote Sensing,
NASS Crop land
Data layer

» Crop acres

+ Yield

* Animal Numbers
{Ag Census or state
supplied)

+ Land applied
biolsolids

+ Septic system (#s)

Chésapeake Bay Water Quality and
Sediment Transport Model

(Changeable by user)

» BMP types and efficiencies

+ Land use change (BMPs, others)

+ RUSLE2 Data: % Leaf area and
residue cover

+ Plant and Harvest dates

» Best potential yield

» Animal factors (weight, phytase
feed, manure amount and
composition)

» Crop application rates and timing

* Plant nutrient uptake

* Time in pasture

* Storage loss

» Volatilization

* Animal manure to crops

» N fixation

\* Septic delivery factors

* BMPs, # and
location

+ Land use

+ % Bare soil,
availableto
erode

s Nutrient uptake

* Manure and
chemical
fertilizer
(Ib/segment)

» Nfixation
(Ib/segment)

» Septicloads

" Chesapeake Bay
Scenario Builder

Chesapeake Bay Filter
Feeder Model



Steps for Establishing the
Bay TMDL

The Chesapeake Bay Basin

ldentify basinwide
target loads

EPA, States, DC

Chesapeake Bay Major River Basins

Identify major ldentify tidal segment

basin by watershed and source sector
jurisdiction target target loads
loads

States, DC, local governments
EPA, States, DC & local partners




Step 1:

Set the basin-wide
nutrient loads
based on attaining
dissolved oxygen Iin
the main bay, lower
river and major
embayment
segments (those
who'’s water quality Is
Influenced by loads
from multiple
jurisdictions)

nesapeake Bay U3 ISt segment

BAEFH




Dissolved Oxygen Criteria Attainment
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Step 2.

Distribute the basin-wide
nutrient loads

(based on attaining
dissolved oxygen) by
jurisdiction and major
river basin following the
methodology agreed
upon by the partnership

Chesapeake Bay Major River Basins
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Guidelines for Distributing the
Basinwide Target Loads

o Water quality and living resource goals
should be achieved.

e \Waters that contribute the most to the
problem should achieve the most
reductions.

 All previous reductions in nutrient loads
are credited toward achieving final cap
loads.



Nutrient Impacts on Bay WQ

Effectiveness Effectiveness
Nitrogen Phosporous
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Major River Basin by Jurisdiction Relative Impact on Bay WQ
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—o— All Other

—— WWTP

Nitrogen -- Phase 5.3 -- Goal=190
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Percent reduction from 2010 noBMPs to E3
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Pollution Diet Pollution Diet
by River by State

Major Basin
POTEMAC RIVER BASIN 8237052
SUSOUEHANMA RNVER BASIM Jurisdiction
EASTERM SHORE Delaware
PATUXENT RIVER BASIN District of Columbia
WESTERN SHORE Maryiard
JAMES RIVER BASIN Mew York
YORK RIVER BASIN Pennsyhvania
RAPPAHANNOCK RIVER BASIN Virginia
State Boundary West Virginia

[ chesapeake Bay Walershed Stale Boundary

Chesapeake Bay

T6.77/2.74

B1.06 /288 :l Chesapeake Bay Watershed

39.09/2.72

9.76/0.46
44,68 /3,66

2.95/0.26

2320042 —

14.15/1.53

5.84 /0.90

53.40/5.41

541/0.54

23.50/2.35

MNote: There is also an Aimospheric Deposition Allocation

Mote: There i alse an Almespheric Deposition Allocation
of 15.70 millien pounds/year.

of 15.70 million poundsiyear.




A o . Atmospheric Nitrogen
tmospheric nitrogen deposition .

to the watershed credited to the Deposition to the Watershed
jurisdictions on which it lands—
Clean Air Act implementation up
through 2020

—

Atmospheric nitrogen deposition §
to the tidal surface waters ‘owned’ &
by EPA—15.7 million pounds

. . pheric Nitrogen De
nitrogen load allocation

“‘! to Tidal Waters

0 20 40 80 120 160 |
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Watershed Implementation Plans (WIPs)

The how, when and where of attaining the
TMDL diet.

Goal: EPA strongly preferred to use jurisdiction WIPs as

the basis for final TMDL allocations. Backstop allocations
and adjustments are provided by EPA where this was
necessary and appropriate.

Expect WIPs to:
= achieve pollution reduction targets . |
= provide reasonable assurance |
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Chesapeake Bay TMDL Based on
7 Watershed Implementation Plans

Shaven M. Carvin, Roglonal Admnlstrator
U5, Eavironmental Protection Agency
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Watershed Jurisdictions Made Source Sector
Allocation Decisions

Sources of Nitrogen to the Bay

Agriculture- Agricultural
Manure Atmospheric
(17%) Deposition
(6%)

Agriculture-
Chemical Fertilizer
(15%)

Atmospheric
Deposition-
Mobile, Utilities
and Industries
(19%)

| Septic Systems |

(4%) Atmospheric |
Deposition-
Developed Natural
Lands- Chemical (1%)
Fertilizer Municipal and | +
(10%) Industrial S;?;:i Egir;;
Wastewater :
(19%) Tidal Waters

(7%)




Jurisdictions’ _
Land Areas of the Chesapeake Bay Basin
Watershed Draining into the 92 303d Segments

Implementation
Plans

[ | Major Basin

State Boundary

92 Individual
TMDLs

Table B2. Format for Submitting Phase T Watershed Implementation Plan Outputs |

St [Maj. [Impaired |Unlgue | Source Seetor” Type® NFDES
Basin | Segment | Code Permit
Drainage
MD | W. Shor{ PAXTF | MWFTF__| Agriculturce-CAFO Agg. WLA
Agriculture-CAFO Ind. WLA | MD356913
Agriculture LA
Subtotal: Agricalture
Wi - POTW#HL Ind. WLA | MDN12452
Wastewater: POTW#H2 Ind. WLA | MD013943
Wi - Indus 21 Ind. WLA | MD821672
Wastewater: Indus #2 Ind. WLA | MDE53653
Subtotal: Wastewater
Omsite LA
Urhy/Suburh Runoff: MS4 Agp WLA | MD546195
Urb/Suburh Runoff: Non-MS4 | LA
Urb/Suburb Runofl. M54 Ind. WLA | MDE92645
industrial Sto Agp. WLA
Industrial Stormwater Ind. WLA | MD246139
Construction Agg WLA
Subtotal: Urb/Suburb
Forest LA
MD | W. Shord SEVMH MWSeM | Agriculture-CAFO Agp. WLA | MD3E2614
Agriculture LA
I: Agriculture
Wastewater: POTW#1 Ind WLA | MDOB36SS
Wastewater: POTWHZ Ind WLA | MDO54732
‘Wastewater: Indus #1 Ind. WLA | MDB36679
Wastewater: Indus #2 Ind. WLA | MDB54469
Onsite LA
Urb/Suburb Runofl: M54 Agg. WLA | MDS88578
UrtwSuburb Runoff: Non-MS4 | LA
TN
Sublaial: Ly . T Note: Land areas do not refiect the actual area
draining imte a segment with 100% accuracy but
MD | W_Shord Reserve for Growth WLALA are basically come:t at the map scale.
MD [ W Shors MW Total Created DHI4ME Y HW. ) ' & &



Key Strengths of this Approach

 EPA Role: INTERSTATE EQUITY
— Provided a fair, equitable interstate allocation of load reductions
— Based on degree to which jurisdictions/river basins impact the Bay water quality
— Set the 19 major river basin by jurisdiction loading targets to start the process

e State Role: FLEXIBLE IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING
— Have the lead and the flexibility to define WIP strategies to produce the reductions
— Responsible for sub-allocations among pollutant source sectors

— Three phases of action allow for adaptive process:
e Phase1-2010, Phase 2 - 2012, and Phase 3 - 2017

 EPA Oversight: OUTLINED IN ACCOUNTABILITY FRAMEWORK

— EPA does not prescribe the solutions - monitors the results

— Maintains oversight of the strategies, determines reasonable assurance, and takes
actions on deficient progress — calls “Balls and Strikes”
— Allowed a 15-year timeframe for implementation—Governors agreed to 2025



Ensuring Success: Tracking
Progress through the
Accountability Framework



Overview of Accountability Process

' Start Here

Chesapeake Bay TMDL:
Set Pollution ﬁ

Reduction Goals

for Point and Non-point

Sources to Meet Bay
Water Quality Standards

42



Two-Year Milestones and 2017
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Assumes Upfront Program-Building and Future Reductions
Assumes Constant Reduction Over Time
Assumes Upfront Low-Hanging Fruit and More Difficult Future Reductions



A Rigorous Evaluation of
Reasonable Assurance (RA)

e Requiring states’ WIPs upfront

e Allocations “can and will be achieved”
e Are actions “enforceable or otherwise binding?”

e Teams of EPA source sector experts evaluated
state-proposed WIPs

e Judged effectiveness and credibility
* Provided detailed comments back to states

e Documented EPA backstop recommendations where plans
had gaps or not credible

e Backstop actions were taken by EPA in draft and
final TMDL — by sector



On-going Milestone Evaluations

Ensure regular check-ins along the way to meeting water
quality goals (every 2 years)

Tracking progress numerically through modeling estimates
and programmatically through regulations and capacity-
building

Incorporation of monitoring data into evaluations
On-going evaluations have recognized:

— Significant progress being made toward restoration;

— |dentified specific areas where more needs to be done;
and

— Increased EPA oversight where needed to get back on track
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Overall Nutrient Load Reduction Progress is Occurring —
Rivers to the Bay Are Running Cleaner

Nitrogen Loads to the Bay™

*Loads simulated using Watershed Model (Phase 5.3.2) and wastewater
discharge data reported by watershed jurisdictions.

2017 Interim Target

2025 Planning Target

$
£
:
s
2
g
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Three Tiers of EPA Oversight & Actions
- for an ongoing evaluation

—Ongoing Oversight— Ongoing program and
permit reviews and assessments of TMDL and
WIP implementation through WIPs and 2-year
milestones

—Enhanced Oversight — Indication that EPA may
consider backstop allocations and adjustments
if WIPs and milestones don’t show progress

— Backstop Actions—Backstops were included in
the final Bay TMDL and actions may be taken in
the future



2014 Oversight Status

Agriculture: Urban/Suburban: Wastewater: Trading/Offsets:
DE Ongoing Oversight Ongoing Oversight Ongoing Oversight Ongoing Oversight

DC Not Applicable Ongoing Oversight

MD Ongoing Oversight
NY Ongoing Oversight
Backstop Actions
PA
VA Ongoing Oversight

Wwv Enhanced Oversight

Ongoing Oversight Ongoing Oversight

Ongoing Oversight Ongoing Oversight Ongoing Oversight

Ongoing Oversight Enhanced Oversight Ongoing Oversight

Backstop Actions
Level

Ongoing Oversight Enhanced Oversight

Enhanced Oversight Ongoing Oversight Ongoing Oversight

Ongoing Oversight Ongoing Oversight

Ongoing Oversight




Early Successes -
Implementation Phase

Promoting innovation in finding solutions



Early Implementation Successes

Wastewater treatment plant upgrades

New stormwater permit with high on-site
retention

Legislation for lawn fertilizer composition
and use

Detergent phosphorus bans
Legislation for agriculture certainty programs

Innovative manure waste-to-energy
technologies



Summary: Ground-Breaking
Elements of the Chesapeake Bay
TMDL



Ground-Breaking Elements: Allocations

 The Scale of the TMDL — 64,000 sg miles

— Six states, District of Columbia
— 92 segments x 3 pollutants =276 TMDLs

e Strong, consistent numerical WQ standards foundation
agreed to in advance by all 7 watershed jurisdictions

e Upstream jurisdictions accountable for downstream
WQ standards and water quality impairments

— Equitable allocations based on relative effects of pollutant
loads on tidal water quality

* Nitrogen atmospheric deposition allocation to EPA
— Based on cap on atmospheric loads to tidal surface water



Ground-Breaking Elements: WIPs

 Watershed Implementation Plans completed BEFORE
the TMDL was developed
— Used to define sub-allocations down to the individual

watersheds draining to the 92 tidal segments and source
sectors in the TMDL (WIP Phase |)

e The “WIP” Conceptual Model

— Allowed states full flexibility to assign responsibilities
— EPA not dictating how states achieve the goals

 The Scale of the Planning

— Phase Il going down to county, conservation district, small
watershed scale



Ground-Breaking Elements: Adaptation

e Allowing for adaptive implementation over 15 years
based on three phases of the WIPs

— 2010: define strategies, propose Bay TMDL allocations

— 2012: refine strategies; assign responsibilities to local scales,
local sources

— 2017: make mid-course adjustments

 Requirement that state Offset programs be put in place
to address new and increased discharges

— Section 10 and Appendix S of the 2010 Bay TMDL

— Becomes an assumption and requirement of the TMDL for
permitting of new sources (40 CFR 122)



Ground-Breaking Elements: Accountability

 Ongoing Framework for Accountability with the
allocations
— 2-year milestones and progress reporting to public
— EPA’s Ongoing Oversight process

— Federal actions defined well in advance of the TMDL - for
gaps/shortfalls in implementation

 EPA invoked federal backstops for weak state WIPs
— Published in the draft Bay TMDL distributed for public review

* Yielded state improvements in final Phase | WIPs
e Changed the allocations where necessary in final Bay TMDL
e Applied greater traditional point source controls where needed

— Federal oversight process continues post-TMDL



Questions




Jon Capacasa, 215-814-5422

capacasa.jon@epa.gov
‘ www.epa.gov/chesapeakebaytmdl

New site later this year:
hitps://lwcms.epa.gov/chesapeake-
bay-tmdl

www.chesapeakebay.net
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Chesapeake Bay Compliance and Enforcement Strategy
May 12, 2010

l. Introduction

The Chesapeake Bay (Bay) is North America’s largest and most biologically diverse
estuary, home to more than 3,700 species of plants and animals. It is approximately 200 miles
long, contains more than 11,000 miles of tidal shoreline, and is fed by more than 100,000 creeks,
streams, and rivers. The watershed spreads over 64,000 square miles and includes parts of six
states—Delaware, Maryland, New York, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West Virginia—and the
entire District of Columbia. As of 2007, approximately 17 million people lived in the Bay
watershed. The Bay provides significant economic and recreational benefits, estimated to exceed
$33 billion annually, to the watershed’s population.* The Bay’s waters are threatened by
pollution from a variety of sources. To address non-compliance with environmental laws and
associated environmental impacts to this watershed, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) has developed this Chesapeake Bay Compliance and Enforcement Strategy (Strategy),
which guides the use of EPA’s compliance and enforcement tools to target pollution sources
impairing the Bay watershed and regulated by federal environmental statutes.

a. Current Health of the Bay

The current status of the Bay’s health remains unacceptable. While total pollution levels
have declined since 1985, most of the Bay’s waters are degraded and are incapable of fully
supporting fishing, crabbing, or recreational activities. Algal blooms fed by nutrient pollution
block sunlight from reaching underwater Bay grasses and lead to low oxygen levels in the water.
Suspended sediment from urban development, agricultural lands, and some natural sources is
carried into the Bay and clouds its waters. Portions of the Bay and its tidal tributaries are
contaminated with chemical pollutants that can be found in fish tissue. The Bay’s critical habitats
and food web are at risk. Nutrient and sediment runoff have harmed Bay grasses and bottom
habitat, while disproportionate algae growth has pushed the Bay food web out of balance. The
Bay’s habitats and lower food web (benthic and plankton communities) are functioning at 45
percent of desired levels. Many of the Bay’s fish and shellfish populations are below historical
levels. The blue crab population continues to be low, and the stock is not rebuilding; oyster
restoration efforts are hampered by disease, and the stock remains at low levels; American shad
continues at depressed levels; the menhaden population in the Bay is low despite healthy
populations along the Atlantic coast; and while striped bass are plentiful, but there is concern
about disease and malnutrition. The Bay’s fish and shellfish populations are at 48 percent of
desired levels. Fish kills occur in a number of rivers leading to the Bay.?

b. Significant Pollutants and Sources

The greatest pollution threats to the Bay are from nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorus) and
sediment. These pollutants come from many sources, including agricultural operations,

L EPA, Office of Inspector Gen., Rep. No. 08-P-0199, EPA Needs to Better Report Chesapeake Bay Challenges: A Summary Report 3
(July 14, 2008), at http://www.epa.gov/oig/reports/2008/20080714-08-P-0199.pdf.

2 Chesapeake Bay Program, Bay Barometer: A Health and Restoration Assessment of the Chesapeake Bay and Watershed in
2008, CBP/TRS-293-09, EPA-903-R-09-001, (March 2009), at

http://www.chesapeakebay.net/content/publications/cbp 34915.pdf.
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wastewater treatment facilities, urban storm water runoff, and air deposition from power plants
and cars. Agricultural sources contribute the largest nutrient and sediment pollution in the
watershed, accounting for approximately 38 percent of nitrogen loading, 45 percent of
phosphorus loading, and 60 percent of the sediment loading. About one-half of the nitrogen from
agriculture is from animal manure. Municipal and industrial wastewater treatment facilities
account for approximately 20 percent of the nutrient loading to the Bay. Urban and suburban
storm water runoff accounts for approximately 10 percent of the nitrogen loading, 31 percent of
phosphorous loading, and 19 percent of sediment loading. Population growth and development
and the rapid increase in the amount of impervious surfaces have caused storm water pollution to
be a growing concern.

Air pollution contributes approximately 34 percent of the total nitrogen loading to the
Bay.® Modeling estimates based on projected emissions for 2020 indicate that the relative
contributions of different source sectors of airborne nitrogen oxide (NOy) emissions to oxidized
nitrogen deposition to the Bay watershed will be 26 percent from on-road mobile sources;
21 percent from non-road/marine/construction mobile sources; 17 percent from industrial
sources; 15 percent from power plants; 12 percent from residential and commercial sources; and
9 percent from other sources.* Figure 1 shows the relative responsibility for pollutant loadings to
the Bay.

Phosphorus

Nitrogen Sediment

Municipal &
Industrial Agriculture-
Wastewater Chemical Fertilizer

21% 19%

Agriculture-

Urban/Suburban
Runoff & In-stream
Sediment
19%

Chemical Fertilizer
Municipal & 15%
Industrial
Wastewater
20%

Agriculture-
Agriculture- Urban/Suburban Manura
Manure Runoff & In-stream 26%

Urban/Suburban 17% s“;?::m
Runoff
10%

Agriculture
Natural 60%

21%

Atmospheric
Deposition to
Watershed-
Mobile, Utilities, Atmospheric

/ Industries Deposition to Natural

Atmospheric 20% Watershed- 3%
Depaosition to . Agricultural

Tidal Waters- Atmospheric Sources

AllSources  Deposition to 6%
7% Watershed-
Natural Sources
1%

Note: Does not include loads from tidal shoreline erosion or the ocean. Urban/suburban runoff loads due to atmospheric deposition are included
under atmospheric deposition loads. Wastewater loads are based on measured discharges; other loads are based on an average hydrology year
using the Chesapeake Bay Program Airshed Model and Watershed Model Phase 4.3,

Figure 1. Relative responsibility for pollution loads to the Bay.

3 Chesapeake Bay Program, Questions and Answers from the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee Hearing on the
Chesapeake Bay on April 20, 2009 (June 3, 2009).

“ Robin Dennis, Report on Relative Responsibility Assessment of Sectors and States: Oxidized-Nitrogen Deposition in 2020 (final
numbers), Chesapeake Bay Modeling Subcommittee Meeting, Annapolis, MD. (April 8, 2008).
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Other pollutants of concern in the Bay include hazardous wastes, like polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHSs), and metals in river sediment. These
contaminants can leach into the groundwater or discharge directly into the Bay from different
sources in the watershed and airshed, such as industrial facilities, hazardous waste sites, landfills,
urban storm water runoff, and mobile and stationary air sources.

I1. Compliance and Enforcement Role

In the Bay watershed, only a portion of the nutrient and sediment pollution is regulated
under the Clean Water Act (CWA) or the Clean Air Act (CAA). According to estimates by
EPA’s Chesapeake Bay Program Office, only approximately 49 percent of total nitrogen, 35
percent of total phosphorus, and 4 percent of total sediment is subject to federal regulation. The
best modeling indicates that nitrogen pollution to the Chesapeake Bay must be reduced by 30
percent, and phosphorus pollution must be reduced by 8 percent to meet water quality standards.
Achieving that level of reduction will require significant and sustained reductions by all source
categories, including agriculture. Yet, even full compliance with existing regulations will not
result in the necessary pollution reductions to restore the health of the Bay.

Agricultural sources and urban storm water runoff account for about half of the nitrogen
and three-quarters of the phosphorus pollution to the Bay. Air deposition of nitrogen from
stationary and mobile sources accounts for about one-third of the nitrogen pollution. EPA
regulates pollution discharges from some of these sources, including concentrated animal feeding
operations (CAFOs) and municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s), through the CWA
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting program and regulates
other sources through the CAA. Many sources, however, are not subject to federal environmental
regulations, including row crop agricultural operations and suburban storm water runoff outside
specific municipal storm water sewersheds.

EPA will use all available enforcement mechanisms to address significant violations, and
to ensure permanent, consistent compliance with the federal environmental laws. EPA will also
exercise its enforcement authority and use compliance programs where the states have either
failed to act or impede action. EPA will identify where permit program improvements are
needed to further ensure effective compliance and environmental protection. For example, MS4s
are not typical end-of-pipe permits with clearly defined numeric effluent limits. Instead, permit
conditions often emphasize actions that should be taken to achieve certain outcomes and are
frequently written with imprecise provisions. Without expanded regulatory coverage and
stronger permit requirements, compliance and enforcement cannot remedy the Bay’s pollution
problems.

The magnitude of resources and effort needed to improve Bay water quality is significant
and requires a new generation of federal and state regulatory actions. These include: (1)
finalizing total maximum daily loads (TMDLSs) throughout the Bay watershed; (2) expanding the
definition of CAFO to encompass smaller animal feeding operations (AFOs); (3) defining more
stringent permit conditions related to the land application of animal manure; (4) expanding
NPDES storm water regulations to apply to high-growth, urban/suburban areas; (5) creating
more stringent permit conditions including standards for discharges of storm water from
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new/redevelopment projects and retrofit criteria for large facilities with impervious surfaces such
as shopping malls, roads, and parking lots; and (6) ensuring adequate, enforceable NPDES
permits for MS4s.

Many of these program and regulatory improvements may require additional time to
develop and implement before pollutant reductions needed for a healthy Chesapeake Bay are
realized. In the interim, immediate action can be undertaken. For example, EPA can:

¢ Monitor compliance with major milestones for installing controls at wastewater treatment
plants and take appropriate enforcement;

e Audit, inspect, and provide compliance assistance to (or take enforcement against) MS4s to
improve best management practices and storm water management plans;

e Enforce storm water requirements at large construction sites to reduce sediment;
e Designate AFOs as CAFOs, making them subject to permitting requirements;

e Seek to ensure that all CAFOs that discharge or propose to discharge obtain and comply
with NPDES permits;

e With other EPA, state, and federal partners, engage in education and outreach to the
CAFO/AFO community about statutory and regulatory requirements;

e Take judicial or administrative actions against livestock integrators for discharges from
CAFOs;

e Enforce new source review, NSPS, and state implementation plan (SIP) requirements at
stationary sources reduce NOy emissions;

e Pursue enforcement-led cleanup activities at hazardous-waste sites identified as
contributing to specific impairments to water quality in the Bay;

e Achieve pollutant reductions through strategic use of endangerment authorities; and

e Enhance effectiveness in overseeing state enforcement programs and initiate supportive
federal enforcement actions, as appropriate.

Without program and regulatory improvements, EPA’s use of compliance activities and
enforcement actions can assure only modest nutrient and sediment pollution reductions to the
Bay. However, compliance and enforcement efforts aimed at key regulated sectors and pollutants
affecting the Bay will deter activities contributing to the Bay’s impairment. Compliance and
enforcement efforts will continue into the future after EPA develops new environmental
requirements that expand coverage of existing permitting programs and establish new, enhanced
standards of performance for preventing pollutants from entering the Bay’s watershed. At that
time, enforcement will have an even greater impact.

While EPA will continue to play an important enforcement role in the Bay states, the states
are the critical cops on the beat, conducting a large percentage of the compliance monitoring
(.e.g., compliance inspections), and enforcement. As such, EPA will coordinate compliance and
enforcement efforts with states (and commonwealth) partners around the Bay to ensure robust
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watershed and airshed-wide compliance and enforcement programs that establish clear
expectations for the public and the regulated community regarding compliance. Through our
coordinated efforts, EPA and state compliance and enforcement programs will strengthen actions
to ensure compliance. Our complementary enforcement and compliance efforts will identify
opportunities to promote sound management practices to reduce pollution in the Bay.

To enhance transparency, EPA has developed a Chesapeake Bay compliance and
enforcement Web site where this Strategy and other relevant information related to compliance
and enforcement is posted. The Web site is at
www.epa.gov/compliance/civil/initiatives/chesapeakebay.html.

I11. Strategy

a. Overview

This is a multiyear and multistate strategy combining our water, air and waste
enforcement authorities to achieve maximum protection. The Strategy is designed to augment
and enhance existing work to identify and address violations of federal environmental laws
resulting in nutrient, sediment and other pollution in the Bay. This is a focused and aggressive
plan to address pollution sources that are violating federal environmental laws, both in the Bay’s
watershed and the airshed. Under the Strategy, EPA will identify and address industrial,
municipal, and agricultural sources releasing significant amounts of nitrogen, phosphorus,
sediment, and other pollutants to the Bay in excess of amounts allowed by applicable
environmental laws. Specifically, EPA will:

e ldentify nutrient and sediment impaired sub-watersheds. The identification of the sub-
watersheds is guided by specific threats to the Bay’s health, including:

0 The extent of impairments from pollutants of concern;

The degree of excess pollutant loads;

@]

The number and types of regulated sources located in the watershed segment (or
depositing pollutants to that watershed for some air sources);

The water quality rating (good, threatened, or impaired);
The number of primary contact recreation beaches;

The number of shellfish beds/beaches;

Fish consumption advisories;

The magnitude of wetland loss;

0O O O O o o

The prevalence of minority populations, populations disproportionately below the
poverty line, or sensitive populations such as subsistence fishermen;

Urban waters; and

o Contaminated site cleanup opportunities.
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Identify key regulated sectors that, when in non-compliance with applicable
environmental regulations, contribute significant amounts of nutrients, sediment and
other pollutants to impaired sub- watersheds or that have otherwise been determined to
have a detrimental impact on Bay water quality. At this juncture, the key regulated
sectors are: concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFO); municipal and industrial
wastewater facilities; storm water National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) point sources including Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4s) and
storm water discharges from construction sites and other regulated industrial facilities;
and air deposition sources of nitrogen regulated under the Clean Air Act, including power
plants.

Analyze the compliance records for facilities in the key regulated sectors including: the
pattern and seriousness of noncompliance; the occurrence of un-permitted discharges;
ownership status/relationships and location (across states); and the volume and nature of
the facility’s discharges.

Investigate and inspect facilities in the key regulated sectors, pursue appropriate
enforcement actions to ensure compliance, and estimate pollutant-loading reductions for
nitrogen, phosphorous and sediment related to those completed actions. Investigations
and inspections of the highest priority include:

o CAFO operations located in the Delmarva peninsula, south-central Pennsylvania
and the Shenandoah Valley;

o Significant wastewater treatment plants as designated by the Bay states based on
design flow or nitrogen and phosphorus loading, which are in noncompliance with
nutrient-related requirements;

0 Geographic areas with high nitrogen and phosphorus loadings and counties with
high rates of growth and development for storm water NPDES point sources; and

0 Large sources of nitrogen oxide and ammonia emissions located within the Bay
airshed.

Identify appropriate opportunities for compliance and enforcement activities related to
other sources of pollution affecting the Bay including the Clean Water Act wetland
protection program, federal facilities, and Superfund sites, including remedial action and
removal sites, and Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) corrective action
facilities.

Explore opportunities to use imminent and substantial endangerment authorities under
the Clean Water Act, Safe Drinking Water Act, Resource Conservation Recovery Act,
Superfund, and the Clean Air Act to address significant pollution problems affecting the
Bay.
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e Continuous and comprehensive review of ongoing water and air protection work
impacting the Bay, much of which addresses some of the most significant discharges of
pollutants to the Bay, to ensure a constant focus on sources that have not yet been
addressed.

e Leverage EPA and states’ limited compliance and enforcement resources through close
coordination with the states on targeting strategies to pursue the most serious contributors
to Bay impairment. Specific projections of enforcement and compliance activities will be
developed, monitored, and readjusted as the work goes forward.

b. Sector Strategies

. Municipal and Industrial Wastewater

Overview

Wastewater treatment facilities discharge approximately 20 percent of total nitrogen and
21 percent of total phosphorus to the Bay. Over 3,000 wastewater facilities discharge to the Bay
watershed. Using design flow and nutrient loading as the criteria, the Bay states designated 483
of these wastewater facilities as “significant” as determined by their water quality affects on the
Bay. More than 90% of the nitrogen and phosphorous added to the Bay from wastewater
treatment facilities comes from these 483 significant facilities.

Due largely to treatment plant upgrades and pollution prevention measures, nitrogen and
phosphorus loads discharged by significant wastewater treatment facilities have decreased by 40
percent and 65 percent, respectively, since 1985. Many of the significant municipal and
industrial wastewater treatment plants in the Bay watershed will require additional treatment
upgrades or process changes and either are already subject to, or may be placed on, enforceable
schedules to meet more stringent annual nutrient limits for total nitrogen and total phosphorus.
EPA and Bay states will monitor compliance with major milestones for this work and with the
new annual nutrient limits. EPA and the Bay states will also ensure that facilities with permit
violations receive appropriate enforcement.

Goal

EPA is focusing on significant wastewater facilities with permit schedules for upgrading
nutrient treatment, with the goal of ensuring those facilities remain on schedule and addressing
emerging non-compliance. To achieve these goals, EPA is working with states to implement the
NPDES program, using the full breadth of EPA and state compliance programs and enforcement
responses. EPA will (1) continue its oversight of authorized state NPDES enforcement
programs; (2) work closely with the Bay states to ensure timely and appropriate enforcement
action is initiated in response to identified violations of compliance schedules and permit limits;
and (3) provide technical assistance to the states where needed.
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I. Storm water

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4)

Overview

Urban and suburban storm water discharges account for approximately 10 percent of
nitrogen, 31 percent of phosphorus, and 19 percent of sediment discharged to the Bay. However,
most of the nutrients and sediment discharged to the Bay in urban/suburban storm water runoff
are discharged through storm water outfalls that are not in designated MS4 areas regulated by the
NPDES program. Only approximately 2 percent of the nitrogen, 6 percent of the phosphorus,
and 4 percent of sediment delivered to the Bay through urban/suburban storm water discharge
outfalls are regulated by EPA and the Bay states under the NPDES MS4 program.

The NPDES permitting program requires MS4s to develop and implement storm water
management programs to minimize the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent
practicable. Components of an adequate storm water management plan include programs to
oversee construction activities, eliminate illegal discharges to the storm sewer system, educate
the public about pollution prevention, and manage storm water discharges from areas of new
development and redevelopment. Large and medium MS4 programs determined by population
size must also develop and implement a program for overseeing industrial and commercial
facilities that have a significant effect on water quality.

EPA relies primarily on audits and inspections to identify non-compliance with MS4
permits. Common deficiencies documented include inadequate construction oversight programs
and poor assessment of storm water management practices to assure protection of water quality
standards. Furthermore, permit quality remains a concern for MS4 enforcement efforts. Results
from audits and inspections will continue to inform needed improvements to these permits and
EPA will work with Bay states to improve MS4 permit quality.

Goal

EPA and the Bay states will review and evaluate MS4 storm water programs, strengthen
permits as needed, and address MS4s that are in significant non-compliance with their permits.
In the Bay watershed, there are approximately 450 MS4s most of which are located in Maryland,
Virginia, and Pennsylvania. The location of the MS4s coincides with areas with high nutrient
loadings and counties experiencing high rates of growth and development. To achieve this goal,
EPA will focus compliance monitoring and enforcement efforts on all MS4s in the Bay
watershed with initial focus on larger MS4s and on clusters of smaller MS4s located within the
same watersheds.

Storm water Industrial (including Construction)
Overview

Storm water runoff from several industrial sectors, including construction sites equal to
or greater than one acre are regulated by the NPDES program. At these sites, industrial
processes and material handling and storage are often exposed to precipitation. As storm water
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runoff or snowmelt comes into contact with these processes, pollutants can be transported to
nearby storm drains or directly to surface waters. Pollutants can include sediment, oil and grease,
and chemical and/or biological oxygen demand. Concrete and asphalt operations, such as ready-
mix concrete facilities, and mineral extraction have been identified as industrial storm water
potential sectors of concern in the Bay.

The construction sector is one of the 10 industrial sectors regulated under the NPDES
program for industrial storm water discharges. Clearing, grubbing, grading, and other
construction activities disturb and expose the soil surfaces, allowing significant amounts of
sediment transport through storm water runoff into storm drains and other discharge points into
waterbodies. In addition, the loss of vegetation, soil compaction, and increase in the amount of
impervious surface result in increased storm water flow amounts and velocity. Such increases,
contribute to streambed and bank scour and erosion, channel widening, and stream bank
undercutting, which, in turn, increase the amount of sediment discharged to the Bay.

The Chesapeake Bay Program Office has identified the 20 fastest growing counties in the
Bay watershed. Previous inspection targeting by EPA also found that much of the recent
residential construction in the greater Chesapeake Bay watershed has occurred in and around the
population centers of York, Pennsylvania; Baltimore, Maryland; Washington, D.C.; Wilmington,
Delaware; and Richmond, Virginia. The priority areas for targeting construction site and
industrial facility inspections will generally be within these high growth and development areas
with one notable exception — New York. Because none of the 20 fastest growing counties
identified by the Chesapeake Bay Program Office are located in New York, the focus within this
state will be construction activities located near sediment impaired waters.

Goal

For construction sites and other priority industrial sectors, EPA will address, through the
appropriate enforcement mechanism, construction sites and industrial facilities that are in
significant non-compliance. To achieve this goal, EPA will focus in areas experiencing high
rates of growth and development and those near sediment impaired water bodies. In addition,
EPA will gather information to determine if currently unregulated priority urban/suburban
separate storm sewer systems should be covered by CWA requirements.

ii.  Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations

Overview

Agriculture is the single largest source of nutrients to the Chesapeake Bay. Agricultural
operations deliver nitrogen and phosphorus to the Bay accounting for 38 percent of nitrogen and
45 percent of phosphorus.® Seventeen percent of the nitrogen and 26 percent of phosphorus from
agriculture is from animal manure, and an additional 6 percent of nitrogen delivered to the Bay
comes from livestock and fertilized soil emissions. About one-third of animal manure is
regulated (contributing 6 percent of nitrogen and 8 percent of phosphorus delivered to the Bay).
The remaining nitrogen and phosphorus from agriculture is from non-animal agriculture (e.g.,
rowcrops) and smaller animal feeding operations or emissions which are not subject to the

> This estimate assumes that these sources are in full compliance with their current NPDES permit requirements.
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regulatory restrictions imposed on CAFOs. Thus, EPA can only address a portion of nutrients
from animal agriculture pursuant to existing regulatory authority.

Three areas represent the greatest contributions of manure-based agricultural nutrient
loads to the Bay: (1) Delmarva Peninsula: Delaware, and the Eastern Shores of Maryland and
Virginia; poultry—broiler chickens—is the dominant industry sector; (2) South-central
Pennsylvania: Susquehanna River watershed/Lancaster and York counties; dairy is the dominant
industry sector; to a lesser extent, swine and poultry (broiler and egg-laying chickens) also
operate in this priority area; and (3) Shenandoah Valley: Virginia and West Virginia; poultry—
broiler chickens and turkeys—is the dominant industry sector; small- and medium-dairies and to
a lesser extent, swine and beef cattle facilities also operate in this priority area. The watersheds in
those areas suffer from significant nutrient imbalances and nutrient-related, local water quality
impairments. Densely populated animal agriculture operations in these areas cause the highest
agricultural nutrient loads to the Bay by comparison to other areas. Inconsistent implementation
of sound nutrient management practices has resulted in manure over-application and nutrient
loading.

Goal

The goal is to reduce nutrient loads to the Bay by addressing non-compliance and by
focusing compliance and enforcement activities on facilities in three key areas—the Delmarva
Peninsula, South-central Pennsylvania, and the Shenandoah Valley. EPA will initially focus its
CAFO compliance and enforcement activities on facilities in these three geographic areas.
However, EPA will also maintain its CAFO compliance and enforcement presence throughout
the Bay watershed. After addressing facilities in the initial three areas, EPA will build on its
existing presence and expand its CAFO compliance and enforcement activities to facilities in
other Bay watershed areas with CAFO-related nutrient impairments.

To achieve this goal, EPA will prescribe actions calculated to increase CAFOs’
regulatory compliance and reduce their nutrient loads to the Bay. EPA will achieve deterrence in
the watershed by targeting enforcement actions and remedies at facilities located in watersheds
impaired for nutrients that are critical to the restoration of the Bay. Specifically, EPA will work
with states to target implementation of the CAFO program to minimize CAFO nutrient effects on
the Bay, by investigating and inspecting facilities that pose the most risk to the Bay watershed
and taking enforcement actions to compel compliance. EPA will maximize the extent to which
current state CAFO programs are achieving their intended water quality benefits by working
with states to expand the permitted facility universe and issue sufficiently stringent permits.
Permits should, at a minimum, require that nutrient management plans be based on existing soil
saturation levels. EPA will also work with states to build sustainable programs for compliance
monitoring and enforcement (e.g., undertake universe-identification and information-gathering
activities, conduct joint and oversight inspections with state partners to ensure appropriate
implementation of federal standards). Finally, EPA will seek to address CAFO air emissions and
develop appropriate remedies to reduce emissions and their adverse water quality effect on the
Bay.
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iv.  Air Deposition

Overview

Nitrogen emissions from sources within the Chesapeake Bay airshed contribute
approximately 75 percent of the nitrogen deposition to the Bay watershed. The remaining 25
percent of the nitrogen deposition is from long-range transport of emissions from sources outside
the airshed, including emissions from portions of southeastern Canada. Of the inorganic nitrogen
deposited to the Chesapeake Bay watershed from air emission sources, approximately 67 percent
is from air emissions of NOy. The remaining 33 percent is from emissions of ammonia (NHz).
The contributions from any single facility in the long-range emissions transport category are
unlikely to be significant. Sources of NOy include electric generating units, other industrial
stationary sources, on- and off-road mobile sources (cars, trucks, ships, tractors), lightning, and
soil. Sources of ammonia include AFOs, fertilized fields, mobile sources, and industrial
stationary sources.

Goal

The goal is to reduce nitrogen air deposition by addressing non-compliance with existing
air pollution control requirements. Coal-fired power plants, acid, glass, and cement
manufacturing are already national enforcement priorities for the Agency because of the
substantial emissions of NOy and other pollutants from those industries. EPA is pursuing a
coordinated, integrated compliance and enforcement strategy to address CAA New Source
Review compliance issues at the nation's coal-fired power plants. Many of these cases have
already resulted in settlements that will reduce nitrogen deposition to the Bay, such as the
settlement with American Electric Power, which when fully phased in, will reduce NOy
emissions from the company’s power plants in the Chesapeake airshed by more than 150,000
tons per year. EPA also intends to seek additional NOx reductions through enforcement of New
Source Performance Standards (NSPS) and SIP provisions governing NOy emissions. EPA will
continue to vigorously pursue these priorities but with a new emphasis on sources that contribute
to nitrogen pollution in the Bay.

To achieve this goal EPA will target enforcement actions at sources in the Chesapeake
Bay airshed, which includes Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Virginia, Maryland, Delaware, New
York, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Kentucky, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, New
Jersey, and the District of Columbia. EPA will focus on achieving reductions in NOy to reduce
nitrogen loading to the Bay. Specifically, EPA will seek reductions from stationary sources of
NOx emissions by enforcing New Source Review, NSPS, and SIP requirements pertaining to
NOx emissions and obtaining either judgments or enforceable settlement agreements to install
pollution control technology and incorporate best management practices. Enforcement actions
designed to reduce nitrogen deposition to the Chesapeake Bay could also result in substantial
reductions in sulfur dioxide, mercury, and other pollutants if the Agency and its state partners are
successful in obtaining binding commitments from utilities and other sources to install pollution-
control technologies. Such additional pollution reductions, in turn, could yield significant public
health and welfare benefits, including reduced respiratory problems and fewer fish consumption
advisories.
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V. Toxics Cleanup

Overview

In addition to nutrients and sediments other serious contaminants are negatively affecting
water quality in the Bay, such as PCBs; PAHSs; and metals—such as mercury, endocrine
disruptors, and pesticides. The U.S. Geological Survey estimates that 72 percent of the Bay
segments are impaired by contaminants. Such contaminants can leach into the groundwater or
directly into the Bay from sources in the watershed, such as industrial facilities, hazardous waste
sites, landfills, urban storm water runoff, and mobile and stationary air sources.

Goal

EPA will look broadly at the sources of toxic contamination to the Bay and work with the
states and other federal agencies to reduce the effect of hazardous substances on the Bay. In
particular, EPA will address on toxics in three geographic areas in the watershed and closely tied
to the Bay: (1) the Elizabeth River; (2) the Anacostia River; and (3) Baltimore Harbor/Patapsco
River. Those areas have been identified as the waters most affected by toxic contaminants and
contain current and/or historical RCRA facilities, federal facilities, and Superfund sites. To
achieve this goal, EPA will use Superfund and RCRA authorities and partner with other federal
departments/agencies and states. We will seek to access and leverage resources, authorities and
compliance and enforcement strategies to address contaminants in these three areas. Over time,
EPA will continue to look for opportunities to use its Superfund, RCRA corrective action and
Toxic Substances Control Act authorities to address sources of hazardous substances within the
Bay watershed.

In addition, actions taken pursuant to other parts of this Strategy are likely to also have an
impact on toxics in the Bay. For example, air enforcement actions designed to reduce nitrogen
deposition to the Bay could also result in reductions in mercury; improvements in wastewater
treatment and MS4 permits, facilities, and practices could also result in reduced toxics; and better
management of chicken litter from CAFOs could reduce the amount of arsenic entering the Bay.
Finally, ongoing efforts to reduce toxic contaminants entering the Bay and its tributary waters,
for example, for new TMDLs for local streams and larger-scale TMDLSs for listed chemical
impairments (e.g., PCBs in the Potomac Basin) will also have a positive effect on toxic levels in
the Bay. EPA will continue to look for opportunities to address nutrients, sediments, and
contaminants together.
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Goals for the New Division

* Speak with one voice.
* Focus on the most important enforcement and environmental issues.
* Become more efficient in how we enforce environmental regulations.

* Move beyond stovepipe enforcement.



Strategic Planning

e FY2016 Regional Strategic Plan —
March, 2015
e Section Operating Plans
e Targeting Plans




2015 Highlights...so far!

* On track for increase in enforcement actions.

* Focus on SEPs

* Big Settlements focus on a variety of sources
and statutes

Clean Air Act — Coal Fired Power Plant (4 corners)

Clean Air Act — Retail use of Ozone Depleting
substances (Costco)

Clean Air Act — Land(fill (Kapaa Land(fill)
RCRA — Gold Mines (Newmont and Barrick)
CWA — Municipal Harbor (HDOT)

CWA — Metal Recycler (Simms Metal)

CWA — Cement (Lehigh)

CWA — Farmer (Anchorduguy)



Recent Settlements -Lehigh Cement
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Recent Settlements —Cargill and Safety Kleen
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Targeting
e Using data and analysis to

identify inspection targets

e Align inspections with national
and regional priorities

e Develop targeting approaches
for all Enforcement programs




Lead Paint Inspection Targeting

The issue:

Widespread noncompliance

Looking for repair and
renovation activities that
affect children

Use data to find areas of
elevated blood lead levels

The approach:

Matched zip codes with elevated
blood lead levels

Mapped zip codes
Mapped schools (14,000)

ldentified elementary schools (7,700)
with elevated blood lead levels (336)

Determine which schools have recent
construction permits.



Lead Pa'@- l:‘)/ ge
|nt\I\‘.rEpectmr3_T§‘r;ng
Elementary:Schools;

=

e

®  Elementary Schools
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® Elementary Schools in Zip Codes with Elevated Blood Lead Levels
' | Elementary School Districts and Zip Codes with Elevated Blood Lead Levels




Preliminary Results

* Most school districts are hiring certified lead abatement contractors.

* No cases
* In other areas we are finding many cases: P
Blue Mountain Homes settlement Blue Mountain Homes

-Paid $51,030
- Use press release of settlement on Angie’s List



CWA Pretreatment Inspection Targeting

The issue: The approach:

e Upstream violations cause e Pilot approach in Hawaii, then transfer to
NPDES violations at POTWs California’s San Joaquin Valley
(pass-through) e Identify violations at Wastewater Treatment

e Food processors have Plants from California’sdatabase (18)
caused these violations e |dentify food processors using industrial

codes (900)

e Turlock wastewater plant violates (27 food
processors)
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Success!

Milk Specialties




Air Quality Enforcement Priorities (FY15-16)

Partnerships/Collaboration

e OECA Air Enforcement Division, California Air Resources
Board, South Coast AQMD, NEIC GMAP, OAR, R9 Air Division

CAA Stationary Sources

CAA Mobile Sources

e Port of LA/Long Beach and SF/Oakland U.S. Customs and
Border Protection — Imports

e Diesel Truck & Bus Rule, MARPOL Annex VI, and After-market
Engine Defeat Devices “Rolling Coal”

Green House Gas Rule:
e Compliance and enforcement coordination with OAR and ARB




POPULATION-WEIGHTED INCREMENTAL EXPOSURE
TO 8-HOUR OZONE ABOVE THE NATIONAL STANDARD
BY STATE

Viremin - %% Wisconsm - 1%
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Ohio - 4% \ 1 Angeles - South Coast
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South Coast NO, Emissions
(2023 estimates)

=5 South Coast Air Basin
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Types of Vehicles, Engines,
and Equipment

* Mini-Trucks
* All-Terrain Vehicles/ UTVs
* Motorcycles

* Gasoline Engines and Equipment

FY 14-15 %ﬁ e — .

* Diesel Engines

* Over 95 inspections in
. oy s
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Cases Settled in FY 14-15

* ESAs * Most cases involved catalytic converter
* Alliance Powersports, Inc. (2014) nonconformity
* BMS Motorsports Inc. (2015)
* BV Powersports LLC (2015)
* CLC Logistics Inc. (2015)
* Denebola Motor Sports USA, Inc. (2014)
* Dongfang Motor Inc. (2014)
* Dynamic Power Equipment, Inc. (2015)
* Infinity (China Hangyu Group) (2015)
* Kandi USA, Inc. (2014)
* Nan Fang Distribution Group, LLC (2014)
* Sanven Corporation (2015)
* Vantage Vehicle International, Inc. (2014)

* ASA
* Yamazuki Inc. (2015)




TSCA/RCRA Enforcement Priorities (FY15-16)

Lead-based Paint Renovation, Repair and Painting

Significant non-compliance.

RCRA (Hazardous Waste)
Refinery Investigations

Core TSCA (New Chemicals)

-Focus on imports

PCBs and Underground Storage Tanks

Core work




CWA Enforcement Priorities

e CWA Wastewater

= National Enforcement Initiative (NEI)-Sanitary Sewer Overflows:
124 Systems, 96% complete

= NEI CSO: 3 Systems, 100% complete
= NEI CAFO: 38 of 47 in CA North Coast addressed
= 2015 focus: pretreatment and direct implementation/tribes

e CWA Stormwater

= NEI Municipal stormwater: 35 Phase Permits. 26 assessed, 13
addressed, 9 remaining

= 2015 focus: Municipal stormwater plus industrial stormwater

e Other CWA work
= Multimedia cases (RCRA/CWA)
= Qversee settlements —multi year

= \Wetlands -core
= Qil - core



Drinking Water & Pesticides Enforcement Priorities

e Drinking Water
= Enforcement Targeting Tool

= Arsenic Maximum Contaminate Level
compliance

= Tribes
= State oversight

¢ Pesticides

= New staff/team
= |mports

e Regional Priority: SDWA/UIC
= Enforce 2005 ban of Large Capacity Cesspools
= Federal facilities




STATE OVERSIGHT

STATE REVIEW FRAMEWORK

e Arizona: Round 3 review conducted in 2014.
State comments received.

e Hawaii: Round 3 review begins in 2015

e California: hazardous waste local enforcement
agencies.

ENFORCEMENT CONFIDENTIAL
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