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PREFACE

House Joint Resolution 662 (1999) (Appendix A) requested that the
Department of Environmental Quality (Department or DEQ) study issues
surrounding land application and reclamation and reuse of wastewater.

The Department was direEted to convene an advisory group to conduct the
study. The advisory group membership comprises representa~ives of
engineering firms with expertise in the reclamation and reuse of wastewater;
environmental organizations; agricultural organizations; professional
orga~izations; Virginia Polytechnic Inst~tute and State University; owners of
wast~water treatment works; the Depar~rnent of Health; and the Department of
Cons~rvation and Recreation. In addition, staff members at the DEQ provided
assistance to the group.

The advisory group met four times over a three-month period. Dr. Ray
Reneau, Virginia Tech, was elected as the chair of this group at the first
meeting. In order to facilitate completion of the tasks, the group was
further divided into three sUbgroups. These subgroups are as follows:

A. Review of other states' regulations/guidelines - Greg Evanylo
(Chair), Daniel Horne, John Johnson, George Kennedy, and Randy
Kepler.

B. Review of EPA Process Design Manual - Ray Reneau (Chair), Jeff
Corbin, David Frackelton, William Gaidos, John Johnson, Russ
Perkinson, and Cal Sawyer.

C. Ground water recharge issues - Terry Wagne~ (Chair), Jeff Corbin,
and John Johnson

The Department would like tc thank the advisory group for its hard work
and technical expertise provided to the staff throughout this study.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

House Joint Resolution 662 (1999) charged the Department of
Environmental Quality to study issues surrounding land application and
reclamation and reuse of wastewater.

The resolution requested the s~udy ~o include, but not be li~ited to,
(i) the environmental soundness of reclamation and reuse of wasteNa~er for
irrigation of golf courses, athletic fields, fores~s, and farmla~d, as well
as fer snowmaking and fire pro~ection in ~he Commonweal~h; (ii) ~~e po~ential

environmental benefits and risks of using reclaimed wastewater for the
purpose of recharging grou~d water aquifers; (i~ii whether the Co~monwealth

should encourage and promo~e the use of such tech~ology and, if so, under
what conditions; and (iv) options, including, but not limited to,
establishing a general pe~it for reclamation and reuse, modifying the
Virginia Pollution Abatement Permit or modifying other regulations, so as to
provide a predictable and certain process for the approval or denial of
requests for the reclamation and reuse of wastewater. An advisory group was
convened to conduct the study.

The study reveals that water reuse is already widespread both in the
U.S. and the world. Much of this precedent recently established in Florida
and North Carolina, whose water related issues are simila~ to Virginia's, may
be applicable to Virginia. It also indicates tha~ a high quality reclaimed
water could be used for many purposes for which we are now employing potable
water. Uses that may not require the same level of treatment as is required
for drinking water include irrigation of landscapes (e.g., residential lawns,
golf courses, and greenbelts), agricultural irrigation (e.g., fodder, feed,
fiber, food and nursery crops), certain industrial prOCesses (e.g., cooling,
boiler feed, stack scrubbing, and process water), non-potable urba~ (e.g.,
fire protection, street washing, and vehicle washing), environmental (e.g.,
stream flow augmentation/fishery sustainability, and wetlands restoration),
ground water recharge for certain purposes (e.g., saltwater intrusion
control), and miscellaneous (e.g., snowrnaking, dust control, and
construction). The study determined that properly treated reclaimed water
can be utilized, when properly managed, in water reuse projects ~ha~ are
fully protective of both public health and ~he environment. Water reuse is a
beneficial method, which is under utilized in Virginia, to meet water demands
with less than potable water and to reduce increasing water withdrawals from
already strained sources.

Because Virginia is a party to the Chesapeake Bay Agreement which has a
stated objective "to evaluate and institute, where appropriate, alternative
technologies ... such as lane application" of treated wastewater effluent, and
given the huge expense faced by industry and local governments in upgrading
wastewater treatment plants to reduce nutrient pollution, and given the
frequent water supply problems th=oughout the Co~monwealth and the competing
needs of its citizenry, the need to preserve g~een space, and the
desirability of drought free farming, it is incumbent upon the Commonwealth
to encourage and promote =cclamation and reuse.

The advisory group reco~~ends the Commonwealch encourage the
reclamation and reuse of wastewater effl~ent by developing a new regulation
or amending existing regulation (i.e., Virginia Pollution Abatement Pe=rnit
Regulation, 9 VAC 25-32-10 et seq.); and developing interim guidance, that
are protective of the health and safety of the Commonwealth's waters. Thus,
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water reuse could be, to the extent possible, economically competitive with
other forms of effluent disposal. Water reuse should be encouraged th=ough
incentives, little or no fees, and monitoring requirements which are limited
to the level necessary to ensure protection of public health and ~he

environment.

The advisory group further recomme~=s tha~ ~ne Co~~onwealth condu~~ a
detailed review of other s~ates' regulaci~ns and ~~idelines, the EPA P=ocess
Des~gn Manual for Land Application of Mu~~cipal Wcstewa~e= (19Bl) and c~her

relevant documents, and produce Virginia specific regulations for reuse of
reclaimed water. While a general regulatory framework currently exists for
land irrigation of reclaimed water, it is lacking in many specifics.
Development of new water reuse regulations for land irrigation and other
categories would probably take several years. Thus, the advisory group
recommends development of a comprehensive regulat~on in the long term anc
revised guidance in the in~erim to expedi~e practical and beneficial reuse of
reclaimed water in the short term. The compreher.sive regulation should be
developed as expeditiously as possible from a broadly focused stakeholder
perspective that includes as many of those potentially affected by reusing
reclaimed waters as possible, and initia~ed immediately. Statutory authority
could be sought from the General Assembly, but the regulation can be
promulgated under existing authority. The regula~ion should include
definitions and standards for varying quality of reclaimed waters.

The advisory group concludes that both general and individual permits
should be considered for reclamation and reuse. General permits should be
considered for only the highest quality reclaimed water whose specific use
would not endanger the public health or safety of the environment. Such a
permit could prescribe the design, monitoring, and reporting requirements
that must be met for a facility to qualify as a wa~er reuse operation. The
Department would confirm the prerequisites and provide general permit
coverage. This would be a consistently predictable process for approval or
denial ·of a permit. A general permit wo~ld expedi~e the permitting process
while ensuring that facili~ies are properly designed and managed. Coverage
under the general permit would also resul~ in reduced permit fees for t~e

owners. Individual permits would be issued for all but the highest quality
reclaimed water. Individual permits would be required in such cases because
of site specific differences tha~ could impact public health or the quality
of the receiving ground or surface water. Further~ore, the individual permit
provides the public with the opportunity ~o comment on projects that
influence their environment.

The study also includes an examination of the potential environmental
benefits and risks of u~ing reclaimed water for t~e purpose of recharging
ground water aquifers, directly and indirectly. The advisory group concludes
that more information regarding the occurrence and quality of ground wa~er

statewide should be obtained before considering a~y direct ground water
recharge projects. The group also concludes that ~he Virginia Ground Water
S~andards {9 VAC 25-260-190 through 9 VAC 25-260-240} should be evaluated,
and potentially revised, to clarify their application to projects which
involve indirect ground wa~er recharge.

The advisory group recommends that the Commonwealth initiate statewide
ground water characterization efforts that are necessary to determine whether
direct ground water recharge projects are feasible. The group also
recognizes that this effort is not as high a priority as issues related to
indirect ground water recharge.
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The advisory group concludes that indirect g~ound water recharge has
the potential to produce positive environmental results when the quality of
the percolate (the portion of reclaimed water recharging ground water) is
higher, for all constituents, than the naturally occurring ground water
quality at the site of concern. In addition, indirect ground water recharge
has the potential to improve ground water quality on sites where existing
ground water quality has been degraded. In these cases, consideration must
be given to the potential that indirect recharge may move existing ground
water contamination off of the site of concern to other ground water or
surface water receptors. The group recon~ends that the Virginia Ground Water
Standards be evaluated, and potentially revised, to clarify their application
on sices where the native grou~d water has been degraded due to previous
ac~ivities.

The advisory group notes ~he previous interest of the General Assembly
in one other type of wastewate= reuse and recycling: that of gray water
reuse. Past sessions of the Assembly have indicated their interest in this
specific type of reuse, adopting HJR 587 (1997) and HE 912 (1998). The
latte= action, in part, directed the Virginia Department of Health to develop
guidelines for the use of gray water. The advisory group believes that the
logical next step for the implementation of those guidelines is for the
Virginia Department of Health to develop a comprehensive regulation, revise
an existing regulation, or establish formal guidance which will address the
mecha~ism for issuance of permits for gray water systems, with input from
app=cpriate stakeholders.
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I. Introduction

As a result of the 1999 legislative session, House Joint Resolution 662
requested the Department of Environmental Quality study issues surrounding
land application and reclamation and reuse of wastewater.

More specifically, the resolution requested the study to include, but
not be limited to, (i) the environmental soundness of reclamation and reuse
of wastewater for irrigation of golf courses, athletic fields, forests, and
farmland, as well as for snowmaking and fire protection in the Commonwealth;
(ii) the potential environmental benefits and risks of using reclaimed
wastewater for the purpose of recharging ground wacer aquifers; (iii) whe~her

the Commonwealth should encourage and promo~e the use of such technology and,
if so, under what conditions; and (iv) options, including, but no~ limiced
to, es~ablishing a general permit for reclamation and reuse, modifying the
Virginia Pollution Abatement Permit or modifying other regulations, so as to
provide a predictable and certain process for the approval or denial of
requests for the reclamation and reuse of wastewater.

In carrying out this study, the resolution required the Department to
examine how other states, including, but not limited to, North Carolina,
Delaware, Pennsylvania, and Illinois, allow or prohibit reclamation and
reuse. It also required the Department to examine the EPA Process Design
Manual for Land Application of Municipal Wastewater (1981) and the body of
scientific research currently available on reclama~ion and reuse.

The resolution also directed the Department to convene an advisory
group to conduct the study. At the first meeting, the group iden~ified

available states' regulations and/or guidelines and a list of review criteria
were developed. The task of this regulatory review was shared among the
members. The EPA Process Design Manual for Land Treatment of Municipal
Wastewater (1981) and the SCS Irrigation Manual (1993) were also assigned to
members for review. In order to facilitate completion of its tasks, the
group was further divided into three subgroups at the second meeting. These
subgroups and their respective assignments are as follows:

A. Review of other states' regulations/guidelines

1. Prepare a Summary of regulations/guidelines from other
states.

2. Create a list of definition for related terms - reuse,
reclaim, etc.

3. Consider regulatory approaches and permit options

B. Review of EPA Process Design Manual

1. Review and develop a statement on the use of the EPA
Process Design Manual for Land Treatment of Municipal
Wastewater

2. Review the SCS Irrigation Manual for design of land
application rates of wastewater.

C. Ground water recharge issues

1. Examine the potential environmental benefits and risks of
using reclaimed water for the purpose of recharging ground
water aquifers.
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2. Address direct and indirect ground water recharge issues

The draft reports prepared by these three subgroups were reviewed and
discussed at the third meeting. The final sUbgroup reports .(Appendix Bl and
this final report reflect the consensus reached by the advisory group.

II. Definitions

An understanding of the te~~inology associated with was~ewa~er

reclamation and reuse is critical ~o ~he ~ssue of de~errni~ing whe~her and
under what conditions reuse of municipal and industrial wastewate~ should be
regulated and permitted. The following are key definitions of terms as they
relate to the operation of wastewater reclamation and reuse systems.

Direct Potable Reuse

Direct Recharge
Of Ground Water

Gray Water

Indirect Potable Reuse

Indirect Recharge
of Ground Water

Land Irrigation of
Reclaimed Water

Non-Potable Water

Percolation

The treatment of community wastewaters to a
sufficient degree that they would be acceptable for
drinking and for their direct discharge into a single
potable water distribution system.

The use of injection wells, rapid infiltration basins
or other methods that are designed to introduce large
quantities of reclaimed wa~er directly into aquifers
that are or may be used as a public water supply.
This does not include ground water recharge by
percolate from land irrigation of reclaimed water.

Untreated wastewater from bathtubs, showers, lavatory
fixtures, wash basins, washing machines, and laundry
tUbs. I~ does not include wastewater from toilets,
urinals, kitchen sinks, dishwashers, or laundry water
from soiled diapers.

The discharge of reclaimed water into an aquifer or
raw water impoundment used for a drinking water
source. ~ndirec~ 90table reuse is contrasted with
"direcc po~able reuse" which involves the discharge
of reclaimed water directly into a drinking water
treatment facility or into a drinking water
distribu~ion system.

The supplementing or mounding of ground water
produced by the percolate from the land irrigation of
reclaimed water.

The introduction of reclaimed water into or onto the
ground for treatment or reuse.

Any water, including reclaimed water, not meeting the
drinking water standards of Federal, Sta~e and local
authorities for human consumption.

The generally ver~ical movement of water through soil
or other unconsolidated medium to the water table and
to lower aquifers where occurring.
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Potable Water

Reclaimed Water

Recycled Water

Was-:ewater

Water Reclamation

Water Reuse

Water which conforms to the drinking water standards
of federal state and local authorities for human
consumption.

Water, which, as a result of treatment of domestic,
municipal or industrial wastewater, is suitable for a
direct beneficial use or a controlled use that would
not otherwise occur. Specifically excluded from this
definition is ~gray waterU

•

Sa:ne as \\ Reclaimed Water" .

The combinatio~ of li~uid and water-carried
pollutants from residences, commercial buildings,
industrial plants, and instit~tions together with any
ground water, surface runoff or leac~ate that may be
p=esem: .

The treatment of domestic, mU~icipal or industrial
wastewa~er to produce reclaimed water for a direct
beneficial use or a controlled use that would not
o~herwise occur.

The use of reclaimed water for a direct beneficial
use or a controlled use that is"in accordance with
the state and local regulatory requirements.

III. The Status of Land Irrigation and Reclamation and Reuse of
Wastewater in Virgi.nia

Prior to the formation of the advisory group, the sta== conducted a
file search to examine the status of was~ewater land application or spray
irrigation in Virginia. The information was shared with the adviso=y g~oup

and served as background informacion for ~his study.

Currently, there are thirty-seve~ facilities in Virginia that employ
spray irrigation, rapid i~filtra~ion or overland flow technologies under
permits issued by DEQ. These facilities are regulated under either the
Virginia Pollution Abatement (VPA) Permit Regulation (9 VAC 25-32-10 et seq.)
or ~he Virginia Pollutant Elimination Discharge (VPDES) Permit Regulation (9
VAC 25-31-10 et seq.). The Department issues a VPA permit to the entity that
is responsible for the wastewater reclamation and reuse involving land
irrigation. If, in addition to land irrigation, a facility has an option to
discharge the reclaimed water through a point source, a VPDES permit is
issued. This VPDES permit incorporates any applicable requirements
pertaining to land i~rigation. The following table displays information
regarding these permits issued and their distribu~ion throug~out the various
regions within the Department.
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bqional • of \ of i of Perm.;i.ts Issued :by Type of Land Irrigation
~f.ic. Pe%Jaits PeDDits

Issuecl Issued
vPA/VPDES

Slow Rate Rapid overland Flow
(spray Irrigation) Infiltration

Tidawater 8/0 22\ 6 VPAs (1 ~/5 IW) 2 WAs (MW) 0

PieclJnont 7/2 2n 7 VPAs (3 MW/4 ni) 0 1. vPDES (MW)

1. VPOES (KW)

Northern 8/2 27% a WAs (5 MW/3 IW) a 1. VPOES (MW)

Virgi.nia 1. WDES (MW)

Val.ley 7/0 19% 7 WAs (2 MW/S IW) 0 0

West 3/0 n 3 V'PAs (1 MWI2 IW) 0 0
Central.

Southwest 0/0 0\ 0 0 0

Total. 33/4 lOa' 31 WAs (12 MW/19 IW) 2 WAs (MW') 2 VPDESS (}.!W)

2 VPDESs (lGi)

1 Municipal. wastewater
2 Industria~ wastewater

A regulatory framework for wastewater reclamation and reuse involving
land irrigation in Virginia has been established through the VPA Permit
Regulation. However, the VPA Permit Regulation does not prescri~e any
technical standards for this type of operations. The Sewerage Regulations,
jointly adopted by the Virginia Department of Health (VDH) and the State
Water Control Board in 1977, include the pretreatment standards and minimum
design requirements for la~d application of municipal wastewater. The VDH is
in the process of replacing these regulations by developing a separate set of
regulations entitled "Sewage Collection and Treatment (SCAT) Regulations".
When the SCAT Regulations are formally adopted, the joint Sewerage
Regulations will be rescinded by the Board of Health and the State Water
Control Board. These pretreatrnen~ standards have been implemented through
the permits issued by the Department on a case-by-case basis. It has been
the staff guidance to use the Sewerage Regulations, the proposed SCAT
Regulations, and the EPA P~ocess Design Manual (PDM) for Land Treatment of
Municipal Wastewacer as the basis for review and approval of land irrigation
projects in Virginia. In order to assist the permit staff in reviewing
permit applications and drafting permits, the Department developed two sets
of guidance documents (land application of municipal wastewater effluent and
land application of food processing waste) in 1993-1994. These guidance
documents were primarily designed to help the staff determine application
completeness and select appropriate monitoring requirements and permit
conditions in the draft permit.

Review of the ground water monitoring data of some permits issued to
land irrigation projects in Virginia indicated that insufficient storage
period, excessive hydraulic loading rates, insufficient land base, and
inadequate irrigation scheduling may have contributed to a negative impact on
ground water quality. However, direct linkage has not been established. In
addition, the staff experiences indicated that the existing criteria, such as
a minimum of 60 days storage requirement and lack of agronomic considerations
in irrigation scheduling, may not be adequate to protect state waters.
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It is apparent that updated guidance and more specific regulations are
greatly needed. The Department has taken the initiative to update its
guidance. A task force composed of DEQ regional and central offices staff is
in the process of revising the guidance at this time.

As to wastewater reclamation and reuse options other than land
irrigation, such as non-potable urban uses, direct ground water recharge,
etc., no specific regulations or gUidelir.es have been established in
Virginia. There is anecdotal evidence that at least some municipalities and
industries have informally impleme~ted certain reuse options, and discussions
have been held with VDH and DEQ scaff concerning the possibility of formally
insti~uting specific reuse options. The~e is cur=ently no inventory of reuse
projects already implemented in the Comrncnwea~ch.

Interest has been posed by a number of parties in the specific reuse
option of gray water use. This interest led to Assembly action in HJR 587
(1997), which directed DEQ and VDH to report on various issues relating to
gray water reuse. That action was followed by HB 912 (1998), which directed
VDH to develop guidelines for gray water reuse. VDH did develop the draft
guidelines and a copy of this document is provided in Appendix C.

IV. Review of Other States' Requla~ions/Guide~ines

The advisory group reviewed the fol:owi~g s~ates' =eg~lations a~d

guidelines related to wastewater reclamation a~d reuse: Arizona, California,
Delaware, Florida, Illinois, Indiana, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Texas,
and Washington. The summary of the regulatory review was compiled by
Subgroup A in a survey fo~ entitled ~A Survey of State Reuse Regulatio~sn

{Appendix D}. Specific survey questions developed by the group include:
definitions for reuse, recycle, and reclaim; permit requirement; agencies
involved; basis (regulations or guidance); water quality criteria specified;
site requirements (buffers, application rates, time or weather restriction,
nutrient management requirements, land feature restrictions, and monitoring
requirements}; crops restrictions; aquifer recharge allowed (specify direct
or indirect); and storage requirements. For the purposes of cornpariso~,

Virginia's regulations and guidance requi=ernen~s were included in the s~=vey

form. The group also reviewed the EPA Ma:,,!t,;al "Guidelines for Water Reuse"
(l992) as supplemental background iniorma~ion.

The advisory group's review indicates that water reuse is already
widespread both in the U.S. and the world, and much potentially applicable
precedent has been recently established in Florida and North Carolina, whose
water related issues are similar to Virginia's. The more arid states (i.e.,
Arizona, California), whose issues may be different from Virginia's and whose
regulations may not be completely applicable, have done much relevant
research and experimented with many similar useful operational technologies.

The study also concludes that a high quality reclaimed water could be
used for many purposes for which we are ~ow employing potable water. Uses
that may not require the same level of treatment as is required for drinking
water include irrigation of the landscape (e.g., residential lawns, golf
courses, and greenbelts), agricultural ir=igation (e.g., fodder, feed, fiber,
food and nursery crops), certain industrial processes (e.g., cooling, boiler
feed, stack scrubbing, and process water), non-potable urban (e.g., fire
protection, street washing, and vehicle washing), environmental (e.g., s~ream

flow augmentation/fishery sustainability, and wetlands restoration), ground
water recharge for certain purposes (e.g., saltwater intrusion control), and
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miscellaneous (e.g., snowmaking, dust control, and construction). Water
reuse is a beneficial method, which is under utilized in Virginia, to meet
water demands with less than potable water and to reduce increasing water
withdrawals from already strained sources. The advisory group reviewed data
from many of the existing reuse projects, and determined that, given proper
treatment of the reclaimed water a~d proper opera~ion and management of the
water reuse project, water reuse can be im~lemented in a ma~ne= which is
fully protective of public healch and the environmenc. Such projects could
reduce demands for high-q~ality po~able water and allow ~he Commo~wealth to
allocate scarce water supplies to appropriate needs.

As to the gray water reuse program, a nurnbe= of other states, primarily
in the arid Southwest but also in other parts of the country, have
implemented or are in the process of developing such programs. The
experience of other states with gray wate~ reuse has had somewhat mixed
success, primarily due to conflicts over regulatory purview of gray water
systems between agencies with jurisdiction over health codes and those with
jurisdiction over building and plumbing codes. The advisory group believes
that a properly crafted regulation adopted by the VDH, developed ~hrough a
stakeholder process, would eliminate such conflic~s and would allow
implementation of the VDH guidelines.

V. Review of EPA Process Design Manual and Other Relevant
Publications

The EPA Process Design Manual (PDM) for Land Application of Municipal
Wastewater (1981) gives guidance for many of the steps necessary for reuse of
water and nutrients in both agricultural, turf, and forest syste~s. The POM
is used by DEQ staff as a reference source to review permit applications and
develop permit conditions for land irrigation. SUbgroup B was tasked to
identify the problems associated with the PDM and provide recomme~dat~ons to
the Department in order to address concerns related to land irrigation
design.

The advisory group found that the PDM has many features tha~ are
beneficial in determining the suitability of a site and the design of a land­
based system for reuse of reclaimed water. The advisory group dete~ined

that, (i) the PDM provides an excellent description of the hydraulic pathway
for slow rate spray irrigation, rapid infiltration and overland flow systems;
(ii) the planning and technical assessment sections of the PDM provide a
logical procedure for site evaluation; and (iii) the PDM recommendations on
slopes, soils and field investigations are appropriate.

However, there are several limitations that restrict the usefulness of
this manual. Through the review of this manual and other relevan~

publications, the group identified specific issues and provided
recommendations pertaining ~o land irriga~ion design. These issues and
recommendations are summarized below.

1. Issue: Although the PDM planning and assessment sections give a logical
stepwise procedure for site evaluation, our regional geological features,
such as the potential for flooding and karst topography, were not taken into
consideration.
Recommendation: Additional rating factors such as the potential for flooding
and consideration of karst topographic features would strengthen this
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other than nitrogen may be the limiting design factor in
These have not been addressed in adequate detail in the

section. For example, proposed wastewater reuse projects in karst
topographic regions must be given special technical review.

2. Issue: The procedure for hydraulic assimilative capacity presented in the
POM is suitable for estimating the total amount of water that can percolate
through the profile without resulting in extended periods of saturation.
However, the accuracy of the hydraulic assimilative capacity of a site is
highly dependent on reliable measurements of the r.ydraulic conductivity of
the soil being used for treatment. The PDM acknowledges the variability
associated with soil hydraulic conductivity measurements and stresses the
importance of evaluating multiple tests across the site to determine a
reasonable average. It also gives guidance on the type of averaging to
employ when vertical hydraulic conductivity methods are employed.
Recommendation: To help alleviate the inherent variability with site
conductivity measurements, application rates and timing of applicacion may be
based on measured, real-time, in situ soil moisture monitoring data. It is
important to· establish a protocol for determining ~he ~oisture status in
soils so that decisions can be made on when to irriga~e and how much water
can be applied at an irriga~ion event. To make these calculations, a
decision needs to be made on the type of moisture monitoring equipment; the
number of water measuring devices to be installed; and the depth of
installation. Also, information has to be developed on the moisture holding
capacity of the soil system to determine the quantity of wastewater that can
be applied at an irrigation event. Alternatively, a model that considers
soil moisture holding capacity, infiltration rates, and evapotranspiration
may be appropriate to make these decisions.

3. Issue: A relative comparison of the suitability of field, forage, turf,
and forest crops based on their potential as a revenue producer, water user,
nitrogen user, and moisture tolerance is given in the PDM. However,
regional considerations, particularly for nutrients, are missing in this
process.
Recommendation: Regional data on crop suitability and nutrient requirements
for irrigated crops need to be developed to assist in calculating allowable
rates of application and timing of land irrigation.

4. Issue: Elements
some wastewaters.
PDM.
Recommendation: A procedure for evaluacing the im?ac~ of these elements needs
to be considered. The impact of certain chemical constitutes on soil
properties (e.g., % sodium saturation) needs to be considered in greater
detail. The equation used to estimate hydraulic loading based on nitrogen
can potentially be modified to estimate the concentration of other
contaminants in the percolate.

5. Issue: Timing of nitrogen application (in reclaimed waters) to the crop
has not been addressed in adequate detail.
Recommendation: Additional uptake versus time data for selected crops when
nitrogen is the limiting design factor needs to be developed. Sigrnodial
relationships between nit=ogen uptake and date from planting can be developed
from existing data to meet this need.

6. Issue: The guidelines provided by the PDM for nitrogen, phosphorus, and
potassium uptake for foraga and field cro?s and nitrogen uptake for forest do
not reflect Virginia's regional conditions.
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Recommendation: The suggested rates in the PDM appear reasonable but need to
be modified based on regional crops grown, soil type, management level, etc.
Nutrient uptake data from Virginia and adjacent states where irrigation is
used needs to be reviewed and crop nutrient uptake data specific to Virginia
conditions for irrigated crops needs to be developed. This review should
include the DCR nutrient management criteria. The PDM suggests that local
conditions, projected yields, etc. should be considered when determining
nutrient uptake. Also information on uptake of additional nutrients (e.g.,
sulfur and chloride) would be useful.

7. Issue: The PDM assumes that all the nitrogen in the reclaimed water is
in plant available form. However, some r~claimed waters will have
significant amounts of organic nitrogen t~a~ may not be completely
mineralized during the year of a~plicaLic~ and, ~herefore, is not available
as plant nutrient.
Recommendation: The availability of the orgar.ic nitrogen fraction, over
time, needs to be considered in these was~ewaters.

8. Issue: The PDM gives an equation to estimate the percolate nitrogen
concentration that considers the percolate nitrogen concentration,
precipitation, evapotranspiration, crop nitrogen uptake, nitrogen
concentration in the reclaimed water, and the fraction of applied nitrogen
rem07ed via gaseous losses. This equa~ion has undergone limited testing
prima=ily where grass has been used as the vegetative cover (Giggey et
al.,1989; Jenkins and Palazzo, 1981; and Monne:t et al., 1996). These
studies show that inorganic nitrogen concentra~ions in the percolate we=e
generally lower than the estima~ed values when nicrogen is the limiting
design factor.
Recommendation: A more extensive review of literature that compares
estimated versus measured nitrogen in the percolate needs to be conducted for
a broader range of cropping systems and soil types. Additional research may
be necessary to fully address this issue.

9. Issue: The model provided in the PDM to be used to estimate nitrogen
removals in ponds during ice-free periods is an important part of any la~d­

based treatment design. However, it only includes detention time as a
variable.
Recommendation: Additional factors such as temperature, pH, and pond de?th
should be taken in~o consideration. Some of the newer models incorpora~e

additional faccors, such as pH and a tempera~ure-dependent rate constan~,

when estimating nitrogen removal (Reed et al., 1995).

10. Issue: There are questions concerning the suitability of EPA Clima~e

Model III for determining nonoperational days and days of storage required.
Recommendation: What constitutes a nonoperational day needs to be defined.
Also soil moisture status, temperature, and planting and harvest operations
need to be taken into consideration when determining nonoperational days.

The Advisory Group agrees that storage is an important aspect of any
land based treatment system and should be given careful considera~ion to
ensure adequate storage capacicy during t~e life of the syste~. Howeve=,
there is enough difference in opinion amo~g members of the group on sto=age
requirements ~o recommend ~hat the EPA Climate Models used in the 2DM to
estimate storage be examined in greater detail. In particular, the EPA
Climate Model III for moderate climates should be evaluated a~d compared with
storage requirements in Virginia and adjacent states.
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The advisory group felt that the PDM was pUblished in 1981 and thus
does not take into consideration research or results from field installations
since that time. The group recommends that the Department should conduct a
detailed review of the PDM and other relevant documents. A list of suggested
rele~ant publications is provided in Appe~dix E. Regulations de7eloped by
other states should be evaluated in greater detail. In particular,
Pennsylvania's Department of Environmental Protec~ion has developed a manual
entitled "Manual for the Land Aoplicatio~ of Treated Sewage and Industrial
Wastewater' published in 1993 that appears to add=ess concerns with land
application of wastewater similar to those prese~~ in Virginia.

The advisory group recommends that ~he Co~~cnwealth conduct a detailed
review of the PDM and other relevant documents ar.d produce Virginia specific
regulations for reuse of reclaimed water via land irrigation.

VI. Potential Environmental Benefits and Risks of Usinq
Recla~ed Water for the Purpose of Recharging Ground Water
Aquifers

Subgroup C was tasked to examine the potential environmental benefits
and risks of using reclaimed water for tr.e purpose of recharging ground water
aquifers. The group considered two distinct recharge mechanisms for the
potential recharge of ground water. They are defined as direct and indirect
ground water recharge. Direct recharge of ground water is the use of
injection wells or other methods of rapid infiltration where the primary
purpose of the process is to provide addi~ional water to an aquifer.
Indirect recharge describes the incidental addition of water to an aquifer
where the primary purpose is the use of treated wastewater for a beneficial
purpose through a slow rate infiltration system, such as land application of
treated wastewater as irrigation for the purpose of crop production. These
two recharge mechanisms are discussed below.

O~rect Ground Water Recharqe

There are several potential envi~on~e~~al Denefits of direc~ ground
water recharge. These benefits include establishment of saltwater intrusion
barriers in coastal aquifers, augmentation of available ground water
supplies, and control of land surface subsidence. Each of these benefits
could be realized in Virginia, especially in the Coastal Plain. There are
numerous technical considerations that must be addressed to allow the
successful implementation of a direct ground wate= recharge project on a
regional basis. One primary concern is a~ accura~e characterization of the
quality of existing ground water to assure that the injected fluid will not
cause precipitation and clogging in the injection well or in the aquifer
material itself. In large areas of Vi=gi~ia the ground water quality is not
known with enough certainty to allow the development of direct ground water
recharge projects. While this curren~ lack of inforrna~ion may preclude the
use of direct ground water recharge, Virginia should consider developing a
program to characterize ground water quality and occurrence to a level of
detail that would allow the consideration of this technology.

A major environmental risk associated with direct ground water recharge
is the potential for contamination of exis:ing ground water quality due to
the quality of the injected reclaimed water. Any direct recharge of ground
water would require a very high quality reclaimed water to assure no ground
water contamination would occur. The use of reclaimed water for direct
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ground water recharge may also result in the reduction of stream flows where
the treated wastewater was previously discharged to surface waters. This
issue has the potential to be problematic during times of low flow,
predominately in the western non-tidal portion of the state. Since the tidal
Coastal Plain area of the state is the most likely area to realize the
benefits of direct ground water recharge, diminishment of stream flows is
likely to be a minor concern related to direct grou~d water recharge.

The advisory group recommends that the Commonwealth initiate statewide
ground water characterization efforts that are necessary to determine whether
direct ground water recharge projects are feasible. The group also
recognizes that this effort is not as high a ?riority as issues related to
indirect ground w~ter recharge.

Indirect Ground Water Recharge

The potential environmental benefits anc risks associated with indirect
ground water recharge are similar to those associated with direct ground
water recharge, on a much smaller and primarily localized scale. In most all
cases, any indirect recharge of ground water will primarily impact the
unconfined water table aquifer. In some areas of the Commonwealth this
aquifer is not the primary aquifer of use for potable water supplies. In
other areas, the unconfined water table aquifer is routinely used as a source
of potable water, especially for private domestic use. In all cases, the
unconfined water table aquifer is defined as State Waters for purposes of
implementation of the Virginia Ground Water Standards.

Indirect ground water recharge has the potential to augment the amount
of water available from unconfined aquifers to support an assortment of water
uses. In areas where the unconfined aquifers are not directly used,
augmentation of unconfined aquifers may result in indirect augmentation of
deeper confined aquifers, fractured rock aquifers, or solution channel
aquifers in carbonate areas.

In areas where the native ground water has been degraded by human
activities, indirect ground water recharge has the potential to improve
ground water quality in the immediate area of ground water recharge so long
as the treated wastewater is of better quality than the existing ground
water. This potential benefit must be weighed against the potential risk of
moving a ground water contamination plume from the site of recharge to an
offsite receptor. Potential receptors include users of the ground water
resource as well as surface water streams that may be recharged by ground
water.

Depending on the quality of the reclaimed water there are potential
risks that existing ground water quality can be degraded. This potential may
result in impacts to surface water bodies and associated biota or to users of
ground water for potable or other purposes. This risk is mitigated with
increased wastewater ~reatment, as the quality of the reclaimed water
increases the asscciated risk decreases. The use of reclaimed water for
indirect ground water recharge may also result in the reduction of stream
flows where the treated wastewater was previously discharged to surface
waters. This issue has the potential to be problematic during times of low
flow, predominately in the western non-tidal portion of the state.
Conversely, indirect grour.d water recharge that occurs in alluvial areas
associated with streams may prOvide additional contribution to s~rearn flows
during times of low flow.
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The Virginia Ground Water Standards (9 VAC-2S-260-190) are designed to
prevent the entry of pollutants into ground water in any aquifer. This
regulation requires that natural ground water quality be maintained for all
constituents. The regulation allows mixing zones in ground water on a case­
by-case basis that are as small as possible. The Standards do not
specifically address the situation where indirect recharge occurs in an
aquifer that has been contaminated and does not represent natural conditions.
Any indirect ground water recharge project must be designed to comply with
this regulation.

The advisory group concludes that indirect g=ound water recharge has
the potential to produce positive environmental results when the quality of
the percolate (the portion of the reclaimed water recharging ground water) is
higher, for all constituents, than the naturally occurring ground water
quality at the site of concern. In addition, indirect ground water recharge
has the potential to improve ground water quality on sites where existing
ground water quality has been degraded. In these cases consideration must be
given to the potential that indirect recharge may move existing ground water
contamination off of the site of concern to other ground water or surface
water receptors. The group recommends that the Virginia Ground Water
Standards be evaluated, and potentially revised, to clarify their application
on sites where the native ground water has been degraded due to previous
activities.

VII. Options and Recommendations

Since Virginia is a party to the Chesapeake Bay Agreement which has a
stated objective "to evaluate and institute, where appropriate, alternative
technologies ... such as land application" of treated wastewater effluent, and
given the huge expense faced by industry and local governments in upgrading
wastewater treatment plants to reduce nutrient pollution, and given the
frequent water supply problems throughout the Commonwealth and the competing
needs of its citizenry, the need to preserve green space, and the
desirability of drought free farming, it is incumbent upon the Commonwealth
to encourage and promote reclamation and reuse. The advisory group
recommends that Virginia should encourage the reclamation and reuse of
wastewater effluent by developing a new regulation or amending existing
regulation (i.e., Virginia Pollution Abatement Permit RegUlation, 9 VAC 25­
32-10 et seq.); and developing interim guidance, that are protective of the
health and safety of the Commonwealth's waters. Thus, water reuse could be,
to the extent possible, economically competitive with other forms of effluent
disposal. Water reuse should be encouraged through incentives, little or no
fees, and monitoring requirements which are limited to the level necessary to
ensure protection of public health and the environment.

In order to provide a predictable and certain process for the approval
or denial of requests for the reclamation and reuse of wastewater, the
advisory group explored various options for the Commonwealth's
considerations. The group's finding and recommendations are provided below.

Approach to Requ~ation and Guidance

The advisory group concludes that water reuse should be a regulated
activity that should require permits. Guidance alone is not sufficient
because this model results in direction that is not as predictable or certain
as regulation; however, regulation has already been developed (i.e., Virginia
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Pollution Abatement Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-32-10 et seq.) for some reuse
categories, and guidance would expedite the permitting process in these
cases. For example, wastewater spray irrigation is a currently regulated
activity, though the regulations lack many specifics. The advisory group
recommends development of water reuse regulations that encompass all of the
activities in the six groups below. Since the regulatory process may take
several years, the advisory group recommends development of interim guidance
to expedite practical and beneficial reuse in the short term. This
comprehensive regulation should be developed as expeditiously as possible
from a broadly focused stakeholder perspective that includes as many of those
potentially affected by reusing reclaimed waters as possible, and initiated
immediately. Statutory authority could be sought from the General Assembly,
but the regulation can be promulgated under existing authority.

Standards and requirements for environmentally sound water reuse
(especially land irrigation) should include, but not be limited to, the
following issues:

a) Definition of reclaimed water, water reuse, etc.;
b) Variety of land irrigation and other wastewater reuse systems;
c) Water quality standard requirements;
d) Site specific soil types and capabilities;
e} Cropping system requirements;
f) Buffer and setback requirements;
g) Slope limitations for cultivated land, permanent hayland, forestland

and urban land;
h) Nutrient management;
i) Augmentation of local groundwater through indirect recharge;
j} Basis for determining winter storage requirements;
k) Size of treatment facilities and effluent volume;
1) Certification program for operators;
rn) Effect on stream flow, where applicable;
n) Opportunities for public access or exposure;
0) Opportunities for worker exposure;
p) Water quality needs for the intended uses; and
q) The extent of regulation by other Codes (i.e., Plumbing Code, etc.).

Adverse impacts on state waters could result from operation and
management of the reclamation and reuse systems, as well as from inadequate
design of facilities. As part of the regulatory process, the Department
should review cases it believes have impacted the waters of the state to
determine if the impacts resulted from design or management flaws.

Recommended cateqories of Water Reuse

The advisory group recommends the Department consider the following six
water reuse categories for development of regulations and/or guidance.
Examples of these reuses have been provided in Section IV Review of Other
States' Regulations/Guidelines.

Group 1 - Land irrigation for agricultural, forest, and landscape uses
Group 2 - Direct ground water recharge and indirect potable reuse
Group 3 - Industrial processes
Group 4 - Non-potable urban
Group 5 - Environmental
Group 6 - Miscellaneous
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Permitting Requi.rQDI.ents

Anyone constructing, modifying, or operating a water reuse system
should be required to obtain a permit. If the use of reclaimed waters is
provided by an existing permit, the end user should not be required to obtain
a separate permit.

Currently, VDH has one set of regulation adopted and another in process
for adopting (which will replace the existing regulation), OEQ has two sets
of guidance, and OCR provides input. There sometimes may be conflicts in
interpretations and in the decision-making processes among these agencies.
One set of rules is needed for Virginia that clearly and specifically
describes the process and requirements. A water reuse permit should be
developed in consultation with VOR, OCR, and other state agencies as
appropriate, but it should be administered by the DEQ. An exception would be
for gray water reuse projects, where the permit should be issued by VDH in
consultation with the local Building Official.

The advisory group concludes that both general and individual permits
should be considered for reclamation and reuse. General permits should be
considered for only the highest quality reclaimed water whose specific use
would not endanger the public health or safety of the environment. Such a
permit could prescribe the design, monitoring, and reporting requirements
that must be met for a facility to qualify as a water reuse operation. The
Department would confirm the prerequisites and provide general permit
coverage. This would be a consistently predictable process for approval or
denial of a permit.' A general permit would expedite the permitting process
while ensuring that facilities are properly designed and managed. Coverage
under the general permit would also result in reduced permit fees for the'
owners.

Individual permits would be issued for all but the highest quality
reclaimed wastewater. Individual permits would be required in such cases
because of site specific differences that could impact the quality of the
receiving ground or surface water. A more detailed evaluation of a proposed
water reuse project by the Department is necessary when reusing lower quality
reclaimed water because of the differences in the land receiving the
reclaimed water, the great variability of reuse option types, and the
variability in the quality of receiving waters. Furthermore, the individual
permit provides the public with ~he opportunity to comment on projects that
influence their environment.

Conclusion

In summary, Virginia should take all necessary steps to refine and
develop a regulatory program providing a certain and predictable process for
permitting and regulating the reclamation and reuse of wastewater. The goal
of these efforts should be to establish Virginia as a leader in the eastern
United States in promoting reclamation and reuse as a method for better
allocating water resources and addressing water quality issues.
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APPENDIX A

GENERAL ASSE.MBLY OF VIRGINIA -- 1999 SESSION

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 662

Requesting the Depanment of Environmental Quality to study issues surrounding land application and
reclamation and reuse of treated wastewater.

Agreed to by the House of Delegates. February 8. 1999
Agreed co by the Senate. February 23. 1999

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth is a party to the Chesapeake Bay Agreement, which establishes
the goal of reducing nutrient loadings co the Chesapeake Bay by 40 percent by the year 2000; and

WHEREAS, many local governments and induslI'ies are faced with significant costs for upgrading
conventional wastewater treatment plants with biological nuaient removal technology; and

WHEREAS. the Land application of treated effluent is an alternative method for disposal of treated
wastewater; and

WHEREAS. one of the objectives of the 1987 Chesapeake Bay Agreement is to "evaluate and
instimte. where appropriate. alternative technologies...such as...land application" of treated wastewater
effluent; and

WHEREAS. the United States Congress established in the Clean Water Act the goal of ending the
discharge of pollutants to the waters of the United Scates by 1985; and

WHEREAS. the reclamation and reuse of creared wastewater has substantial potential to assist the
Commonwealth in meeting the goals of the Chesapeake Bay Agreement and the Clean Wa-rer Act; and

WHEREAS, reclaimed treated wastewater has been used for the inigation of golf courses, athletic
fields, forests. and farmlan~ as well as for snowmaking and fire protection; and

WHEREAS. the Commonwealth suffers periodic droughts. producing agricultural stress and
regional depletion of ground and surface water and reclamation and reuse may be a potencial source
of water for alleviating water shortages locally; and

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth recognizes that water is a precious commodity and should be
managed as efficiently as possible for as many uses as possible; and

WHEREAS. the Commonwealth should be committed to encouraging the use of innovative
technologies co provide solutions to environmental challenges; and

. WHEREAS. questions have arisen regarding the adequacy of the Commonwealth's regulatory
strUcture and existing guidance for the reclamation and reuse of treated wastewater; now therefore. be
it

RESOLYED by the House of Delegates, the Senate concurring. That the Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality be requested to study the issues surrounding land application and reclamation
and reuse of treated wastewater. The study shall include, but need not be limited to. (i) the
environmental soundness of reclamation and reuse of wastewater for inigation of golf courses. athletic
fields. forests. and farmland, as well as for snowma.lcing and fire protection in the Commonwealth; (ii)
the potential environmental benefitS and risks of using reclaimed wastewater for the purpose of
recharging groundwater aquifers; (iii) whether the Commonwealth should encourage and promote the
use of such technology and. if so. under what conditions; and (iv) options. including, but not limited
to. establishing a general permic for reclamation and reuse, modifying the Virginia Pollution
Abatement Permit or modifying other regulations. so as Co provide a predictable and certain process
for the approval or denial of requesrs for the reclamation and reuse of wastewater. In carrying out this
study. the Department shall examine bow other staces, including. bue not limited to. North Carolina.
Delaware, Pennsylvania. and Illinois. allow or prohibit reclamation and reuse. The Department shall
examine the United Scates Environmental Prorection Agency's Process Design lvlanual for the Land
Application of fvlunicipal Wastewater and the body of scientific research currendy available on
reclamation and reuse.

The Department shall convene an advisory group £0 assist in its study. The advisory group shall
include representaciyes of engineering firms with expertise in the reclamation and reuse of wastewater.
environmental organizations: agricultural organizations: the State Department of Health; and Virginia's
academic institutions who have expertise in the issues rnised by the reclamation and reuse of
wastewater.
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All agencies of the Commonwealth shall provide assistance to the Department of Environmental
Quality in the conduct of this study, upon request.

The Department shall complete its work in time to submit its findings and recommendations to the
Governor and the 2000 Session of the General Assembly as provided in the procedures of the
Division of Legislative Automated Systems for the processing of legislative documents.
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Recommendations on Wastewater Reuse in Virginia
A report to the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

by the Water Reuse Advisory Group

Introduction

Water is a precious and essential resource. The limits of this resource, once thought to
be boundless, have been approached repeatedly in the recent past throughout the
Commonwealth. We must always assure that an adequate supply of potable water is
available.

Alternative sources of water for non-potable uses must be utilized when possible. It is
foolish to insist on using water fit for drinking for all purposes, from irrigating crops to
quenching hot metals to washing sidewalks and roads. When looking at the inventory
of available water resources we must do a better job of matching the intended use to
the quality of the available water.

Background

Water reuse is already widespread both in the U.S. and the world. It is no longer a
leading edge technology. It is time for the Commonwealth to follow suit and become
stewards of the total water resource inventory. We already have much precedent from
which to draw. Fortunately, much of this precedent has been recently established in
our neighboring southeastern states, Florida and North Carolina, whose water related
issues are similar to our own. Other more arid states (Le., Arizona, California), whose
issues may be different from ours and whose regulations may not be completely
applicable, have done much relevant research and experimented with many similar
useful operational technologies.

A high quality reclaimed water could be used for many purposes for which we are now
employing potable water. Uses that may not require the same level of treatment as is
required for drinking water include irrigation of the landscape (e.g., residential lawns,
golf courses, and greenbelts), agricultural irrigation (e.g., fodder, feed, fiber, food and
nursery crops), certain industrial processes (e.g., cooling, boiler feed, stack scrubbing,
and process water), non-potable urban (e.g., fire protection, street washing, and vehicle
washing), environmental (e.g., stream flow augmentation/fisheries sustainability and
wetlands restoration), ground water recharge (e.g., Recharge potable aquifer and
saltwater intrusion control), and miscellaneous (e.g., snowmaking, dust control, and
construction). Water reuse is a beneficial method to meet the demands of less than
potable water and to reduce increasing water withdrawals from already strained
sources.

An example of just one class of reuse projects is that of golf course irrigation. Large
numbers of golf courses nationwide irrigate with reclaimed water, with such courses
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ranging from arid states such as Arizona to humid, wet states such as Florida, and
moderate climate states such as North Carolina and Maryland. One study in 1994
indicated that there were over 200 golf courses nationwide which were either currently
irrigating with reclaimed water or would be irrigating with reclaimed water within the
year, including such nationally known courses as Pebble Beach in California and the
TPC Course at Sawgrass, Florida. In fact, California and Florida require (via either law
or regulation) new golf courses to prove that they cannot be provided with reclaimed
water before they are allowed to use either potable water from a central water system
or native ground water.

One other major class of reuse that has drawn significant national attention is that of
gray water reuse, particularly use of gray water generated by a home or a small
commercial establishment for on-site irrigation of lawns and ornamentals. A number of
states have adopted regulations in the past several years to allow such reuse, and the
Virginia state-wide Plumbing Code has recently been modified to allow certain types of
gray water reuse. The General Assembly has previously expressed interest in gray
water reuse, adopting HJR 587 (1997) and HB 912 (1998). In response to HJR 587,
DEQ submitted a report indicating the possible usefulness of certain gray water reuse
systems. HB 912, in part, directed the Virginia Department of Health to develop
guidelines for the use of gray water. Those guidelines have been developed in draft,
and are provided as Appendix C to this report.

As mentioned previously, much research has been undertaken on various aspects of
water reuse, including perhaps the most important aspect of public health impacts.
Numerous studies have been undertaken to determine the safety of various types of
reuse projects, and possible public health impacts. While studies have shown that
there are significant risks associated with inappropriate uses of untreated wastewaters,
study after study has shown that there are little to no risks associated with properly
managed reuse operations utilizing properly treated reclaimed waters. This research
has looked at reuse options including golf course irrigation, irrigation of food crops, and
various types of cooling tower operations, among others.

Since Virginia is party to the Chesapeake Bay Agreement which has as a stated
objective lito evaluate and institute, where appropriate, alternative technologies...such
as land application" of treated wastewater effluent, and given the huge expense faced
by industry and local governments in upgrading wastewater treatment plants to reduce
nutrient pollution, and given the frequent water supply problems throughout the
Commonwealth and the competing needs of its citizenry, the need to preserve green
space, and the desirability of drought free farming, it is incumbent upon the
Commonwealth to encourage and promote reclamation and reuse. Virginia should
encourage the reuse of reclaimed water by developing regulation or, where regulation
has already been adopted. guidance that is protective of the health and safety of the
Commonwealth's waters and, to the extent possible, economically competitive with
other forms of effluent disposal. Water reuse should be encouraged through incentives,
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little or no fees, and monitoring requirements which are limited to the revel necessary to
ensure protection of public health and the environment.

Recommended Categories of Water Reuse

Listed beJow are six water reuse categories that should be considered by DEQ for
development of regulations and/or guidance. Examples of these reuses have been
provided above.

Group 1 - Land irrigation for agricultural, forestal, and landscape uses.
Group 2 - Direct groundwater recharge and indirect potable.
Group 3 - Industrial processes.
Group 4 - Non-potable urban.
Group 5 - Environmental.
Group 6 - Miscellaneous.

Approach to Regulation and Guidance

Water reuse should be a reguJated activity that should require permits. Guidance alone
is not recommended because this model results in direction that is not as predictable or
certain as regulation; however, regUlation has already been developed for some reuse
categories, and guidance would expedite the permitting process in these cases. For
example, wastewater spray irrigation is a currently regUlated activity. Development of
new water reuse regulations that encompass an of the activities in the six groups above
would probably take several years. Implementation of more practical criteria for water
reuse irrigation would be delayed unless guidance options were to be developed in the
interim. Thus, we recommend development of a comprehensive regulation in the long
term and guidance to expedite practical and beneficial reuse in the short term. This
regulation should be developed as expeditiously as possible from a broadly focused
stakeholder perspective that includes as many of those potentially affected by reusing
treated waters as possible. If necessary, statutory authority should be sought from the
General Ass.embly.

Definitions of reclaimed water, water reuse, and related terms are critical to the degree
~f regulation required. A tiered approach to regulating water reuse based on
appropriate and safe uses for reclaimed water meeting specific quality standards is
recommended. Reclaimed water of highest quality could be used with few restrictions,
and lower quality reclaimed water would be more strictly controlled. Standards and
requirements for environmentally sound wastewater reuse (especially land irrigation)
should be developed by considering the following issues:

a) definition of reclaimed water, water reuse, etc.;
b) variety of (and irrigation and other wastewater reuse systems;
c) water quality standard reqUirements;
d) site specific soil types and capabilities;
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e) cropping system requirements;
f) buffer and setback requirements;
g) slope limitations for cultivated land, permanent hayland, forestrand and urban Jand;
h) nutrient management;
i) augmentation of local groundwater through indirect recharge;
j) basis for determining winter storage requirements;
k) size of treatment facilities and effluent volume;
I) certification program for operators;
m) effect on stream flow;
n) opportunities for public access or exposure;
0) opportunities for worker exposure;
p) water quatity needs for the intended uses; and
q} the extent of regulation by other codes (Le., Plumbing Code, etc.).

Permitting Reguirements

Anyone constructing, modifying, or operating a water reuse system should be required
to obtain a permit. If the reuse of recfaimed waters is provided by an existing permit,
the end user should not be requi(ed to obtain a separate permit.

Currently, VDH has one set of regulation adopted and another in process of adoption
(which will replace the existing regulation), DEQ has two sets of guidance, and OCR
provides input. There may sometimes be conflicts in interpretations and in the decision­
making processes among these agencies. One set of rules is needed for Virginia that
clearly and specifically describes the process and requirements. A permit should be
developed in consultation with VDH, OCR, and other state agencies as appropriate, but
it should be administered by DEQ. An exception would be for gray water reuse permits,
where the permit should be issued by VDH in conjunction with the local Building Official.

Both General and Individual permits should be considered for reclamation and reuse.
General Permits should be considered for only the highest quality reclaimed water
whose specific use would not endanger the pUblic health or safety of the environment.
Such a permit could prescribe the design, monitoring, and reporting requirements that
must be met for a facility to qualify as a water reuse operation. DEQ would confirm the
prerequisites and provide the General Permit coverage without detailed review. This
would be a consistently predictable process for approval or denial of a permit. A
General Permit would expedite the permitting process while ensuring that facilities are
properly designed and managed.

Individual permits would be issued for all but the highest quality reclaimed water.
Individual permits would be required in such cases because of site specific differences
that could impact the quality of the receiving ground or surface water. A more detailed
evaluation of a proposed water reuse project by DEQis necessary when reusing lower
quality reclaimed water because of the differences in the land receiving the reclaimed
water and the variability in the quality of receiving waters. Furthermore, the individual
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permit provides the pUblic with the opportunity to comment on projects that influence
their environment.

Other Issues

Most water applied to land will at some time reach ground water through infiltration.
Application rates for reclaimed water should be established that account for evapo­
transpiration and percolation (runoff should not be allowed). Indirect ground water
recharge should be permitted providing that the reclaimed water meets appropriately
developed standards that will not compromise Virginia's groundwater standards.
Nutrient and metal loading" should be evaluated to insure ground water is protected.

Direct ground water recharge of shallow aquifers should be evaluated to determine
whether this constitutes disposal or reuse. Injection into aquifers used for drinking
water should only be permitted if appropriate water quality standards are met.

Definitions

An understanding of the terminology associated with water reuse is critical to the issue
of determining whether and under what conditions reuse of municipal and industrial
wastewater should be permitted. The followi"ng are key definitions of terms as they
relate to the operation of reclaimed wastewater systems.

Direct Potable Reuse

Direct Recharge
Of Ground Water

Gray Water

Indirect Potable Reuse

The treatment of community wastewaters to a sufficient
degree that they would be acceptable for drinking and for
their direct discharge into a single potable water distribution
system.

The use of injection wells, rapid infiltration·basins or other
methods that are designed to introduce large quantities of
reclaimed water directly into aquifers that are or may be
used as a public water supply. This does not include ground
water recharge by percolate from land irrigation of reclaimed
water.

Untreated wastewater from bathtubs. showers, lavatory
basins, wash basins, washing machines. and laundry tubs.
It does not include wastewater from toilets, urinals, kitchen
sinks, dishwashers, or laundry water from soiled diapers.

The discharge of reclaimed water into an aquifer or raw
water impoundment used for a drinking water source.
'ndirect potable reuse is contrasted with "direct potable
reuse" which involves the discharge of reclaimed water

5
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Non-Potable Water
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directly into a drinking water treatment facility or into a
drinking water distribution system.

The supplementing or mounding of ground water produced
by the percolate from the land irrigation of reclaimed water.

The introduction of reclaimed water into or onto the ground
for treatment or reuse.

Any water, including reclaimed water, not meeting the
drinking water standards of Federal, State and local
authorities for human consumption.

The generally vertical movement of water through soil or
other unconsolidated medium to the water table and to lower
aquifers where occurring.

Water which conforms to the drinking water standards of
federal state and local authorities for human consumption.

Water. which. as a result of treatment of domestic. municipal
or industrial wastewater, is suitable for a direct beneficial use
or a controlled use that would not otherwise occur.
Specifically excluded from this definition is "gray water".

Same as "Reclaimed Water.

The combination of liquid and water-carried pollutants from
residences, commercial buildings. industrial plants, and
institutions together with any ground water, surface runoff or
leachate that may be present.

The treatment of domestic, municipal or industrial
wastewater to produce reclaimed water for a direct beneficial
use or a controlled use that would not otherwise occur.

The use of reclaimed water for a direct beneficial use or a
controlled use that is in accordance with the state and local
regulatory requirements.

6
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Review of the
LAND TREATMENT OF MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER

Process Design Manual

DEQ currently uses agency guidance and the VDH draft SCAT regulations to develop
permits for land application of wastewater. A DEQ land application committee is in the process
of updating agency guidance. The Process Design Manual (PDM) is used as a reference source
in both of these activities.

Summary
The POM has many features that are beneficial in determining suitability of a site and
design of a land based system for reuse of wastewater. The PDM gives guidance for
many of the steps necessary for reuse of water and nutrients in both agricultural, turf, and
forest systems. However, there are several limitations that restrict the usefulness of this
manual. These include:
a. The PDM was published in 1981 and thus does not take into consideration

research or results from field installations since that time.
b. The POM does not include a procedure for determining the moisture status in

soils. This information facilitates making decisions on when to irrigate and how
much water to apply at an irrigation event.

c. Elements other than nitrogen (N) may be the limiting design factor in some
wastewaters. A procedure for evaluating the impact ofthese elements needs to be
considered.

d. The impact of certain chemical constituents on soil properties (e.g., % sodium
saturation) needs to be considered in greater detail.

e. Timing ofN application (in wastewaters) to the crop needs to be addressed in
more detail.

f. Regional data on crop suitability and nutrient requirements for irrigated crops
needs to be developed to assist in detennining allowable rates of application and
timing of wastewater application.

g. There are questions concerning the suitability of EPA Climate Model III for
determining nonoperational days and days of storage required.

h. Existing information should be reviewed to determine the effectiveness of the
equation used to calculate hydraulic loading rate based on the N concentration in
the wastewater. There is particular interest in the relationship between predicted
and measured N concentrations in the percolate for various cropping systems.

The Advisory Group recommends that Virginia conduct a detailed revie\v of the PDM
and other relevant documents and produce Virginia specific guidelines for reuse of
wastewater via land application.
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Specific Comments
1. The description of the hydraulic pathway for slow rate spray irrigation, rapid infiltration,

and overland flow systems is excellent.
2. The planning and technical assessment sections give a logical stepwise procedure for site

evaluation. The recommendations on slopes, soils and field investigations are
appropriate and adequate steps in planning a land application system have been
identified.

However, additional rating factors such as the potential for flooding and
consideration of karst topographic features would strengthen this section. It is unclear if
karst topographic features, prominent throughout western Virginia, are adequately
evaluated or protected. Review of proposed wastewater reuse projects in karst
topographic regions must be given special teclmical review.

3. The methods for estimating hydraulic conductivity, either with infiltration techniques or
measurement of vertical hydraulic conductivity, encompass most of the procedures that
are conunonly utilized and give some of the advantages and disadvantages for each
procedure. The PDM ackn.owledge~ the variability associated with soil hydraulic
conductivity measurements and stresses the important of multiple test across the site
being evaluated to determine a reasonable average. This section also gives guidance on
the type ofaveraging to employ when vertical hydraulic conductivity methods are
employed. To help alleviate the inherent variability with site conductivity measurements,
application rates and timing of application may be based on measured, real-time, in situ
soil moisture monitoring data.

4. A relative comparison of the suitability of field, forage, turf, and forest crops based on
their potential as a revenue producer, water user, N user, and moisture tolerance is given
in this manual. This comparison is very useful. However, regional data on crop
suitability and nutrient requirements for irrigated crops needs to be developed to assist in
calculating allowable rates of ~pplicationand timing of waste application.

5. The PDM gives guidelines for N, phosphorus, and potassium uptake for forage and field
crops and N uptake for forest. These rates appear reasonable, but need to be modified
based on region grown, soil type, management level, etc. Nutrient uptake data from
Virginia and adjacent states, where irrigation is used, need to be reviewed and crop
nutrient uptake data specific to Virginia conditions for irrigated crops developed. This
review should include the nCR nutrient management criteria. The PDM suggests that
local conditions, projected yields, etc. should be considered when determining nutrient
uptake. Also information on uptake of additional nutrients (e.g., sulfur and chloride)
would be usefuL

6. Timing ofN application needs to be addressed in more detail. An example ofN uptake
versus gro\Ving days for selected annual and perennial crops is given in the manual.
However, there is a need to develop additional uptake versus time data for selected crops
when N is the limiting design factor. Sigmodial relationships between N uptake and date
from planting can be developed from existing data to meet this need.

2
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7. The model used to estimate N removals in ponds during ice-free periods is an important
part of any land based treatment design. Some of the newer models incorporate
additional factors, such as pH and a temperature-dependent rate constant, when
estimating N removal (Reed et aI., 1995).

8. Hydraulic assimilative capacity is calculated monthly and is based on a water balance
equation that considers evapotranspiration, precipitation, and allowable percolation.
The allowable percolation is based on a percentage of the soil hydraulic conductivity and'
the number of operational days per month. This procedure is suitable for estimating the
total amount of water that can percolate through the profile without resulting in extended
periods of saturation. The amount of water allowed to percolate through the soil system
ranges from 4-10% of the soil hydraulic conductivity. The value selected from this
range depends on the soil and site variability. The accuracy of the hydraulic
assimilative capacity of a site is highly dependent on reliable measurements of the
hydraulic conductivity of the soil being used for treatment. What constitutes a
nonoperational day needs to be defined. Also soil moisture status, temperature, and
planting and harvest operations need to be taken into consideration when detennining
nonoperationaI days.

9. The hydraulic loading rate is also detennined based on N concentration in the wastewater.
Nitrogen is frequently the limiting design factor when protection of groundwater is
considered. An equation is developed that considers the percolate N concentration,
precipitation, evapotranspiration, crop N uptake, N concentration in the wastewater, and
the fraction of applied N removed via gaseous losses. This equation allows the designer
to choose a concentration ofN that can be lost below the root zone in the percolate.
Normally a very conservative approach is used to ensure that N concentrations in the
receiving groundwater at the project boundary meet the design criteria.

The PDM assumes that all the N in the effluent is in plant available form.
However, some effluents will have significant amounts of organic N that may not be
completely mineralized during the year of application. The availability of the organic
N fraction, over time, needs to be considered in these wastewaters.

A number of studies were reviewed where grass has been used as the vegetative
cover (Giggey et al.,1989; Jenkins and Palazzo, 1981; and Monnett et aI., 1996) These
smdies show that inorganic N concentrations in the percolate were generally lower than
the estimated values when N is the limiting design factor. A more extensive review of
literature that compares estimated versus measured N in the percolate needs to be
conducted for a broader range of cropping systems and soil types.

Comparisons between predicted (using the PDM equation) and measured N
concentrations ofN in the percolate for cropping systems other than grass need to be
developed for Virginia.

10. The equation used to estimate hydraulic loading based on N can potentially be modified
to estimate the concentration of other contaminants in the percolate. However, this has
not been addressed in the PDM.

3
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11. After the hydraulic loading rates have been determined based on both soil hydraulic
properties and N concentration in the wastewater, these two rates are compared and the
most conservative value is used to detennine the monthly allowable application rate.

12. There are several problems with the procedure used in this manual for estimating the
quantity of wastewater that can be applied to a land based treatment system.

The PDM does not address a mechanism for determining the moisture status in
soils so that decisions can be made on when to irrigate and how much water can be
applied at an irrigation event. To make these calculations a decision needs to be made on
the type of moisture monitoring equipment, the number of water measuring devices to be
installed, and the depth of installation. Also, information has to be developed on the
moisture holding capacity ofthe soil system to determine the quantity .of wastewater that
can be applied at an irrigation event. Alternatively, a model that considers soil moisture
holding capacity, infiltration rates, and evapotranspiration may be appropriate to make
these decisions.

13. Elements other than N may be the limiting design factor for some wastewaters. These
have not been addressed in adequate detail in the PDM. Also, the impact of certain
chemical constituents on soil properties (e.g., % sodium saturation) needs to be
considered in system design.

14. The DEQ Advisory Group agrees that storage is an important aspect of any land based
treatment system and should be given careful consideration to ensure adequate storage
capacity during the life of the system. However, there is enough difference in opinion
between members of the group on storage requirements to recommend that the EPA
Climate Models used in the PDM to estimate storage be examined in greater detail. In
particular, the EPA Climate Model ill for moderate climates should be evaluated and
compared with storage requirements in Virginia and adjacent states.

15. The calculation of the area required for a land based treatment system is based on average
daily flow of wastewater, net gain or loss in stored wastewater, and the design annual
hydraulic loading rate. Once the above factors are detennined this calculation can be
employed \Vith confidence.

16. Regulations developed by other states should be evaluated in greater detail. In particular
Pennsylvania's Department ofEnvironmental Protection has developed a manual entitled
~4Manual for the Land Application of Treated Sewage and Industrial Wastewater"
published in 1993 appears to address concerns with land application of wastewater
similar to those present in Virginia.
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IRRIGATION WATER REQUIREMENTS

Chapter 2; part 623 National Engineering Handbook

Summary
This chapter is valuable in that it provides an improved method to estimate monthly crop water
requirements through the use of the detailed crop coefficients. However, it is designed for
maximizing irrigation efficiency and may not be entirely applicable to systems designed for

water
and nutrient reuse

Specific Comments
1. Design of an irrigation system based on N reuse takes into consideration the fact that
plants are capable of extracting a highly mobile ion like nitrate from a larger volume of water
than that transpired by the plant. This occurs because N can be extracted from the wastewater as
it flows through the root zone by a combination ofmass flow and diffusion. A system
designed based on N reuse may result in additional recharge of the groundwater with a percolate
that has a low N concentration.

2. The Blaney-Criddle (modified by SCS) method described in this publication for
estimating evapotranspiration (ET) appears to be very applicable to use with design of land based
treatment systems for the following reasons:

* Most sites will have climatic dam available that can be used with the modified
Blaney-Criddle method to estimate ET.

* Since temperature data is readily available at a number of locations over extended
time periods, the modified Blaney-Criddle method to estimate ET will offer both
continuity and maximum flexibility. The modified Blaney-Criddle method had been used
successfully in this region. Also growing season dates, for a particular crop at a location
are identified with this procedure is identified for the crop for the individual site.

3. This chapter also gives additional infonnation that can be effectively used in design of a
land based treatment system. These include:

* Guidelines for irrigation water quality.

* A list of salt tolerance for a large number of crops.

* Tolerance of a large number of crops to chloride, sodium~ and boron are listed.

* Procedure for estimating effective precipitation.

* Procedure for estimating wet soil evaporation.
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Potential Environmental Benefits and Risks of Using Reclaimed Waste Water
For the Purpose of Recharging Ground Water Aquifers

The Water Reuse Advisory Group considered two distinct recharge mechanisms for the potential recharge ofground
water. They are defmed as direct and indirect ground water recharge. Direct recharge ofground water is the use of
injection wells or other methods of rapid infiltration where the primary purpose of the process is to provide
additional water to an aquifer. Indirect recharge describes the incidental addition of water to an aquifer where the
primary purpose is the use of treated wastewater for a beneficial purpose through a slow rate infiltration system,
such as land application of treated wastewater as irrigation for the purpose of crop production. These two recharge
mechanisms are discussed below.

Direct Ground Water Recharge

There are several potential environmental benefits of direct ground water recharge. These benefits include
establishment of saltwater intrusion barriers in coastal aquifers. augmentation ofavailable ground water supplies,
and control ofland surface subsidence. Each of these benefits couLd be realized in Virginia, especially in the
Coastal Plain. There are numerous technical considerations that must be addressed to allow the successful
implementation of a direct ground water recharge project on a regional basis. One primary concern is an accurate
characterization of the quality ofexisting ground water to assure that the injected fluid will not cause precipitation
and clogging in the injection well or in the aquifer material itself. In large areas of Virginia the ground water quality
is not known with enough certainty to aIlow the development ofdirect ground water recharge projects. While this
current lack of information may preclUde the use of direct ground water recharge, Virginia should consider
developing a program to characterize ground water quality and occurrence to a level ofdetail that would allow the
consideration of this technology.

A major environmental risk associated with direct ground water recharge is the potential for contamination of
existing ground water quality due to the quality of the injected wastewater. Any direct recharge of ground water
would require a very high quality wastewater to assure no ground water contamination would occur. The use of
treated wastewater for direct ground water recharge may also result in the reduction ofstream flows where the
treated wastewater was previously discharged to surface waters. This issue has the potential to be problematic
during times of low flow, predominately in the western non-tidal portion ofthe state. Since the tidal Coastal Plain
area of the state is the most likely area to realize the benefits of direct ground water recharge, diminishment of
stream flows is likely to be a minor concern related to direct ground water recharge.

The advisory group recommends that the Commonwealth initiate statewide ground water characterization efforts
that are necessary to determine whether direct ground water recharge projects are feasible. The group also
recognizes that this effort is not as high a priority as issues related to indirect ground water recharge.

[ndirect Ground Water Recharge

The potential environmental benefits and risks associated with indirect ground water recharge are similar to those
associated with direct ground water recharge, on a much smaller scale. In most all cases, any indirect recharge of
ground water will primarily impact the unconfmed water table aquifer. In some areas of the Commonwealth this
aquifer is not the primary aquifer of use for potable water supplies. In other areas, the unconfined water table
aquifer is routinely used as a source of potable water, especially for private domestic use. In all cases the
unconfmed water table aquifer is defined as State Waters for purposes of implementation ofthe Virginia Ground
Water Standards.

[ndirect ground water recharge has the potential to augment the amount of water available from unconfined aquifers
to support an assortment of water uses. In areas where the unconfined aquifers are not directly used. augmentation
of unconfined aquifers may result in indirect augmentation of deeper confined aquifers. fractured rock aquifers, or
solution channel aquifers in carbonate areas.

In areas where ground water has been degraded by human activities. indirect ground water recharge has the potential
to improve ground water quality in the immediate area ofground water recharge so long as the treated wastewater is
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of better quality than the existing ground water. This potential benefit must be weighed against the potential risk of
moving a ground water contamination plume from the site of recharge to an offsite receptor. Potential receptors
include users of the ground water resource as well as surface water streams that may be recharged by ground water.

Depending on the quality of the wastewater there are potential risks that existing ground water quality can be
degraded. This potential may result in impacts to surface water bodies and associated biota or to users of ground
water for potable or other purposes. This risk is mitigated with increased wastewater treatment, as the quality of the
wastewater increases the associated risk decreases. The use of treated wastewater for indirect ground water recharge
may also result in the reduction of stream flows where the treated wastewater was previously discharged to surface
waters. This issue has the potential to be problematic during times of low flow, predominately in the western non­
tidal portion of the state. Conversely, indirect ground water recharge that occurs in alluvial areas associated with
streams may provide additional contribution to stream flows during times of low flow.

The Virgin ia Ground Water Standards (9 VAC-25-260-190) are designed to prevent the entry of pollutants into
ground water in any aquifer. This regulation requires that natural ground water quality be maintained for all
constituents. The regulation allows mixing zones in ground water on a case-by-case basis that are as small as
possible. The Standards do not specifically address the situation where indirect recharge occurs in an aquifer that
has been con~inated and does not represent natural conditions. Any indirect ground water recharge project must
be designed to comply with this regulation.

The advisory group concludes that indirect ground water recharge has the potential to produce positive
environmental results when the quality of the treated wastewater is higher, for all constituents, than the natural
occurring ground water quality at the site of concern. In addition, indirect ground water recharge has the potential to
improve ground water quality on sites where existing ground water quality has been degraded. In these cases
consideration must be given to the potential that indirect recharge may move existing ground water contamination
off of the site of concern to other ground water or surface water receptors. The group recommends that the Virginia
Ground Water Standards be evaluated, and potentially revised, to clarify their application on sites where ground
water is degraded due to previous activities.
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VDH Graywater Guidelines (DRAFT)

General

Graywater is untreated wastewater collected from certain plumbing fixtures and drains.
Graywater is sewage, but is not highly contamined with toxic levels of chemicals, organic matter,
suspended solids and microorganisms that are potentially pathogenic. Graywater includes
wastewater collected from bath tubs, showers, lavatory fixtures, clothes washing machines, and
laundry tubs. In addition, rainwater may be collected to supplement graywater flows. Graywater
does not include industrial waste or wastewater passing from toilets, urinals, kitchen sinks,
dishwashers or laundry water exposed to soiled diapers.

Graywater is typically collected and stored for irrigation uses through a subsurface piping
system. However, graywater may be treated through an approved process and used for either
above ground irrigation or toilet flushing purposes. The plumbing fixtures, valves, storage
container, pumps, irrigation piping, etc., are referred to as a graywater system.

Permit

A permit issued under the authority of the State Health Commissioner is to be obtained prior to
installation and use of a graywater system. The plumbing fixtures used in a graywater system
must comply with the requirements of the statewide building code. The graywater system rilust
also comply with applicable state and local regulations and policies implemented through the
Virginia Department of Health. A preliminary meeting with local and state health department
staff to discuss the proposed graywater system is desirable prior to submission of the permit
application.

A complete permit application is to be submitted to the local health department for evaluation
and approval prior to installation of a graywater system. The permit application is to include a
transmittal letter identifying: the applicant, their means of ovmership of the graywater system,
and the location of the proposed graywater system. A suitable diagram of the property
boundaries, location of residences, buildings, water and sewage utilities, paved areas and
irrigation areas that are connected to or within 100 feet of the graywater system is to be
submitted with the application. Some construction details such as vent piping, traps, valving,
overflows, pump specifications, filters, chemical addition, etc., may be required. Complete
information necessary to evaluate site soils, their waste\vater adsorption capacity, and water table
location, would be required for irrigation systems.

The permit application is to specify the capacity of the graywater system in tenns of: estimated
flows~ storage provided, irrigation area and layout, pump capacity, overflow rates, filtration rates,
chemical dosing rates, etc.

June 30, 1999 - DRAFT
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Graywater collected from commercial, industrial, or institutional systems is to be characterized
as to volume and content based on appropriate records or approved sampling and testing results
obtained by the graywater system O'WIler.

Installation

All necessary local pennits (Health and Building Code) are to be issued prior to initiating
installation of a graywater system.

Components of a graywater system designed to ensure proper treatment and disinfection as
required for proposed uses are to be designed and certified by an appropriately licensed
professional consultant or have been certified as to treatment performance by a nationally
recognized testing authority such as the National Sanitation Foundation (NSF).

Storage tanks are to be installed in a manner to prevent leakage or spillage of graywater and are
to be provided with proper traps and venting and provided with an overflow to an approved
sewage collection system, or sewage disposal system. Installation ofall graywater system
components must comply with the issued pennit. The graywater system is not to be connected to
any potable water system without an approved air gap to prevent any possible backflow. A
rainwater collection piping system is to include an approved diversion valve to limit the volume
discharge to the storage tank. The constructed graywater system is to be inspected by local and
State Health Department staff prior to operation.

During an inspection ofconstruction, certain components on the graywater system are to be
tested to ensure proper operation. Exposed graywater system components are to be permanently
coded and marked to indicate that the graywater is unsuitable for drinking or personal contact.
The graywater system installation is to comply with all buffer zones and set-backs required by
existing state and local regulations and ordinances.

Operation

During operation, no untreated or undisinfected graywater is to either reach the ground surface,
or be used for toilet flushing. A set of acceptable operation and maintenance instructions is to be
developed and remain available to the system O\\Jller. Graywater used for toilet flushing is to be
dyed or colored by approved methods. The graywater system capacity is to be sufficient to use
the generated daily flow. The volume of any rainwater diverted to the graywater system is to be
controlled so as not to exceed the established permitted capacity.

June 30. 1999 - DRAFT
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a. BaITers or setbaclu:" (YISJ Sone mentioned. Not in~ns. Currently found in guidance. -aile Iowu die c:Iass hallIlClfe ratriczicas.

Conlllined OftIy in guidmr;e. Based DO agronomic

ratC5 IS detamined during desiSll repon phase. and 8ucd on agl'OlIDlIIic: rates IS determined during

NOlle specified. but rates are subjea to Depanmeat IS set ill pennit. No l'WlOff allowed at aiL asginerring repon phase. 0epenIts also on cIw or
b. Specified aDDiialioa nces:" (YIN) &lIl'I'OvaI. StllldNd~ ~ set for GW cas. lPl)Iied~.

Ie Y for ."pIic.ci_ rata: lilt _Iaecb .UowecI Son... UTiuaion. _11Ild flow. drip irri!tUion.

Very few pn:Ipated, if rec:ycled __ is bighct
clus. IfVly quations about public _ or

c. TilDeorweatberratrierioou:" (YIN Only TCIlriQion is to a~oid Sll\Ir:ued soil COIIditions. :-';01 in regulations. CUlTentiv fgunej in llUidanc:c. o:xllDSUtC. telNirancnc is 10 meet biah_ class.

":-;0 NOOfT allowed. so no need for IlUtrlenl "'No NDoffallowed.. so DO need for lI\llrienr

II Nalricat M....-t reqtlired! (YIN]
mana~t." Nitrogen looked 81 on case-Oy_ ataQSemeat." Niwplooked 1&~ cue-by-cue

d. No. Nii,forGW ects. basis faraw eelS.

Set on c:ase-Oy-eate basis during engineering repel'( Sec OD a c:ae-by-ease basis dutin& c:asi-ing
e. Are cllere I••d feacu. racietiOlU! (Yf.'I) No phase leading 10 permit issuance. reaon: deveIomeat Iftd petmic iuuance,

f. Moaitoriac ,..qllire.ntJ! (Yf.'I Ya Ya Yes

Process pcrfannuce mallilDring {or treatment.

Applied Water requiretnellU set case-by_. MOf'e
monillllriag required for 1_class _.

It Y lise panlll'le1ers. flow volume. flCCals. and turbidity ltIrbidity. IOlal coliform. senlable solids RecIIante pn:IicaI have __Ne requirements.

Y<:3: lhe cropslvegl:l:ltion types which can be Yes: the cropslveget:Uion rypcl which an be
t. A", llM:re restrictiOIlS 011 cro""".lalioll irris=d depend upon the disinfection acllio:ved and impled depend upcm lhe ,fuinfeaioft achieved and

, - ____________lyJ'C'S! ,yf.'j
-'" --- '--- .. No

~- - die treatmenl processes uliliud lh"uauncnt proc:essa utilized

-----------,-'...-----~~~ ._..•_----,-- -- -- r--
Title 2! sets criecria for swf:u;;e

Not >.ddressed $pcc'lially, but referen<:c i$ made 10 spn:adiaglinfihnuon. SUllC W.- Code sea crneri:l

~: Is aquifcrl'C'dl.~aUowed! (YIN) ;& Kft?UlIdWllICl' pmnil for direct point dischar~- Yes. for injection projects.

Title ~ sets cri~a far SUlfacc
spr~in!VinfiltralO/l Suce Water Code ~ts criteri~

a. ItY tilt lypallMtbod~ for iniet:tion p1'Ojeas

No. imguioft ptOJeI:tS limited to !lie crop .grono<!\ic
upw.:e rate (UI,mil..uve capacity). &ceeding tIIis

rato: or cauai"K GW bulld'1lp iJIco~ dispotins
~A~.~~~"MumGW~__!(Y~ Not~. (arid climate). UId is PIOhiltited.

•. .-'re dIlere -once require_u! (YIN) Yes Yes Ya (no cbaaRe front existing ress)

Short-term: .Jasl 24 houri (depelIcIs on sytICllI Sbort-cerm: Ill: 1_ 24 houn (depcads 0ll1)'llel1l

dO:S'!P't Long....erm: 20 days minimum (depends on desip); LonJ-terftI: 10 days minimum (depends on
try deocribe basi. ~ «by dtrnimum ft'fJuit'C'tl'l¢f!f Jvtrem desll:n) wsretft desi~) /'No chan," from cutTenC rea)

t'age 1



APPENDIX D
A SURVEY Of STATE REUSt Kf.GU....\TIONS I

--------- --~
., O....id Frackcllon

._~

G~_E".nylo Jef1'C......n

QUESTION DtLi\WAJU: FLORJD" ILLll'IlOS

l. DelioociolU: IIive _lIahl

The: ddibenu: ~liQUioIlof reclaimed _cr, in

compliuce with Ocpar1mcm and Oistric;c rules. for
L ~ NotDefincd benefICial \lUt'PQSelI. Not Defined

.. Rccyh Not Defined Not Delined Not Defined

Reclaimed _ is _ that bas received at leas;

secondary traunent and basic disiftfeaion and is reused

Co Reclaim Not Defined after flowinlt out of a domestic ....torwater facililY Not Defined

2. Permit Requiret.l! (Respond YIN wI

durali." if Y) .- Y. S Years. u,.d Treatment Systcm Pctn"t .-.- Yes. 10 yean: Permit. but dumion wupeeified

:0. Are utes Ol-.et- rllalll IlInd ~~plicalion I0Il0-.1. No pcnnit is only for slow rate land "~.e..__ --- Yes Regs only add<'css land a~pjicaljon

Anyone who l;01ISll'\ICU. modifies, or Opcrales a wlStewalcr

b. Wbo h.leu tile per";l. 0-of the tnaanent "'Orlu reuse or land appli~ion sYlreln Opcr1lUJr of me system

3. What A~Oa an: ia"oI,,"! (l.isl Sl8te Del.-e Depanmmt of Natural RC5OUn:es and

Iqncia) EaviraclrDelllal Control(DhUC) Depuunerlt of En"ironmcntal Protection ([IinoisEP.~

0&. Wba. i. rile bais! (Rec..lali.....r.uidaa~) ~n and Guidance ~Ie ~larioI'ls

DesigD Criena only. 2<e111ysK1ll wilh rertiary

5. b _ater quJilY criteria specirocd! (YIN) Y,for __ Yes filU2lioa1c1isinfec:tion

SO 800. '50/90 TSS. 200 fceallllOOmI " kcsll'ic:ted

10 IIltbari=d personnel; 30 800. 30 TSS, 200
a. .~~ IlIeft _ resrricbolP depesufcat •• fecaJs"~ areas limi%ed co publil:". 10

WQ crilieril! (Y!l'I1 BOD. 10 rss. 20 Fecals. 5 NTtJ TlItb - parks,. golf Yes Ag-land - _darY, urban areas - teniaIY lJ'ea!lllcnl

6. srn; REQVIREME."iTS
Yfgr~aecas, ISO-prop.• !OO'warerway.

a. Buffers or setbacks! (YIN) SO' stDmI swale Yes Yes

Y 205" per --.. 0.:5· per hour. based on hydr.
b. SDeCif'1td allplicatioa races! (Y!l'I1 Cond.. ina-ease if SUDOOl"lcd Yes "low"

EquipmCllt reqs fOJ" spray irription (head$. wind

If Y for appliUllioas rata list _hods ul_ed Sued on assimilative CIjlacity of soil"plant system velociry. nozzle l)I'CIJW'C)

--.__ . ._-

Y. not during excess rain. e'tCl!SS snowfall. satutated No direct weather restrie:tions: lime I"CStnaions for lactating

'"- Ti_ or _!ber ratriClioDs! (YIN] and frozen soils c:alUegrWnlt Ycs

Y. N and P(when pIlosphoNJ adsoll)Cion n:adles No fQl1llll NMP, b\I.lllUlriCllt 1tladiftg mllSt be
d. b :"iutriear MaaDee-t required! (YINJ sa:ur.uion) and metals Yes c:alculaud

Yes. ie. slope, depUllQ (jW and becIrock. distance to

e•.'roe eben: /aad (uture raaicliDDa! (YIN) Y, 7% lOW CftIl)S. t5~~ forage. :;~'o forest Yes, for projceu teClUirin!l additional level of pretreatment sutfKewa&er

Y. int1UC1lt and ef11uerlc.~. surface_

f. MollirorUl' reqllireateD"" (YIN if~., soil. mnfall and climatic YCl$ Yes

Fgr o:ertain S)'StClJl$. groundwarer nicratc:, wastew&lCr

so.1 - pH., C.tion Exc:lw\ge. Percent Base saturalion. ctTIUCftt TSS. turbidity, Ct, nll~te. BOO. Organic C.

-~-.__ . If Y list para_en. Phosphorus .-\dsol1lllon. mC'l3ls _.- rnalOJScns. bioassay! NOJ. NH4. P04. pH. TDS. TN. CI. feal

-----_._---
It· ,,~ t~ reJtrie:tioAS .n cropslvqel8liG.

A • ___ , ________ ._--ll~~ '\: - -- .-------'{~ N_.- --- - ---_._----- ----_.-
L ___ .-----_._--- ~--~

N , IIOl direc:1ly. QCCSS ladlinS is 01.; if BOD.. Is -crulfft' redlu'Je aUDWell! (YIN) =.IoadiJlItS ..., o;onsidcred and calc:ulalCd N Yes. No. Genera1lanl\lall" prohibiu.

Rapid inciltr:auon buins and absol1Ilion fic:lds, injcaion fgr

L If Y list cypalmcclo" Ioaaing is leu Ihan \0 1lIW1 nitme
sroundwalcr rech&r!le.. ud indirec:t pol.tlle reuse for Jaliait)

bUTiers

Ya. _I nurrient uptake I1lUSl be sucll tlw ~ sugau cbat iac:idcIoW tII&)' be allowed, but
Il. A" aa! eo.trib.a.u te CW aUowed'! (Y!Ni calculalcd NOJ is < 10 m!V1 Ye direct~ is IIOt l1laItioaed.

~. Are tltn'e .tWlle req.i~u! (YIN) Yes. Yes Yes

Vanes tOr diffeterlt sysrems_ Based on 10 yr recurtcnce

l\ltCl'Vat greater tl1M or equal to lIlree tima the ;average Storage adequate for ISO days plus 2O-yr S1OI'1TI ""'en1

opcrsIlOnal .. wct weather - w.uer balance. dally tlow of die portion of rc:us.c~ has no a1temuille and fOJ" tines wIIert il'Plic:arion ruuictcd due co bi~

If Y <iamb<: basi. mvniciDaltvt> ~;-60 lia., discharo.:" ~onli"Il""~"v Th,ee fCC'! offr<:eboard reouired. ~nd_. rain. fn:ltell IlfOUftd
Pag& ;:



APPENOIX D
A SURVEY OF STA.T£ REUSE REGULATIONS : i

Raadyl'ftIler C.M. S.wyer <done lUII"y

QU£STJON INDIANA MARYLAND NORTH CAROLINA

l. Definitions: lItiw _It.ls)

Usc: of R:CIaimcd ....rer (or a diRCt bacflCia.lllJe or a
conll'Olied IIIC tha i' in accordance with~ state and.. Rc:_ Nol Defined Not Defined IOQ/ relNllllOry requirementS.

b. Recyl Nol Defined Not Defined Sot Defined

Waler which. as a resull of treatment o( domeslic.
municilJal or industrial wl>l_ler. is suitlblc (or a dircc
benficilll usc M a conuollcd use 1Iw would nol Dthcrwise

t. Retbim Not Defined NO! Defined occur E.~cludcs -lUlIy wale!".·

2. Pel'lllilltequired! (ltc:spond YIN wI Permits lITe required for land applicalion project:!.
du.... tio.. itY) perrniu lasl up to 5 von Yes. Slale GroundwlIter (OW) Di,cnul;te Pennlt Yes

Yes, Includes process. c:coling. fire fighting dec:orati...e

Not that an: listed in !he regulations There are 1101/0 or ponds. urinal flushillS. soil conpaction. meet c:Iel1ning.

a. Are usa olher lIun I.nd .pplicaltOD alltMftd. so golf~Beswith llIi' system etc.

~ _________ ~~.!'olo1'lhepcrmit.Producer of !he waslCWllle~ Treaunent fxilily

J. Wbat A~cia are i..yol..af! (List Slale Office of Solid and Hanrdous Wasle Ma:u.gement, Deparunent of Environment. He:aJ1h and NiltUI'31

altaeZes) Land AlJIllicuioft Section !IIllllVland Deaartmcnt of the Environmenl Resources

IDdiIrli&Adm~ Code (lAC) 311. Afticle 6 and
4. What is Ille bais:' (RePlalio"'pidnc:o':'!!) Anide7 CiWdlll\Ce R.caulation (ISA. NCAC :H.0200 ItEGULAnONS)

S. b wale,. Qaa!iry enter'. specified:' (YIN) Yes Yes. Preaoolication Treaanlllll Yes

.. Are 1Iocn: ax restrict*lt~t ... Yes, only deflllCS l'WO genc:ral use e:ucgories widl e.u.ctly
WQ critieria! (yIN) Yes Yes. State GW Disc:hUlle Pennit the same WQ for both.

6. SITE REQUIR£.\tE.VTS I

L BufTe" or sed.acks! (YIN Y<5 Yes Yes (Yerv few)

la. SDtCified aDolicatiea rates! (YIN Yes Yes Yes (sice ,p~tic)

Based on Hydr.wlic and nllUicnl limits. also look .n CaJeulated bued on Water aad nitrogen ballllce
It Y ror applicatioas races IisI aaedNcII all.... metal Joadjnll and Soil CEC eq\Iations, Max soil absollXian ~d crop _ arcds

Co Time or_ather renrietiosls! (Y~ Yes Yes No

cI. Is ~utrieDl MaJtUetllC'llt reqllired! (YIN Yes Yes. nitroten balance No

.,..~re d,ere land fEatate rescictilNlS! (YIN) Yes -- Yes So

Y· parameters when appropriale needs 10 be in Will

1--..__ • f. MOllie..,;_, requi~u! (YIN weighllllld dry weight buis Yes Yes (reus., wuer only)

apphation nICS, ~.le conditions. metals. PCB. fecal. TSS. fcc:.llis. BOD. NHJ, !IlttIidily(or particle counl) ""d

IfY JUt paralllften. 8005. niuoscn. CfC of soils, oH. yoluile solids Permil specific e1TIucnl and GW samplinllllnd lcstinll flow

:

I- Are e!left ratricDo•• 011 cro~alion No. " complete \IC!lllllliY" co"'er on the ~licalion site

----. types! (YIN Yes is r~uired Yes (gcno:ral prohibitIOn a!pin'l direct food chain Cl'Op$)

- ~_._-

:.~."quircr redlaf'le allowed! (YIN) !'I •don'l believe so but not mentIOned, Yes No

- - -- ... if Y list types/....,"...ds. N/A Hioth t1lle ,nlillflllion

y. Land di.poul ",cIhoas 'or waslewal.... ci'f'Iucn'

\Would allow (or COftlribuuoru to GW. Pennabi Iity High ralC in!iltratlOJ' ponds musl...- reux waler

rnust be < 6 ,n/hr thus I.mning the amounl allowed, qualily standards. lntClluoaal OOllmbutions to GW an:

b.•"re .ft:- co.nri"..riOtlS 10 CW aI18wcd! (YIN No rct'ercne:e 10 level of ""ntamin....u allowed pronibited.

I. Are dlere ,eonse reqllireaoeslts! (YIN) Yes ._- Yes Yel

Minimum of 60 days for slow rate and oYertand flow Described in g.-nllCl'mS baed an diumaillydragnpll
If V delcrilw b.~, Minimum of'Hl daYS 'IOn'le -,V!letns or alleasl :!S% of dally ,_ !low
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APPENDIX 0
A SURVEY OF STATE REUSE RECtiUnol'lS I

JobIlJoJI..,.. JrtrCortMn

QUESTION PEJIINSVLV,\:"IA TEXAS

I. Ocli"'li-s; (ci"!_liab)

a- Re-so Not Defined Oefined in ~Iher section ofcode.

b. ~It No.Oefined Defined in another section of cede

Type ( • Human Contact Likely; Type II • HUDl&n Conw:l

c.Redaillft NotDdined Unlikely

2. Pft"IIIir Rcqtrir'ftf! (Respond YIN ..,/

daralion if Y) Yes. SYears Yes. "No Oisch?" permit Of' NPDES

Yes. Muy uses ~Ilowed. bill differing .....Ier qvalill'
a. Are .,a oUter dlllll la.d applicalion allowed~ Not addr~.Guid:lftC;C is spec:ific ro land application. pertain ro uch (T~ I Of IJ aileria,

Whoev<:r controls and op"rateo the wasl","~er IrUltnCRI R.eql1.rrmelllS must b" InCI for ·Produc=. provIders and

.....--._. b. Who holds tIN: permir. _ ..__.!~cililt_ lor users" ·1'10 dischat!le" pennll requIred for use.

3. Wbar Aee-cia are i....."ed! {Ldr srare

a&'ftlcia. DcpIftlllCRI of Environmenw~ Tm,CC

Guidallc:e: "ManuaJ For UncI AppliatiQII ofTrmecI
4. Wh.e is elae bais! (ReplaCiealpidallCel!!!) Scwace and Industrial Wastewuet" keaulabon

Yes. CB005 2S msfl. TSS 30 msfl. Fecal ~OO
5. Is water quJi!y criteria .pecirled! (YIN) COIOZliailOO ml, 30 day aver&.!ICS. varimees allowed YC$. -rooO~· pemtit or NPDES.

a- Are tlMre .se ratrictiolls .....dent on WQ ailCtia diff'en:nt for Type I (hwnan contaCt) \IS. Type

WQ Uilierill! (YIN No U(No contXl) • BOD. Turbidity. Feal
6. SITE R£QUlR£:~IENTS

'{es, SO feet from property lines. ro~. parking lOIS and Ycs. SO feet fram -Y' and wells P:uperty
a. 8aIfTen Dr setbacks! {Y1Nl nxk ouu:raps. seonmion is site-1;peci(1C. (309 subdlaPla' B)

Yes. soil and site specific. up to :: illC!les per week, no Yes. "lrription Demand· JIIUSl: be calculated (Table

b. Specil'ted .Dolicalioa rIIfC$! (Y1N1 lUJIOff ~IQ'lored. example) • 110 pondinglSWJdinlf water ~lowed.

WasteWlItCl' l.oa4ing + Preeip.• E,vqlClInIISpir....

Percobte + Precip. Runoff. Sprinkler, drip, flooding.

If Y for allDticaCioa rata list 8ldlIIods allowed rid2e mel furrow irrinrion &PlIliwioft a.Ilow~.

Yes. consistent with U.S EPA Climate Model UI. (no
irriptioa when >O.S in. Ria in previous 24 illS. min. low

c. n_ or welItber ratrictioes! (Y/Ili reml). of~ dcIt. F. min high lemp of 40 d~ F.) Yes. Not onfra_~gouad.

Ycs. appliatioa must much crop ..plake of nitrogCll +
d. b NutriCIII Manlll_t required:' (YIN IS • 2S ". denitrifiation. Yes. Nitl'O!tell-basecl Ioadinlf c:alCUlaUoll.

Yes. slopes < 12 'Y. or less for cuhivared land. <20 'Y. for
permanent turl'lhay. <-to % for forestland, 110 irrigation Yes. ·UlUuiablc site· ,eslrielions. SIo,le >&-10 pen:cnt

e. An: Iaere I••d farure ranelions! (Yf.'il) of sinkholes. rock 0lI~ or hUlh water- l2bles (Policy only)
Yes. TllCaleG _ aMIymd 1-2xlweck; anllUa.I soil

f. Mooiterillll: ~uirealcllCS! (YIN S&l'lple pa.Iysis. GW _. rare.

YG. qtWtCrly grounclwaler mOZli toring and weatlter
If Y hst ......-ers. conditions durillll imllatioll. BOD. Turbidity, Fecal

Co Are eltet'e rarricQo"" 011~tton Yd. No spny irri§aliOll 011 craps lit be _ed raw
!ypes:' (Yf.\I R.estriaioas depend on Type I \"S. Type n_.

1-:0

Preferably not. but pos.sible ifGW wilillOl be deped so
lh~ il willldvenely etT_ aaua.I or po1ClIUaJ use (ltaICd,. Is aquifer ree.ba~aU_~! (YIN) _ bctterthan GW quality mil" be allowed).

Yes. ~ - SS % of >;oIl nY4rllllic capaclly for $10.. r&Ic

,mgatOotl Rapid i"tLluauon and d~p well injecticm abo
a. If Y IisIlJpcslmctbDds a11o"'ec!.

Not specifically swed but illeicIc:IItal may be ~Io>nd ..
cvldenced by dieI~·~void excasiYe application of

Yes. Groundwater- rechMge is sl~cd ill law [9. II S (al] &:l reclaimed _ chat resulllI ill surface reunoff' or exaaift
b. Are all" _triba__ to CW a11o"Hd! (YIN a benefit of land atlOlication. percolatiotl be/ow die root __•

•• Are dIen 'bnaP require_IS! (YIN I Yr:I.

Yes. bMed on U.S. EPA Cliawe Model til. W1tII60 day Not allowed in "Flaodway., synzbeIic or contpaC:ted liner,
Ir Y dftcri be b••is minimum and 120 m1'ttmum berm SJOeCiflCS. etc
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APPENOIXO
A SURVEY OF STATE REUS& R&GULAnONS I

Lily CIaot C.I SOl"?!" ..ad Lily Choi 11-

QUESTION VIRGINIA VIRGINIA wASHINGTON
I. Odiailiotu: (Jp"C __liab)

Usc of rcdaimed _ ill compli&nce with

... rqulations ud $lIIldard.l. for a direct bend'lCiAI.. ~ NOI Defined NoIDefilted use.

b. Jl«y~ NotDd"1IICId Not Delined NoIDcfmed

Emucnt~ in Illy part flVrn JeWIlC (rorll a
____naancm plant lhat lias bea\

M1cquatdy IlId reliably traIed ...is suic.ble (or a

Co Redai. Included in"llamIent works" Included in "In:atInent worb" bend"u:iaI USC or a CIlftG"OlIed usc...

1. P_it Requt~! (Rapoad VIN wI Y: Slate Waste Disdw'ge (g1oundwaIer recharge

d .....tion if V) Yes. VPA 10 years Yes. VPOES S years. VPA 10 years lIlOiceu) gr NPOES (all others): S yean

•. Are IIJc10lhcr lhan land IIIpplic:",io. allowed. Noladdrased ,",01 addressed

W*-, CDlluo15 and Opcr&les Ihc wastewa&ef IrmuTlst Whoever eontrols and operalcs the _Ier treatment

b. WilD I*4b the pcrait! facility facility

3. WII.t "C-c:ies .re ill'Nlftd! (LiltIQte '-i1 isIo.lcd by WA o.of:EcoiDS)'. with

1....1 DEQ VII VDH. as needed DEQ and V'OH VII OCR condicionl. establilDed IIIf WA 0ecK ofHcaltb

Tide 90.46 RCW in SlaIc Cocle. IIdboriziDa: DOH
to dGveIap IIaao:brds (doae).ad~.

4. What iI die ......! fAepialinllllidaaeem!) VPA Pennit Rest; VPA Pennit MUN&I; DEQ Guidance

Formal rquI.aIicms DOt yw:t adopocd. but SQIld.uds

19n Scwa!lC Re;IIlMions are ill etfa:t.
Ycs: Total Colifollll, BOD, MapClIdcd 5OIidl,

1IJIt)idilY. &tid DO (etepeadias on dus of
r=laimed _. Odlet consti_m (nuai_) on

a case-by-ease basis. Nicrosen specified for ail

S. .. w.ter quaJily Cl'ilft'ia spccirlCd! (YJN~ No Yes. prelrUlmenl (or lIlId IDOlie:ation OW recIlarte.

Indil1ldly Tre:a=enc proc;eucI provided

•• Are UIere IIIC rarncu- dependeat .. determine c:IaA: of rcdaiPllld _. which in IW'l1

WQ crilieria! (YIN No. only IUld Iplllicalion No. 011Iv bnd awlicmioa determines allowable uses.

,. Srn: REQUIR&.~YTS

L Bden er .etbaClu! (YIM Ycs Yes Yes:vma cl-.g(water

e.e.by<ase deu:naiallion: blSCd on~ic
b. Specir-s .oDlicaeioll ralCl! (VIM Yes Yes rasa. Dhvsio!lr.Ulbic _e. C1C.

W~b~ to csuoliP silll area design. 0geruional Wuerbalulee to fSQOlisll silll _ desilll 0pcrati0n.aI

RSlriaiOas on hydraulic IoacIing willi rcstriaions on n:scrictions 011 hydraalic loading with restrictions on

IrY far .ppliCllUou ,..us liII_....... allowed. IIIDUai me based on erop uDWce of nill'Ollell. 1IIrw.al me basecl on <:roD upake ofni~.

C~Y-eue: c/epaId$ on class ofceclaitned "''lItct

Co Time Dr watJler restrich...! (Y1N1 Yes Yes and tVDe of usc

CaM-by_: based on~ic needs (bath

d. Is :"i.lneat MOI"-I .....aired:- IYIN1 Yes Yes bvdnulic an4 1lUU'iaIt)

Case-by-cuc: depaIds on class of rcoclaimed -=
e. Are dlere I....d fahlre restietioM! (YIN) Yes Yes &lid IYPe o(use

(Y1N1

Y. OW IIIODitorillg HI on~ basis (anti
f. M'-Iorial! reauiftetDeau! Yes Yes delIndatiaft agplia). No nIJIOfT 1Il1owed.

IrY lislp!n~ W~. soil Uld lUoundw.w WUleWMer. soil ;and Il~watc:r PwameletS set on case-by-QSC bW-

Yes: £be cropslvcgewion types which can be

z.. .~re tllere rat:ricbOU OD cr~aliOll irriptal depend lJPOIlllle ews of m:/aimed W3u:r

- -' types! (YIN Yes. no Cl'Op5 consumed rlIW. w:uer IOlennl grass _!,=.~~ed ron... water tolCl'~1 ilf3SS. applied.

- ----------

,. Is aqWfC'l' recb_ al.....ed! {YIN) No No Yes

HOVIcYer. higll me infiltnlion could be designed 10

-. .. If V lise Iypesl_be4s rech..,,,e shallow ..mund""ater (minimlllll deodllO mound) Surfa.;e oercoWion only. Injection proaibill:d.

b. Aft .ay mnlri,,"*1io-. 10 GW allowed! fYfN Yes - Yes
I. Are tbne slor.re r'«Iaireaaeau! (YIN) Yes Yes Yes

ClOJl--~gSftIOft and inclc:mCllotwatller based 011 ClOP _lIroVl;ng SCISOII and incl_au wealher based on Sllott-talll: aclc:lSl Z4 houri (cIq)cnds 011 s)'*tern

dimalOlogical data or :a fixed minimum smnge period (60 eli maco!ogiW daIll Of a lilled mininmln SlOl:Ige period (150 desip); l.oIlg-lettll: ZO lbys minimum(~

If Y deKribe basis. d:avsormgre) da"'OI'lIIOI'e). onsvst_ <lesill1l1
P: :::I



APPENDIX E

OTHER RELEVANT PUBLICATIONS

General Reuse

1. American Water Works Association and Water Environment Federation.
1994. Water Reuse Symposium Proceedings.

2. American Water Works Association and Water Environment Federation.
1996. Water Reuse Conference Proceedings.

3. ~~erican Water Works Association and Water Environment Federation.
1998. Water Reuse Conference Proceedings.

4. Takashi Asano (Editor). 1998. Wastewater Reclamation and Reuse.
Technomic Publishing Company, Inc.

5. Water Environment Federation. 1989. Water Reuse: Manual of Practice
SM- 3. 2nd Edition.

6. Water Environment Research Foundation. 1994. Assessment Report: Water
Reuse.

7. California-Nevada Section, American Water Works Association. 1992.
Guidelines for Distribution of Nonpotable Water.

8. California-Nevada Section, American Water Works Association. 1997.
Guidelines for the On-site Retrofit of Facilities Using Disinfected
Tertiary Recycled Water.

9. American Water Works Association. 1994. Manual M24: Dual Water
Systems.

10. OSEPA. 1980. Wastewater Aerosols and Disease: Proceedings of a
Symposium.

Irrigation (Agri.cul.tural. and Urban)

1. U. S. Golf Association. 1994. Wastewater Reuse for Golf Course
Irrigation. Lewis Publishers.

2. Water Environment Federation. 1992. Urban and Agricultural Water
Reuse Conference Proceedings.

3. World Health Organization. Technical Report Series. 1989. Health
Guidelines for the Use of Wastewater in Agriculture and Aquaculture.

4. National Research Council. 1996. Use of Reclaimed Water and Sludge in
Food Crop Irrigation. National Academy Press.

5. Cal~fornia State Water Resources Control Board. 1985. Irrigation with
Reclaimed Municipal Wastewater - A Guidance Manual. Lewis Publishers.

Other Reuse Options

1. USEPA. 1980. Industrial Reuse and Recycle of Wastewaters (Literature
Review) .

2. Virginia Department of Environmental Quality and Department of Health,
Report to the General Assembly of Virginia pursuant to HJR 587 (1997).
1998. Gray Water Use and Rainwate= Capture: Potential benefits in the
Commonwealth of Virginia.

3. National Research Council. 1994. Groundwater Recharge Using Waters of
Impaired Quality. National Academy Press.

4. National Water Research Institute. 1999. Non-Potable Water
Recycling: Workshop Report.




	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

