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Comments from Virginia Association of Municipal Wastewater Agencies



 

VIRGINIA ASSOCIATION OF MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER AGENCIES, INC. 
P.O. Box 51 

Richmond, Virginia 23218-0051 
Tel (804) 716-9021 • Fax (804) 716-9022 

 
 
April 30, 2025  
 
By Email (Amanda.Shaver@deq.virginia.gov)  
 
Amanda Shaver  
Department of Environmental Quality  
P.O. Box 1105  
Richmond, Virginia 23218 
 
Re: DEQ Draft 2026 Water Quality Assessment Guidance  
 
Ms.  Shaver:   
 
I am writing on behalf of VAMWA and its Water Quality Committee concerning 
DEQ’s draft 2026 Water Quality Assessment Guidance.  We appreciate the 
obvious substantial efforts that you and other Department personnel have 
expended in this revision.  Our Committee has reviewed the Guidance, and 
generally we found the changes made from the 2024 Guidance to be well-
prepared, accurate and useful.  We have relatively few comments.  We emphasize 
in particular (1) the Shenandoah Algae Special Standard ii seasonal median 
assessment procedures, and (2) the Rule 16 apparent failure to specify the use of 
data censored because of QL or detection level issues.  We recognize that this 
second issue is not new with the 2026 listing of General Rules.   
 
Our comments follow.  Thank you again for the Department’s continuing efforts 
on preserving and improving the quality of the waters of Virginia. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
/ s / 
Jamie Mitchell 
Water Quality Committee Chair  
 
cc:  Sandra Mueller, DEQ 
 Tara Wyrick, DEQ 
         Clifton Bell, VAMWA Technical Consultant 
         VAMWA Board of Directors 
 Christopher D. Pomeroy, Esq.   
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VIRGINIA ASSOCIATION OF MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER AGENCIES 
COMMENTS ON: 

Draft DEQ 2026 Water Quality Assessment Guidance 
April 30, 2025 

 
Sec. 4.2 Evaluation of Designated Uses 
 
Water Quality Impacts Due to Algal Growth 
 
VAMWA has supported the Department of Environmental Quality’s efforts and approach to 
Shenandoah River system recreational use impacts throughout its process of analysis of such 
impacts, development of sampling protocols, analysis of data, and development and adoption of 
impairment thresholds. We also supported the adoption of the thresholds now included in Special 
Standard ii, with the exception of the Special Standard expression as a seasonal median value.  
VAMWA objected to the seasonal median value, not because of the assessment issue that we 
address here, but because in our view it is unnecessary to adequately characterize algal conditions 
affecting the recreational use in light of the adopted two-month Standard, and because the numeric 
value is not in our view and analysis supported by good science.  Because the seasonal median 
Standard is in fact on the books, clearly DEQ has an obligation to include it in water quality 
assessment procedures, and to do so in a manner supported by good science and by the principles 
through which all environmental data are evaluated. 
 
From the beginning of the assessment process for the Special Standard, VAMWA has 
recommended specific provisions that we believe necessary for the development of acceptable 
quality data, particularly data that are used for the critical purposes of identifying surface water 
segments that are or are not impaired for the recreational use.  As you know, we have engaged 
consistently with Department personnel, including upper management, on the assessment process.  
We appreciate the Department working with VAMWA throughout this process and making a 
number of beneficial changes and adjustments to the assessment process.  Among those beneficial 
changes are the development and use before the start of each seasonal period of a specific schedule 
for the sampling efforts at the designated North and South Fork locations, and efforts to use 
instream sampling procedures that are truly representative and that reduce the risk of stream 
transect point selections that could amount to a selective worst-of-the-worst analysis, rather than 
the required representative analysis.   
 
We also acknowledge and appreciate the inclusion in the current draft Guidance of a requirement 
for “a seasonal median calculated using at least four separate monthly” analysis results (emphasis 
added), replacing the 2024 Guidance specification of a minimum of three values, before a seasonal 
median is used for assessment.   
 
Our recent (February 6, copy attached for the Department’s convenience and inclusion in the 
record) correspondence on Shenandoah Algae assessment  summarized our view of the status of 
these issues and addressed our remaining concerns.  The principal issue we addressed (and which 
we have addressed in the past both in writing and in our 2024 meeting with Department personnel) 
is the issue noted above as to the number of monthly data values at a monitoring station required 
before a representative seasonal median is calculated.  Although an increase to four monthly values 
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is an improvement, we repeat our position that a minimum of five is necessary before the data are 
properly representative.  The table included in our comments illustrates the effects of the number 
of monthly samples.  All of the results are imperfect for the point of representativeness, however 
the data show that with four samples the true median value merely lies between the first and fourth 
ranked data points at a confidence level of 75 percent.  In other words, there is a substantial (25 
percent) statistical chance that the true median value is either lower than the minimum sample 
value or higher than the highest sample value. Although the statistical confidence in the assessment 
conclusion is only slightly better with VAMWA’s recommended five data points, our view is that 
a minimum of five is a better approach given the inherent limitations in any anticipated seasonal 
data sets with the current approach to seasonal sampling of the Shenandoah.   
 
In a regulatory sense (this is largely repeated from our February 6 correspondence) any sample or 
sampling program must be representative of what is being sampled or characterized.  
Representativeness is where “every unit of the population . . . has a theoretically equal chance of 
being sampled and measured.”  U.S. v. WCI Steel, Inc., 72 F. Supp. 2d 810, 822-23 (N.D. Ohio 
1999).  Backing up in the process, we see the first step in a sampling program to involve deciding 
on Data Quality Objectives (DQOs), Std. Methods 1030.D, 2.f, considering or specifying limits 
on decision errors.  Although DQOs may sometimes be handled implicitly (it may be obvious that 
a particular sampling program is more than adequately representative), in this case our 
consideration of confidence levels seems like a good after-the-fact confirmation of an appropriate 
DQO. Referring to the four-minimum seasonal sample issue, mere confidence that the “true” 
seasonal median is somewhere between the lowest and highest recorded Chl-a values would seem 
inadequate.1   
 
It does not appear that the Department has fully evaluated these data issues as they apply to the 
Shenandoah Algae seasonal median.  We understand the practical workload issues with which 
DEQ must deal, but workload must not control over data representativeness.  Accordingly, we 
again recommend that the 2026 Guidance specify a minimum of five sample (or QL) results before 
a seasonal median is expressed for a site.  Although not necessarily guidance issues, we also 
recommend that the Department take the further data quality steps noted in our February 6 
correspondence, including those necessary in conjunction with the seasonal field work and VRO’s 
schedule for that work, and avoid work or the use of data that might create unintentional bias.   
 
In the absence of a five sample minimum, any calculated median exceeding the l00 mg/l seasonal 
Special Standard should be classified as Category 3B – “some data exist but are insufficient to 

 
1  As a point of comparison, we note the Department’s use of and insistence on a 95 percent confidence interval in 
the context of data results from biological sampling.  Draft Guidance 4.4.4.  We also note from DEQ’s 2024 Draft IR 
Public Comment – Response Document (p. 48) a conclusion as to necessary sampling frequency: 

This sampling frequency [6/year] is not sufficient to determine whether periods of elevated [TP] have 
changed, or to determine whether high-flow events . . . have affected [TP] concentrations. 

The need for full consideration of these matters is confirmed by EPA’s assessment guidance.  Guidance for 2006 
Assessment, Listing and Reporting Requirements Pursuant to Sections 303(d), 305(b) and 314 of the Clean Water 
Act (EPA July 29, 2005, App. A pp. 39 – 41) (emphasis added): 

The [assessment] methodology should provide a clear explanation of which analytical tools the state uses 
and under what circumstances.  EPA recommends that the methodology explain issues such as the 
selection of key sample statistics (arithmetic mean concentration, median concentration, or a percentile), . 
. . confidence intervals, and Type I and Type II error thresholds.   
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determine support of designated uses. Such waters will be prioritized for follow up monitoring . . 
. .”   
 
Finally as to Shenandoah Algae, the following entry in Table 4-2 appears to need correction: “A 
median of four samples collected in separate months seasonal median calculated using at least four 
separate monthly medians in one season...”.  
 
Sec. 3  General Rules 
 
Rule 16 
 
Rule 16 text states “Uncensored values should be used when evaluating data for the water quality 
assessment” (emphasis added).   
 
Discarding values below detection or reporting limits would introduce a large bias into the 
assessment of toxic parameters. All valid data (including censored values) should be used to 
determine the rate of exceedance and compared to the 10.5% threshold.  Similarly, when 
calculating averages or percentiles, it would be inappropriate to disregard samples with results 
below the reporting or detection limit. Even simple substitution methods (substituting zero or half 
the method detection limit) would be preferable; and more sophisticated methods (e.g., maximum 
likelihood estimation) are available. We note that (the opposite end of the censured data spectrum) 
there may infrequently be instream data at a high concentration that is beyond the lab calibration 
range.  It would be similarly inappropriate to entirely exclude such flagged/censured data from the 
assessment process.   
 
We recommend that Rule 16 be modified to provide for the proper use of all available data while 
also noting the rules that will apply when using censored data (e.g., substituting zero or half the 
method detection limit). 
 
Rule 13 
 
Rule 13 states in part “A TMDL requires a specific loading reduction for all waters within the 
watershed whether they currently meet the standard or not.” We recommend deleting this sentence. 
We are unaware of a state or federal regulation that states this, and there are TMDL precedents 
that do not require reductions from, for example, primarily forested subwatersheds.  In other 
precedents the sum of LA and WLA is actually higher than the existing load. For example, see 
Chesapeake Bay TMDL Appendix Q. 
 
Sec. 4.1  Monitoring Station Siting   
 
Provision number 9 states that “Where two stations’ assessment results differ within an AU, in 
most cases, the AU should be split to accurately reflect conditions in the area.” We recommend a 
simple edit such as “Where two stations’ assessment results consistently or markedly differ . . . .”  
This is to prevent an automatic or too-hasty splitting of AUs that have been properly delineated 
based on logical boundaries, and which the preponderance of the data demonstrate to be relatively 
homogeneous. 
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Sec. 4-2-2 Evaluation of Designated Uses 

Aquatic Life 

We recommend an edit as follows: “A single exceedance in a small dataset (2-9 samples) is usually 
considered insufficient for impairment determination, due to the uncertainty around small datasets, 
but this scenario will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.” The rest of the guidance is very clear 
that single exceedances do not provide sufficient statistical certainty for impairment 
determinations.  

Sec. 6, App. C  303(d) Listing/Delisting  

The Guidance discusses Advance Restoration Plans (ARP) and the 5R listing category in several 
places, including section 6 and appendix C. We recommend additions in section 6.1.2 to emphasize 
a potential benefit of ARP/category 5R that is not currently mentioned, as follows: 

Because ARPs are more easily adapted to new information than TMDLs, they are also 
a better tool when there is significant uncertainty in stressors or how the water body 
will respond to different management actions. In these cases, an ARP can prioritize 
certain stressors or actions and then be adapted based on monitored responses. The 
water body remains in category 5 to acknowledge that a TMDL will be developed 
when the primary stressors are confirmed and can be quantitatively related to the 
system response. 

Further, in the introductory paragraph to App. C, in order to broaden the potential use of ARPs, 
we recommend that the Department consider the following broader language. 

An Advance Restoration Plan (ARP) may be the more immediately beneficial or 
practicable method for achieving water quality standards in some watersheds, and/or 
more effectively utilizing resources to achieve near-term and mid-term progress 
toward WQS achievement.   

Also in Appendix C we recommend adding to the existing list of ARP components, in element c) 
the following language.   

If the ARP is developed partly due to uncertainty in stressors or how the system will 
respond to management actions, the ARP should explain this uncertainty, which 
management actions will be prioritized, and how adaptive management will be performed. 
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Subject: VAMWA - Shenandoah Algae Assessment
Date: Thursday, February 6, 2025 9:32:33 AM
Attachments: image002.png

Sandra:  Thanks for talking with me Friday the 31st about this subject.  As noted, we met
with others last Spring to go over some VAMWA concerns about the data that are generated
seasonally for the purpose of Special Standard ii assessment, in particular as applied to the
seasonal median.  We appreciate the detailed sampling schedule that VRO generated pre-
season – that was either one of our suggestions or something at which the group arrived,
and we appreciate VRO’s adherence to it.  

I noted two continuing concerns.  First, you confirmed our understanding that a QL or <QL
value will be used in cases where no sample is taken but it is clear that only minimal FGA
are present.   It’s not clear to us if this means any scheduled event where excessive flow,
“too turbid” or other weather conditions make sampling impractical or unnecessary, or
whether that only applies if there is a specific <10% coverage observation.  More
importantly, we are unclear how this works with cases in which there is a return visit.  I noted
by way of example the May N. Fork Strasburg Town Park data entries, with a May 9 entry of
“too turbid,” and “postponed a week.”  A return visit on May 14 had <10% observed FGA,
confirming what we would see as the implicit May 9 result.  We believe the relevant question
is “Are there conditions that would prevent sampling that would also be associated with a
high confidence of <10% algal coverage, such that DEQ should record that result rather
than postponing the sample.” If something prevents sampling but is NOT associated with a
high confidence that algal is <10%, we agree that a revisit should occur as soon as practical,
and take the result whether low or high.  In the absence of the situation noted above, our
concern would be that in that case a revisit generating real measured data biased the
results, i.e. being a non-random representation of data for the month of May that was more
likely than the first visit to produce a high Chl-a number.  A hallmark of representative
sampling is that it must not be in any way or either direction biased (see below). 

Our second concern (as we both noted) is the current (2024 Assessment Manual) provision
noting a requirement for data points for a minimum of three months at a station (during the
defined six month standard applicability season).  It is VAMWA’s view that at least five and
ideally six are required to adequately report a seasonal median.  Please consider the
following, which is technical analysis prepared by Clifton. 

Below is a table with statistics for sample numbers 3 through 6, and confidence levels 50%,
75%, and 90%.

Sample
Number

Confidence
Level

Minimum
Sample Rank

Likely to Contain
the Median

Maximum
Sample Rank

Likely to Contain
the Median

3 50% 1 3
75% 1 3
90% 1 3

4 50% 2 3
75% 1 4
90% 1 4

VAMWA Correspondence on Shenandoah Algae Assessment  
February 6, 2025 
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5 50% 2 4
75% 2 4
90% 1 5

6 50% 3 4
75% 2 5
90% 1 6

 
Example: Five data points are collected and are recorded as <34, 43, 52, 110, and 130. The
sample median is 52. At a 75% confidence level, the true median lies between the 2nd and
4th ranked data inclusive, which are 42 and 110. 
 
As you recall, our original point with these statistics was to prove that three samples was too
few to estimate the 6-month seasonal median. The table above shows that if you insisted on
a high confidence level (90%), even 6 samples would not be enough to constrain the median
estimate.  We used a 50% confidence level in our previous comments  because we were not
asking for unachievably high confidence levels, just a minimum level of confidence.
 
We see this analysis as supporting the need for at least five months of data to adequately be
representative, and to adequately evaluate consistency with the Special Standard.  The
“more than one out of three years” provision built into the Sp. Std obviously helps make a
minimum of five months more acceptable. 
 
I realize I’m preaching to the choir here, but here’s where we are coming from regulatory-
wise.  Any sample or sampling program must be representative of what’s being sampled or
characterized.  Representativeness is where “every unit of the population . . . has a
theoretically equal chance of being sampled and measured.”  U.S. v. WCI Steel, Inc., 72 F.
Supp. 2d 810, 822-23 (N.D. Ohio 1999).  When a high flow day is passed on, in favor of a
rescheduled day that may have lower flow, that principle could be compromised.
 
Backing up in the process, we see the first step in a sampling program to involve deciding
on Data Quality Objectives, Std. Methods 1030.D, 2.f, considering or specifying limits on
decision errors.  Although DQOs may sometimes be handled implicitly (it may be obvious
that a particular sampling program is more than adequately representative), in this case our
consideration of confidence levels seems like a good after-the-fact confirmation of an
appropriate DQO.  Referring to our three-minimum seasonal sample issue, mere confidence
that the “true” seasonal median is somewhere between the lowest and highest recorded Chl-
a values would seem inadequate.          
 
So VAMWA’s current recommendation is that the “reschedule” use be clarified and made
non-biasing.  Second, there should be a minimum of five monthly data points. 
 
Jamie, Clifton and I  look forward to continuing to work with you and your colleagues on this
matter.  Dick
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DEQ Response to Virginia Association of Municipal Wastewater Agencies 
 
Sec. 4.2 Evaluation of Designated Uses 
 
Water Quality Impacts Due to Algal Growth 
 
The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Clean Water Act (40 CFR Part 131) give 
states discretion for implementation of Water Quality Standards (WQS) in assessment 
processes1. EPA’s “Consolidated Assessment and Listing Methodology”2 and “Guidance for 2006 
Assessment, Listing, and Reporting Requirements Pursuant to Sections 303(d), 305(b), and 314 
of the Clean Water Act”3 also set expectations for states’ implementation of WQS in 
assessment processes. The proposed minimum sample size of four monthly samples for 
calculating the benthic chlorophyll seasonal median continues to follow the recommendation in 
EPA’s “Guidance for 2006 Assessment” that “target sample set sizes should not be applied in an 
assessment methodology as absolute exclusionary rules, and even the smallest data sets should 
be evaluated and, in appropriate circumstances, used.” A minimum sample size of four monthly 
samples prevents a benthic chlorophyll seasonal median calculation from only one sample 
collected in the season while also ensuring that more than half the months in the sampling 
season were sampled to render an assessment of the seasonal median.  
 
Additionally, the Shenandoah benthic chlorophyll criteria are designed to prevent persistent 
nuisance filamentous algal blooms impeding the recreation designated use. The term 
“persistent” is used in the special standard 9VAC25-260-310(ii). The basis of the WQS special 
standard is that a nuisance filamentous algal bloom is likely to occur when benthic chlorophyll 
concentrations are greater than 100 mg/m2 for an extended period. It is DEQ’s position that 
nuisance filamentous algal blooms are a persistent problem within a recreational season when 
they occur over at least 50% of that season—as evidenced by benthic chlorophyll 
concentrations greater than 100 mg/m2 representing at least four months within the May 1– 
October 31 period. A median was chosen to express the magnitude of the criterion because it 
always represents the 50th percentile of a dataset, an assumption that is not always met for 
arithmetic or geometric means. The recreation designated use is determined to be impaired at 
a site when there is evidence that persistent nuisance filamentous algal blooms have occurred 
in multiple recreational seasons within a three-year period.  
 
DEQ maintains that calculating a seasonal median from a minimum of four monthly samples, 
when samples are collected in separate months in more than one year within any three-year-
period, will enable a defensible evaluation of whether nuisance filamentous algal blooms have 
occurred persistently. By setting the minimum number of samples to four, DEQ aims to fully 

 
1 https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-40/chapter-I/subchapter-D/part-131  
2 https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-

09/documents/consolidated_assessment_and_listing_methodology_calm.pdf  
3 https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2015-10/documents/2006irg-report.pdf   
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utilize all available data and avoid situations where there is a data available, but viable data 
cannot be used for assessment purposes based on restrictions set by minimum sample size.  
 
Sec. 3. General Rules 
 
Rule 16 in the Draft 2026 Water Quality Assessment (WQA) Guidance states “Uncensored 
values should be used when evaluating data for the water quality assessment. Two exceptions 
include: bacteria parameters, where the Lower Detection Limit reported from the lab will be 
used for analysis, and benthic chlorophyll-a, where a model-predicted value will be used to 
represent sampling events with less than 10% filamentous algae cover observed.” 
 
Assigning a value when using an uncensored data method is necessary to perform calculations 
(e.g., remove zeros where the zero would not allow the calculation to be performed) when 
comparing values to certain water quality criteria. Water quality data, including uncensored 
data, are queried from DEQ’s Comprehensive Environmental Database System to perform the 
water quality assessment. This includes data both below and above detection or reporting 
limits. There are two instances described in the 2026 WQA Guidance where data is censored, 
i.e., values are replaced. In the first instance, for bacteria parameters (i.e., Fecal Coliforms, E. 
coli, Entercocci) the Lower Detection Limit reported will be used for geometric mean 
calculations. In the second instance, for benthic chlorophyll-a, a model-predicted value will be 
used to represent sampling events with less than 10% filamentous algae cover is observed in 
waters in the Shenandoah River Basin, as described in Section 4.2.5. 
 
With respect to nesting new impairments within watersheds that have been assigned a total 
maximum daily load (TMDL), Rule 13 in the Draft 2026 WQA Guidance states “Nested 
impairments are those waters that are located within a watershed where there is an existing 
TMDL equation for the listing parameter. A TMDL requires a specific loading reduction for all 
waters within the watershed whether they currently meet the standard or not. Once the TMDL 
equation is approved by EPA, any waters within the watershed that are subsequently assessed 
as impaired for the parameter with an equation established in the TMDL will be proposed for 
listing as Category 4A (impaired but has a TMDL). Nested impairments are normally bacteria 
related to recreation and shellfish consumption uses but may also include benthic impairments 
(aquatic life use) depending on the stressors involved.” 
 
DEQ agrees the underlined sentence needs to be modified and will update in the Final Guidance 
to:  A TMDL establishes load allocations to meet TMDL endpoints and attain water quality 
standards for the pollutant of concern in waters within the TMDL watershed. 
 
Sec. 4.1 Monitoring Station Siting 
 
Thank you for the suggested edit. We have updated the language in the Final Guidance to:  
 
9. AUs with more than one monitoring station should not be assessed based on pooled results 
from individual stations, unless specifically described in assessment methodology (i.e., data 
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collected in the same assessment unit in Section 187 lakes/reservoirs or Chesapeake Bay 
segment). AUs historically assessed with multiple monitoring stations with significantly 
different assessment results within a given cycle should be split to accurately reflect current 
conditions. 
 
Sec. 4-2-2 Evaluation of Designated Uses 
 
Aquatic Life 
 
Thank you for the suggested edit. We have updated the language in the Final Guidance to: “A 
single exceedance in a small dataset (2-9 samples) is usually considered insufficient for use 
attainment determination, due to the uncertainty around small datasets, but this scenario will 
be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 
 
Sec. 6, App. C 303(d) Listing/Delisting 
 
Section 6.1.2 
 
DEQ acknowledges that Advance Restoration Plans (ARP) are more easily adapted to new 
information than TMDLs and that adaptive management is an important part of the 
implementation of an ARP. The actions described in an ARP are intended to result in the 
attainment of water quality standards and DEQ must periodically evaluate ARP implementation 
progress to ensure that the ARP remains the more immediately beneficial or practicable 
method to achieve water quality standards in lieu of a TMDL. Paramount to a successful ARP 
and an ARP that is acceptable as a Category 5R listing is the engagement of stakeholders and 
their willingness to commit to actions described in the ARP. As implementation occurs and 
monitoring results and/or other additional data become available, it may become necessary to 
modify restoration activities or, if there is a lack of progress towards the attainment of water 
quality standards, it may become necessary to develop a TMDL. Implementation of an ARP may 
include prioritizing actions that may be the most effective and practicable to achieving water 
quality standards. The waterbody remains in Category 5 to acknowledge that a TMDL may 
become necessary if implementation of the ARP does not result in the attainment of water 
quality standards. The language in the Final Guidance will be updated to: 
 
EPA’s 2016 IR Guidance acknowledges that restoration plans that are done ahead of TMDLs 
may be the best option to reach water quality standards faster. However, when an Advance 
Restoration Plan (ARP) lacks enforceable “other pollution control requirements,” the water 
cannot be assessed as 4B, and must remain in Category 5. In EPA’s 2016 IR Guidance the 
national subcategory of 5-alternative (now advance) is discussed and introduced. In Virginia this 
is the state subcategory 5R (detailed description in Appendix C). The actions described in an 
ARP are intended to result in the attainment of water quality standards and DEQ must 
periodically evaluate ARP implementation progress to ensure that the ARP remains the more 
immediately beneficial or practicable method to achieve water quality standards in lieu of a 
TMDL. Paramount to a successful ARP and an ARP that is acceptable as a 5R is the engagement 
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of stakeholders and their willingness to commit to actions described in the ARP. As 
implementation occurs and monitoring results and/or other additional data become available, 
it may become necessary to modify restoration activities or, if there is a lack of progress 
towards the attainment of water quality standards, it may become necessary to develop a 
TMDL. Implementation of an ARP may include prioritizing actions that may be the most 
effective and practicable to achieving water quality standards. After an ARP is developed, DEQ 
requests EPA to review the plan. While EPA cannot approve the plan, they can review it and 
accept it as a 5R ARP. The main elements of an acceptable 5R ARP are outlined in Appendix C. 
Once EPA has accepted a 5R ARP, the impaired waters that are addressed by this plan are to be 
assessed as state subcategory 5R. The waterbody remains in Category 5 to acknowledge that a 
TMDL may become necessary if implementation of the ARP does not result in the attainment of 
water quality standards.   
 
Section 6, App. C, Introductory Paragraph 
 
DEQ appreciates VAMWA’s considerations for broadening the use of ARPs for the achievement 
of near-term or mid-term progress towards the attainment of water quality standards (WQS).  
However, the development of an ARP includes actions to address all sources as necessary to 
achieve WQS rather than achieving a level of progress towards the attainment of WQS. Again, 
as stated above, an important component to the implementation of an ARP is adaptive 
management which allows for modifications of necessary actions based on implementation 
progress and new data.   
 
Section 6, App. C, Comment Regarding Element c) 
 
An ARP includes actions necessary to attain WQS.  As implementation occurs and additional 
data becomes available, adaptive management will allow for periodic modifications to the ARP 
to include a modification of the actions described in the ARP.  The implementation of the ARP 
may include the prioritization of actions that are believed to be the more beneficial or 
practicable in the near-term or mid-term to the achievement of WQS. ARPs will be evaluated 
every two years with the Integrated Report cycle.   
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