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Chatfield Watershed Authority

TRC Meeting Summary
March 12, 2009
	Member

ATTENDEES:


Martha Hahn (PCWA)
David Van Dellen (Castle Rock)
Fred Bromberger (Littleton)
Kristi Livedalen(Dominion, Jackson Creek,Rox., Perry Park)
Warren Brown (Tri-County
Hope Dalton (Tri-County)
Dan Dertz (Douglas County)

Penny Wilkinson (Lockheed)

Ed Kinerk (Sacred Heart)

Katie Kangas (Sacred Heart)

Dave McCaslin (Law Enforcement)

Jim Katzer (Law Enforcement)

Steve Miller (Law Enforcement)

Paul Grundemann (Centennial)

OTHER ATTENDEES:
Julie Vlier (Tetra Tech) 
Amy Conklin (CWA Management Team)

Tamara Allen (WQCD)

Griff Johnson (Bell Mountain Ranch)
Call to Order:

Approval of September 11, 2008 Meeting Summary –Fred Bromberger moved and Martha Hahn seconded approval of the meeting summary.  The vote was unanimous.
New Business:

TCHD Presentation –   Warren Brown gave a presentation regarding Individual Sewage Disposal System (ISDS) monitoring to evaluate the impacts to water quality.  Substantial cumulative loading of nutrients to state waters are likely occurring in some areas where there are a significant total number and density of onsite wastewater systems.  The ISDS Steering committee agreed on characteristics of plans to assess potential water quality impacts of onsite/decentralized wastewater systems.   A good monitoring network is needed to better assess impacts.  Some problems associated with using existing wells are the need for owner approval, limited, if any, information about how they were constructed, and they may not be located in the best areas to obtain the desired data.  
In response to questions, Warren reported that there have not been studies in the basin to adequately assess the impacts of ISDS to water quality.  Tri County Health did conduct a study on nitrates in ground water but the study did not adequately measure ISDS impacts in the Chatfield Basin.

When asked if cattle contribute to nitrate contributions, Warren responded that they can if concentrated feeding and/or over grazing are occurring.  He also responded that no landowners in the basin have been asked or agreed to participate in a study of ISDS impacts to groundwater.  He suggested it would be a good first step of any future study.  Julie Vlier suggested that existing well information from the State Engineer could also be used.  Laboratory costs would probably be minimal, well construction costs would be significant.
Julie Vlier concluded by saying that it was important to hear from Warren at this point to better assess where all the total phosphorus sources are since that is an important step in the revision to the Total Maximum Annual Load (TMAL) required as part of the Rule-making hearing.  A special study on ISDS assessment should be considered as a special study as part of the TMAL revision.  Paul Grundemann added that the ISDS study would dovetail well with the US 85 corridor wastewater study.

Referrals – 

Bell Mountain Ranch – This organization has been working with the Authority to obtain a wasteload allocation for their water treatment backwash since June 2008.  Mr. Griff Johnson presented a brief history of their interaction with the Water Quality Control Division (WQCD) and the Authority.  He explained the processing issues that had prevented him from calculating a reasonable wasteload allocation request.  His board will start negotiating for a wasteload allocation for 5 to 10 pounds.  Negotiations haven’t started yet but will within the next few weeks.  He will be making a presentation to his board in April but may start negotiating before then.  He doesn’t have a magnitude of cost estimate for a wasteload allocation to provide to his board.  Dominion has not been contacted and negotiations with them will continue.  Because of next steps in revising the TMAL pursuant to the Rulemaking hearing, timing is important.  Griff Johnson will come back in May 2009 to the TRC with a specific request/report.

Sacred Heart – This organization had 2 issues:

1. They need to obtain a wasteload allocation.  Ed Kinerk has been in contact with Dominion and with his supporters to try to understand the history of their wasteload allocation and obtain a permanent solution.  At this point, he believes they will need about 10 pounds of phosphorus for their allocation.  Ed Kinerk will also come back in May 2009 to the TRC with a specific request/report regarding their wasteload allocation.
2. Sacred Heart’s engineers are requesting to use existing monitoring wells near the drain field for phosphorus sampling instead of lysimeters.  Language in the regulations governing their permit states that they can use any other approved sampling device, so they are seeking our approval first.  The first monitoring wells did not provide any sampling water, so new wells were drilled 25 feet downgradient that are believed to represent the wastewater plume.  There is consistently water in the new monitoring wells.  Ed Kinerk moved and Penny Wilkinson seconded recommending to the Board to let Sacred Heart use the monitoring wells to sample in meeting their permit requirements.
Law Enforcement Training Facility – Jim Katzer presented information about the facility and argued that they did not need a wasteload allocation because their 2 systems were separately below the 2,000 gallon per day trigger for needing a wasteload allocation.  Kristi Livedalen stated that legally, there is a contradiction between Regulations 22 and 73 in this case.  She believes that they do need a wasteload allocation because their combined discharge is greater than 2000 gallons per day but they do not need a discharge permit or site application.  This discrepancy in the regulations is a circumstance Tammy Allen suggests we report to the Water Quality Control Commission and WQCD.

  Paul Grundemann reported that Centennial is listed as the co-management agency for this facility and he believes his 50 pound allocation was intended for the facility.  Paul Grundemann will report to the board at their next meeting as to his wasteload allocation being intended for the Law Enforcement Training Facility.  Jim Katzer concluded by stating that the facility wants to participate as dues paying member because they’re doing a good job following GESC, they have developed a management plan with Warren Brown, and site wide drainage plan, as well as other pollution reduction facilities.  

  Ed Kinerk moved and David Van Dellen seconded a recommendation to the board that the Law Enforcement Training Facility needs a wasteload allocation and Paul Grundemann will clarify the status of their negotiations and the adequacy of the 50 pounds to meet their needs at the next board meeting.  The vote was unanimous.

List of Special Studies for TMAL – The Management Team presented a list of potential studies required to develop a new TMAL.  TRC members were requested to e-mail Julie Vlier with their suggestions on the proposed studies.
  Ed Kinerk asked if the concept of phosphorus being the controlling nutrient affecting water quality was still controversial.  Paul Grundemann reported that it still was.  Julie Vlier suggested that pursuing special projects may be an efficient strategy for controlling sources of phosphorus.  Stream stabilization projects may be particularly appropriate for the Chatfield Basin.  David Van Dellen reported that Castle Rock has just completed a master plan for stream stabilization to reduce erosion.  Castle Rock received a 319 grant for stream stabilization work on McMurdo Gulch.  The group concluded that they will be looking to the EPA and WQCE for money to fund the projects.  Paul Grundemann pointed out that because the Authority is not created using the same types of legislation as the Cherry Creek Basin Water Quality Authority, our sources of revenue were very limited.

  Tammy Allen reported that in 2010, priority points would be awarded to proposed projects in the South Platte River Basin, including Chatfield, for 319 grants.  She thought that a proposal that included watershed planning and nonpoint source projects may score high in their ranking system.  She cautioned that the 319 money could not be used for any project required for permit compliance.  In the Cherry Creek basin, they had made the distinction between best management practices (BMPs) for regulated stormwater (subject to MS4 permits) and pollution reduction facilities (PRFs) for nonpoint source projects.  Streambank stabilization would be a PRF that could be funded with 319 grant money.
  Amy Conklin asked about the State’s requirements for accepting money and if the Authority would be able to meet them.  Tammy Allen suggested that one of the Authority’s members be designated as a fiscal agent for the project and their entity should be able to meet the contract requirements.  She estimated that somewhere between $1.5 million and $2 million may be available.  The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 9 specific elements that they want in watershed plans.  She said that our retreat in May 2008 provides a good starting point for developing a watershed plan.  Tammy Allen offered to work with the Authority in preparing their grant to maximize our score.
  Julie Vlier asked if any money from the President’s stimulus plan will be available for watershed improvements.  Tammy Allen responded that, at this point they don’t know.  She further responded that typically preliminary proposals are due in August or September.  There is usually an opportunity for consultation in October with final submittals due in November or December.  A Request for Proposals will be sent out in August or September and will include a description of how projects will be scored.  She reminded the group that there is a 40% match requirement but that can be in-kind services.
  Julie Vlier reported that the Pine Beetle issue could potentially bring some other challenges and opportunities in terms of erosion control needs.  Other possibilities for projects include ecosystem improvements such as protecting unusual fish species in W. Plum Creek, and ISDS studies especially along the US 85 corridor.  Monitoring projects are probably not eligible as stand alone projects but information and education projects are.  There will also be mini grant money available for projects less than $5,000.  Producing a video may be a potential mini grant project.
Old Business:


2009 Schedule - The next Authority Board meeting is scheduled for March 25th at PCWA at 2:00 pm



TRC meeting is planned on May 14th at 2:00 pm at PCWA
Other – 

Modifications to GESC manual are being proposed.  An update from Douglas County on the proposed changes may be requested in the future.


Adjournment –The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m. by acclimation
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