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MINUTES 

North Fork Rivanna River Watershed Cleanup Plan/Implementafion Plan 

2nd Community Engagement Meefing 
 

WHEN:  September 24th, 2024; 1:00 – 3:00 p.m. 

WHERE:  Greene County Public Library 

 

ATTENDEES: 
 Bethany Houchens, Rivanna Solid Waste Authority (RSWA) 

 Department of Environmental Quality 

o Kaitlin King – NPS Coordinator, Central Office/NRO 

o Madison Whitehurst – NPS Coordinator, Central Office/VRO 

 Greg Wichelns, Culpeper Soil and Water Conservafion District 

 Isabelle O’Brien, Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission 

 John McCloskey, Greene County Planning Commission 

 Joy Taylor, Twin Lakes Homeowners Associafion 

 Laurel Williamson, Albemarle County 

 Linda Copeland, Greene County 

 Lisa Wiftenborn, Rivanna Conservafion Alliance 

 Robert Runkle, Culpeper Soil and Water Conservafion District 

 Thomas Jefferson Soil and Water Conservafion District 

o Courtney Harlow-Humphreys 

o Maft Carroll 

 Wetland Studies and Solufions 

o Jacob Bellinger 

o Kafie Shoemaker 

 

 

Meefing purpose: To get feedback on the proposed BMPs and the associated implementafion 

fimeline for the North Fork Rivanna River Watershed’s bacteria, sediment, and phosphorus impairments. 
The goal is to discuss the most reasonable fimeline to stage BMPs, the number of BMPs needed, 
outreach/educafion, and partnerships to address these impairment sources and discuss the next steps 
with the community. 

 

Each parficipant introduced themselves. Madison Whitehurst (DEQ) gave a brief introducfion of the 
meefing purpose, gave an overview of Virginia’s water quality process and the two TMDLs approved in 
the North Fork Rivanna River Watershed (approved in 2008 for bacteria and 2018 for benthic (sediment 
and phosphorous)) (see PowerPoint Presentafion). After the project overview, the group discussed the 
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data on sepfic, pet waste, and agricultural best management pracfices to reduce the watershed's 
bacteria, phosphorus, and sediment loads. The discussions are below, with reference to the 
corresponding PowerPoint slide.  

 

MEETING NOTES: 
 Introducfions (Slide 1) 

 Overview of Cleanup Plan Development Process (Slide 3) 

 Review of the TMDLs (Slides 4-8) 
o 2008 Bacteria TMDL 
o 2018 Benthic TMDL  

 Phosphorus and sediment impairments 

 Residenfial Sepfic (Slides 10 – 13) 
o Overview: 

 Within the North Fork Rivanna River watershed, esfimated totals (TMDL, 2019) 

 Slide 10: We do not have an accessible database on the age of the houses 
(the most recent is the US Census 1990), so to get failing systems, we used 
a geospafial analysis (3.3% failure rate).  

 
 Proposed BMPs: 

 Slide 11: Add RB-2 (Connecfion to public sewer) because sewer systems 
are available in some neighborhoods in the watershed. There is already a 
sewer system in the watershed, Greene County Service Authority.  

? Around 50/50 on Replacements vs. Repairs 

 Slide 11: The community agreed with the 50/50 split on replacements and 
repairs.  

? Should any alternafive systems be implemented, and if so, how much (10%)? 

 Slide 11: 10% isn’t a bad esfimate for alternafive sepfic systems. In order 
to reach 100% reducfions, we have to repair all failing sepfic systems 
within the watershed. In terms of RB-5, we should look at soil health. If 
there is a large area with non-percolafing soil, we would want to priorifize 
RB-5s in those areas.  
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? How many sepfic pumpouts should we call for 1/3 of the households in each 
watershed? 

 Slide 11: Front-weight the pump-outs in the first 2 stages but keep them 
throughout. The more pump-outs, the more effecfively we can address the 
needed Excel bacteria reducfions.  

 

 
 

 Overall Summary of BMPs Needed: 
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 Pet Waste (Slides 14-16) 
 Proposed BMPs: 

- Pet Waste Management Plan is applied throughout each stage. 
? Should there be more disposal stafions and composters? Or should there be 

less? 

 Slide 14: Pufting more into pet disposal stafions than the composters were 
suggested. Stakeholders menfioned that the composters don’t work well, 
and disposal stafions will likely be the more pracfical route. Also, increased 
educafion programs around pet waste and proper disposal was requested.   

 

 
 Overall Summary of BMPs Needed 

 



5 
 

 Agricultural (Slides 17-27) 
 Proposed BMPs: 

- Exclusion pracfices were distributed evenly over Stages 1 and 2, or 60% 
were in Stages 1 and 2, and 40% were in Stages 3 and 4. 

- Fencing needs include what has been done since the TMDL was 
completed in 2018. 

 Slide 17: Albemarle County has an ordinance of 100 feet for a buffer. The SL-
6N has a maximum buffer of 25 feet, and the SL-6W is 35 feet or greater. VACS 
and the NPS program never go wider than a 50-foot buffer.  

 Slide 27: They would like to add FR-3 (Tree Planfing) and streambank 
stabilizafion. Also, the WQ-12 (Roof Runoff Management) BMP number is low. 
One SL-6 system equals 2200 linear feet. 

? What percentage of the fencing should be SL-6N? 5%? 10%? 

 

- Blue Run  
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- Marsh Run 

 
- Preddy Creek 

 
- Preddy Creek North Branch 
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- Quarter Creek 

 

- NF Rivanna 

 
- Swift Run 
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- Standardsville Run 

 
- X Trib to Flat Branch 

 
 Overall Summary of BMPs Needed: 
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 Urban (Slides 28-37) 
 Proposed BMPs: 

 Slide 37: Add urban tree planfing and impervious surface removal BMPs. Separate 
bioretenfion and rain gardens; they are two separate categories. Conservafion 
Landscaping includes a wide variety of BMPs. Stakeholders collecfively agreed that it 
would be hard to meet the outlined goals.  

- Blue Run 

 
- Marsh Run 

 

- Preddy Creek 
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- Preddy Creek North Branch 

 

- Quarter Creek 

 

- NF Rivanna 

 

- Swift Run 
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- Standardsville Run 

 

- X Trib to Flat Branch 

 

 
 Overall Summary of BMP Needs: 
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 Overall BMP Summary (Slide 38) 

 Total BMP implementafion costs by stage: 

 
 TA Assistance (Slide 39) 

 One (1) full-fime employee (FTE) for each SWCD (2 total) for Ag BMPs? 

 Slide 39: Would need support for each sector: Ag, Sepfic, and Uban 
 One (1) full-fime employee (FTE) for each SWCD (2 total) for Residenfial Sepfic/Pet 

Waste BMPs? 

 Quesfions: 
 Contact: Madison Whitehurst, madison.whitehurst@deq.virginia.gov or 804-489-8796 

 Addifional materials:  
o Meefing materials will be posted here under the North Fork Rivanna River Watershed 

drop-down: Implementafion Plans Under Development | Virginia DEQ. 
o Environmental Data Mapper, an interacfive tool using DEQ data - Environmental Data 

Mapper (virginia.gov) 
 You can use this tool to determine where Implementafion Plans have been 

developed. Where water quality monitoring is occurring and the most recent 
data. And look at developed TMDLs and where potenfial IPs can be 
implemented.  

o Informafion on DEQ’s Nonpoint Source Management program - Nonpoint Source 
Management | Virginia DEQ 

mailto:madison.whitehurst@deq.virginia.gov
https://www.deq.virginia.gov/our-programs/water/water-quality/implementation/implementation-plans-under-development
https://apps.deq.virginia.gov/EDM/
https://apps.deq.virginia.gov/EDM/
https://www.deq.virginia.gov/our-programs/water/water-quality/nonpoint-source-management
https://www.deq.virginia.gov/our-programs/water/water-quality/nonpoint-source-management
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