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Personnel Committee Meeting 
August 8, 2011, 9:30 AM 
Second Floor, Conference Room AB 
Berryville/Clarke County Government Center 
101 Chalmers Court, Berryville, Virginia 22611 

 
Item 
No. 

Description Packet 
Page No. 

   
1. Expiration of Term for appointments expiring through October 2011. 

 
 

4 

2. Appointee Information Feedback Update 
 
The Committee has asked staff to suggest a method to facilitate gathering information from appointees 
about the activities of the boards to which they are appointed and their level of participation and 
satisfaction in the process.  Attached is a draft questionnaire that could be either sent to participants or 
used to facilitate individual discussions.    
 
08/08/2011 Update:   

 Preliminary FOIA Training notification was mailed June 10.  Mailing of a second 
notice with request for rsvp is scheduled for August 11. 

 Membership requirements, bylaws and mission statements sought and 
database updated with requested information on May 31, 2011.   

 Review of Committee Detail Report is requested.   
 
5/9/2011 Summary: Administration is coordinating training dates with FOIA Council.  The 

Personnel Committee: 
 Recommended providing notice to all appointees and employees of the September 14, 

2011 training date.   
 Requested staff to verify those entities that require representation from specific election 

districts.   
 Requested staff to check status of bylaws / mission statements requested of each 

entity on March 21, 2011. 
 
04/11/2011 Summary:  The Personnel Committee instructed staff to provide them with the 

compiled data and inquired if the chairs of the various boards and committees had been 
provided with the data.  Suggested FOIA training dates are still needed. 

 
04/11/2011:  FOIA Training:  On 3/21/2011, initial contact was made with Alan Gernhardt, 

Virginia Freedom of Information Advisory Council to arrange a training session tailored to 
appointees and staff representatives / employees.  A two-hour training session is suggested 
broken into two one-hour segments to address meetings and records requirements. 
Committee Follow Up: A list of suggested training dates is requested. Distribution FOIA 
Guide:  On 3/21/2011, “4th Edition 2007 Local Government Officials’ Guide to the Virginia 
Freedom of Information Act” by Roger C. Wiley was mailed to all responders requesting a 
copy.  Non-responders:  As of 3/21/2011, 72 of 82 [88%] responding.  All non-responders 
have been contacted several times.  Staff representatives have been asked to follow up as 
an agenda item at their next-regularly scheduled meeting. Bylaws or Other Organizational 

11 
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Item 
No. 

Description Packet 
Page No. 

   
Materials:  On 3/21/2011, forwarded information to staff representatives with the request that 
this information be provided, where available, to those requesting; and where unavailable, to 
provide an explanation as to why and/or by what statue the board, commission, authority, or 
council operates and include that as an agenda item at their next regularly scheduled 
meeting. Dissemination of Findings / Additional Analysis:  On 3/21/2011, forwarded compiled 
information to staff representatives for follow up and inclusion as an agenda item at their next 
regularly scheduled meeting. 

 
03/07/2011:  Appointee Questionnaire Summary Analysis Report has been prepared and 

distributed with the March 7 materials.  After reviewing the report, the Personnel Committee 
made the following recommendations:1) Noting that a significant number of appointees 
expressed interest in securing additional information on FOIA, instructed staff to initiate a 
training session at the BCCGC and to make the session[s] available to appointees and staff. 
2) Instructed staff to provide copies of the FOIA act to all responders indicating that they 
needed another copy. 3) Instructed staff to follow up on any non-responses asking 
specifically that at a minimum provide current contact information. 4) Instructed staff to follow 
up with any responders indicating that they were not in possession of bylaws or other 
organizational materials. 5) Instructed staff to further analyze the data as received and to 
provide letters to all members of each committee summarizing comments, general 
consensus and relaying any critical concerns or recommendations, as well as 
commendations. 

 
02/07/2011:  The Personnel Committee instructed staff to follow up with non-responsive 

appointees and to prepare a preliminary analysis for review at the March meeting with 
highlights of reported issues. 

 
01/24/2011:  Questionnaires were collated and mailed to appointees.  To aid analysis, 

Administration developed a database to log responses.  As of 2/2/2011, Administration has 
received 37 of 83 [45%] responses.   

 
12/13/2010:  The committee asked that the Appointee Questionnaire be revised to include a 

request for updated contact information, and to inquire about the appointee’s view of the 
current and future most important challenges faced by the boards on which they serve.  The 
committee also recommended that the questionnaires be mailed in January to keep them out 
of the holiday mail. 12/27/2011:  FYI: Solicitation of Appointees - Boards and Commission 
web page updated for 2011. 
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Clarke County Board of Supervisors Work Session August 8, 2011 Page 1 of 1 
 

 

Board of Supervisors Work Session 
August 8, 2011 10:00 Am 
Second Floor, Conference Rooms A & B 
Berryville/Clarke County Government Center 
101 Chalmers Court, Berryville, Virginia 22611 

 
Item 
No. 

Description Page 

1.  Regional Water Supply Plan 
 
08/08/2011:  The Northern Shenandoah Valley Regional Commission will present 

information in support of their request that the Board adopt the regional water 
supply plan. 

 
 

17

2.  Chesapeake Bay TMDL Local Responsibility 
 
08/08/2011:  Alison Teetor will provide a presentation. 
 
 

29

3.  Building Automation Status 
 
08/08/2011:  David Weiss shall provide a status update.   
 
 

36

4.  Project Updates 
 
08/08/2011:  David Ash will provide updates on general government projects.  

Should legal advice or negotiation matters arise, the Board may be asked to 
enter Closed Session.  No such information is available as of the preparation of 
this agenda.   

 

16
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Board of Supervisors, David Ash 
FROM: Alison Teetor 
SUBJECT: Regional Water Supply Plan/Drought Ordinance amendment 
DATE:  August 1, 2011 
 
Localities throughout the Commonwealth are being asked to participate in Local and 
Regional Water Supply Planning.  Communities in the Northern Shenandoah Valley 
Planning District have agreed to work together to submit a Regional Plan.  This Plan was 
prepared by the Regional Commission and must be adopted by each locality in the 
Region.   The Plan is intended to summarize current water use and identify future water 
demands.  An additional component is a chapter detailing a Drought Response and 
Contingency Plan.  In 2008, the Board of Supervisors adopted a Drought Ordinance and 
Plan for the County.  All of the components of our plan have been incorporated into the 
Regional Plan and therefore it is recommended that the Drought Ordinance be amended 
to reference the Regional Drought Response and Contingency Plan rather than the local 
Drought Plan. 
 
Background & Regulation 
The Code of Virginia, as amended by Senate Bill 1221 in 2003 (Section 62.1-44.38:1) 
requires the development of a comprehensive statewide water supply planning process to 
(1) ensure that adequate and safe drinking water is available to all citizens of the 
Commonwealth, (2) encourage, promote, and protect all other beneficial uses of the 
commonwealth's water resources, and (3) encourage, promote, and develop incentives for 
alternative water sources, including, but not limited to desalinization.   
 
The regulation affecting the development of water supply plans in the Commonwealth is 
the Local and Regional Water Supply Planning Regulation (9 VAC 25-780), which 
became effective on November 2, 2005. The regulation requires that all counties, cities, 
and towns in the Commonwealth of Virginia submit a local water supply plan or 
participate in a regional planning unit in the submittal of a regional water supply plan to 
the State Water Control Board.  
 
Local & Regional Water Supply Planning 
The Draft Regional Water Supply Plan was prepared by the Northern Shenandoah Valley 
Regional Commission and Technical Advisory Committee members from the twenty 
jurisdictions participating in this Plan.  Jill Keihn, Natural Resources Program Manager, 
for the Regional Commission, will be available to present an overview of the plan and 
answer questions.  The contents of this Plan are draft and should be considered 
preliminary in nature until each jurisdiction has had the opportunity to review and 
approve of this Regional Water Supply Plan.  The Regional Water Supply Plan was 
prepared to meet the mandate set forth in 9 VAC 25 780. 
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The regulation details the information to be included in a region's/locality's water supply 
plan, including:  

 Existing Water Source Information  
 Existing Water Use Information;  
 Existing Resource Information  
 Water Demand Management, or current conservation practices;  
 Drought Response and Contingency Plans  
 Projected Water Demand Information  
 Statement of Need based on the adequacy of existing water sources to meet 

current and projected water demand over the planning period (a minimum of 30 
years to a maximum of 50 years).  

 The program was designed as a statewide partnership, localities having the lead 
role in identifying their future demands and the state providing technical support 
and oversight.  

Recommendation: 

At the August Board meeting set public hearing for adoption of the Regional Water 
Supply Plan and amendment of the Clarke County Drought Ordinance. 
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Northern Shenandoah 
Regional Water Supply Plan

 
 

 

07/26/11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Draft Regional Water Supply Plan was prepared by the Northern Shenandoah Valley Regional 
Commission and Technical Advisory Committee members from the twenty jurisdictions participating 
in this Plan.  The contents of this Plan are draft and should be considered preliminary in nature until 
each jurisdiction has had the opportunity to review and approve of this Regional Water Supply Plan.  
The Regional Water Supply Plan was prepared to meet the mandate set forth in 9 VAC 25 780. 
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Executive Summary: 

Northern Shenandoah Regional Water Supply Plan: 
 

This summary provides an overview of the following sections of the Plan: 
 History and Purpose of the Plan 

 Current Water Sources and Use 

 Estimated Future Water Demand 

 Drought Ordinance and Response Plan 

 Statement of Water Need by 2040 

History and Purpose: 

The purpose of the regional water supply plan is to comply with the State Water Control 
Board regulation 9 VAC 25-780, Local and Regional Water Supply Planning.  This regional 
water supply plan is designed to facilitate comprehensive assessment of existing water 
sources and uses, estimation of projected water demand in the Northern Shenandoah 
Valley to 2040, and a determination of water surpluses and or deficits to meet the 
projected water demands.  The data contained in the attendant spreadsheets (found 
on NSVRC website) and in this Plan serve the flowing functions: meet the mandated 
requirements of a locality or region; provide documentation and estimates of all 
reportable water sources and uses within a jurisdiction for a statewide database; raise 
the awareness of the ability of a locality’s existing water uses to meet the projected 
demand by 2040; aid information for future discussions across jurisdictions for potential 
future interconnected water sharing; and form one part of the Virginia Water Resources 
Plan to ensure an adequate supply for all users balanced with ecosystem needs. 
 
To prepare the data for this Plan, a technical advisory committee (TAC) was assembled 
comprised of the twenty jurisdictions located within the Northern Shenandoah Valley 
planning region.  Participating jurisdictions assigned members to the TAC representing 
the City of Winchester; five counties of Clarke, Frederick, Page, Shenandoah, and 
Warren; and the fourteen towns of Berryville, Boyce, Edinburg, Front Royal, Luray, 
Middletown, Mount Jackson, New Market, Shenandoah (town), Stanley, Stephens City, 
Strasburg, Toms Brook, and Woodstock.   The twenty jurisdictions participating in the 
regional Plan signed a resolution before November 2008 for the Northern Shenandoah 
Valley Regional Commission to prepare the water supply plan on their behalf and submit 
it to the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) on or before November 2, 
2011, per the regulation.  The Northern Shenandoah Valley Regional Commission 
prepared this regional water supply plan with the involvement of all TAC members. 
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Current Water Source / Use: 
Existing public and private community water supply systems were detailed for each 
locality.  In addition homes and businesses served by groundwater wells were noted.  
These wells vary in quantity throughout the year.   
In addition, agricultural water use was documented from users that report over 300,000 
gallons per month.  Agricultural water use by livestock was estimated based on the 2007 
Census of Agriculture data for each county in the planning region.   Estimates for 
livestock were calculated based on number and type of animal with a water demand 
based on animal type. The data from the 2007 Census of Agriculture also provided 
County lands in crops by acreage.  This data was presented; however, is not included in 
water demand because the quantity of water to irrigate crops is climate dependent.  In 
general, most agriculture in the counties of the region use surface water stream intakes 
for irrigation with gas-run pumps to withdraw the water.  No water usage estimate was 
calculated for the croplands and vineyards because the use of water on crops varies 
with annual precipitation.  Nonagricultural self-supplied users were also documented in 
this Plan. 

Estimated Water Demand: 
 

Residential water demand was based on future population projections for 2010, 2020, 
2030, and 2040.  The public community water systems were compared to the future 
estimated population and attendant water need.  The private water supply systems 
were estimated to remain the same throughout the timeline to 2040 (the number 
serviced by a trailer park or subdivision would remain static).  Future estimates of users on 
community water systems for commercial, industrial, water sales, and unaccounted for 
losses were calculated based on 2008 data, locality comprehensive plans, and patterns 
in an area.  Self-Supplied nonagricultural and agricultural users were also included in the 
future water use.  Most of these were considered to remain the same in 2008 as they will 
be in 2040 (some may close, others open with the net number of self-supplied users 
remaining the same).  These often included golf clubs, campgrounds, and other 
facilities.   The number of people not serviced by public or private community water 
systems were those estimated to be on groundwater individual wells.  Estimates of the 
future water users not serviced with residential community water supply were 
determined by the projected population not within a water distribution system in the 
future years.   
 

Drought Response and Contingency Plan 
State regulations stipulate a minimum of three drought stages be included in the Water 
Supply Drought Response Sections.  The Northern Shenandoah Valley Regional Water 
Supply Plan’s Drought Response Section includes these three graduated stages of a 
drought: 
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Drought Stage Description Action 

Watch Drought potential if 
conditions persist 

Increase water conservation 
awareness; voluntary actions 

by citizens 

Warning Onset of drought is 
imminent 

Water conservation awareness; 
precautionary measures 

voluntary but encouraged by 
localities 

Emergency Significant drought 
or low water event 

Mandatory responses for water 
conservation by localities and 

public 

 
Jurisdictions will have varied declarations of a drought in part due to water sources, 
water demands, upstream water withdrawals, groundwater’s delayed response to 
reflect low precipitation, equipment failure, and local variations in meteorology and soil 
moisture. 

Local ordinances adopted by the localities within this planning region will be appended 
to the Water Supply Plan. The ordinances document jurisdictional commitment to water 
conservation implementation and enforcement of the Drought Response Section.   

Local Triggers: 

Each locality has selected local triggers to monitor and use to declare a drought or low 
water condition.  Typically triggers include a stream level measured at a gage or a 
groundwater level measured at a specified level in a well, if available. A locality may 
assume a trigger is activated when either their local trigger has reached a 
predetermined level and / or a trigger from a neighboring jurisdiction within the same 
sub watershed has been reached.  For localities with trigger levels set at percentile flows 
not posted on the NSVRC.virginia.gov website, the water purveyor will calculate flows to 
assess if conditions warrant a drought stage declaration. 

While some drought response actions are applicable to all jurisdictions in the planning 
region (see list below), other drought response actions are individually determined by 
each locality based upon the environmental setting and their position within the 
watershed, water source, and political circumstances.  Local water managers and staff 
will be apprised of Drought Stage declarations through the use of automated crew 
messaging / emergency notification.   
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Note: In the event of a prolonged, multi-seasonal drought emergency, the locality 
reserves the right to institute a program of water rationing. 

The NSVRC will act as a clearinghouse and provide public notification of any drought 
stage declaration within the region.  The public notices will serve to build and raise 
awareness of the drought status and educate the public of early water conservation 
steps individuals and localities can implement. Drought stage downgrading will be 
conducted by the local water purveyor, jurisdictional CAO, or designee as determined 
by each locality.  Decisions to downgrade a stage will be based on the local trigger, 
DEQ, and other designated triggers as precipitation increases and soil moisture content 
and water levels rise in streams and wells. 

Statement of Water Need: 
The projected future water demands through 2040 were assessed.   
 
Winchester: 
The City of Winchester has two water sources (river intake and a spring) with a 
combined maximum capacity of 15 MGD.  The future growth scenarios increase the 
demand to 9.11 MGD.  This demand can be met by the existing sources, with an 
estimated 5.9 MGD surplus in water supply.  
 

Clarke County, Towns of Berryville and Boyce: 
Town of Berryville: 
Berryville will meet future projected water needs through 2040 based on uses presented 
below.   However, peak water usage in 2040 exceeds the current VDH permitted 
capacity of water.  Therefore, a new permit would be necessary for increased water 
withdrawal.  In addition, implementation of water conservation techniques will decrease 
water use by 20% thereby, resulting in future peak days demands to be met by existing 
sources. 
Town of Boyce: 
The  existing supplies and permits for water for the Town of Boyce will meet future water 
demands to 2040 based on water uses projected below.  It should be noted that a 
decrease in per capita usage of 132 gpd/user would also decrease water demand.  A 
peak factor of 1.2 was used to predict water use on peak days.  If  a peaking rate of 1.5 
were used, the peak day water use by 2040 would not be met, although the annual 
water demand for 2040 would be satisfied.   
 

Frederick County, Towns of Middletown and Stephens City: 

In Frederick County there are two towns, both of which purchase water from another 
locality or entity.  The Town of Middletown purchases water from the City of Winchester.  
The Frederick County Sanitation Authority provides water wholesale to the Town of 
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Stephens City.  In addition, Frederick County Sanitation Authority provides water to 
County residents located in the vicinity near the City of Winchester.   

Estimates of future water demand for those serviced by the Frederick County Sanitation 
Authority include residential water demand, commercial demand, sales to Stephens 
City, and unaccounted for losses.  Several assumptions were made including the 
demand by commercial light industrial users and will remain the same from 2008 through 
2040.   The quantity of water to be sold to Stephens City will remain the same from 2008 
through 2040, and the unaccounted for system losses will remain the same from 2010 
through 2040, assuming appliance efficiency and distribution upgrades occur.  The 
projected number of residents to be serviced by the Frederick County Sanitation 
Authority was assumed to remain proportionate to the overall County population from 
2008 and 2010.  If the Sanitation Authority service area increases based on the 
projections below and the assumptions of water loss, sales, and commercial demand 
remain static, the demands projected through 2040 are as follows.   

The permitted design capacity for the quarries supplying Frederick County Sanitation 
Authority is 4.928 million gallons per day (MGD).  The Bartonsville well site has a capacity 
of 0.5 MGD totaling 5.42 MGD capacity. The Frederick County Sanitation Authority also 
purchases up to 2 MGD from the City of Winchester.    Therefore, the sum total of existing 
water available to Frederick County Sanitation Authority is 7.92 MGD.  Based on an 
available current supply of 7.92 MGD, a deficit of water in Frederick County is 
anticipated to occur between 2020 and 2030.  If the Frederick County Sanitation 
Authority service area continues to serve the same percent of the County population as 
it increases over time, there will be a proportional increase in residents served by the 
Sanitation Authority.  However, it should be noted that the Virginia Department of Health 
recommends that once a locality’s water demand exceeds 80% of the source capacity, 
additional water should be secured.  The water demand projected for 2020 is 7.83 MGD 
which exceeds 80% of the 7.92 source capacity.  Therefore, it is recommended that 
between present time and 2020, Frederick County plan for additional water supplies to 
meet future demands.  Either the Sanitation Authority will have to expand their water 
supply capacity and / or the service area will have to remain at or near the number of 
2010 residential connections.  Or, as population increases in the County, more 
residences will need to be required to use groundwater wells. 

Town of Middletown: 
The Town of Middletown is anticipated to use water at the rates projected below.  Given 
those rates, the Town will need to look for sources of water by 2030 to meet the demand 
that will exceed the existing water purchase contract with the City of Winchester.  The 
existing water contract is capped for Middletown at 0.238 MGD.  It should be noted, 
these preliminary projections of water are based on a per capita water daily demand 
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that exceeds state averages (152 gallons per day).  Calculations using state averages of 
125 gpd per person would lower the demand.  Measures of conservation and other 
reduction implementation strategies could also significantly reduce the water demand 
and thereby not necessitate additional water supplies for the future planning period.   
 

Town of Stephens City: 
The Town of Stephens City has water supplied by the Frederick County Sanitation 
Authority.  Based on projections, the Town of Stephen City water use is expected to be 
met by the existing water system and supplies through 2040.  
 

Page County, and Towns of Luray, Shenandoah, and Stanley 
Based on the ubiquitous nature of groundwater underlying Page County, future 
demands are anticipated to be met with groundwater wells.   

Town of Luray: 
All future users for water in the Town of Luray are anticipated to be met by the existing 
water supplies and permitted capacity to the year 2040.  The peak demand for 2040 
potentially exceeds the permitted capacity by 2030; however, daily consumptive uses 
could implement conservation to extend the supply of the sources to satisfy future uses.  
 

Town of Shenandoah: 
Even with a higher than average per capita usage, the Town of Shenandoah is 
anticipated to have all future water demands met by their exiting supplies. See the 
summary below of future use projections and have a surplus of 0.3 MGD. 
 
Town of Stanley: 
Future water demands are anticipated to be met by existing water supplies for the Town 
of Stanley through 2040 with a surplus of 0.05 MGD for peak days by 2040. 
 
Shenandoah County, Towns of Edinburg, Mt. Jackson, New Market, Strasburg, Toms 
Brook, and Woodstock: 
Based on future water use in Shenandoah County the existing water supplies from 
Stoney Creek Sanitary District and groundwater wells are anticipated to meet future 
water use.  It is assumed that future development outside water supply service areas will 
require well development to support housing in rural areas. 
 
Town of Edinburg: 
Future Water uses are anticipated to be met by the existing water supplies in the Town of 
Edinburg through the planning period to 2040.  As is (with no conservation practices 
implemented), the 2040 average demand would be met by existing wells supplies with a 
surplus of 0.172 MGD. 

Town of Mount Jackson: 
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The Town of Mount Jackson will have all water demands met by existing supplies.  The 
per capita water usage rate was fairly low for Mount Jackson.  The peaking rate was 
also low for the Town, at 1.2.  The Town will have a surplus of 0.26 MGD in 2040 for 
average daily use, and a surplus of 0.172 MGD for peak days by 2040.   
 
Town of New Market: 
The Town of New Market will have all future water demands up through 2040 satisfied by 
existing Town water sources.  By 2040, there will be a surplus of 1.238 MGD on peak days 
and a surplus of 1.779 MGD on average daily usage days.   
 

Town of Strasburg: 
The Town of Strasburg will have water demands met through Town supplies throughout 
the planning period of 2040.  Based on increased permitted source to 3 MGD it is 
estimated that given the usage predicted in this Plan, by 2040 the Town will have a 
surplus of 1.713 MGD for average daily use and a surplus of 1.546 MGD for peak days. 
 
Town of Toms Brook: 
The Sanitary District has a permitted capacity of 0.241 MGD.  Calculated future water 
use for the Town of Toms Brook will be met throughout the planning horizon of 2040 with 
a surplus of water from the existing source, Toms Brook-Maurertown District.  
 
Town of Woodstock: 
The Town of Woodstock will be able to satisfy all water demands through 2040 from the 
Town intake on the Shenandoah River.  Based on demand calculations, there will be a 
water surplus of 0.137 MGD by 2040 on peak days and a surplus of 0.191 MGD on 
average daily use days. 
 
Warren County and the Town of Front Royal: 
The projected future water demands in Warren County are anticipated to be met 
through 2040.  In general, additional rural development will require groundwater well 
construction to meet future needs in areas outside community water service systems.  
 
Town of Front Royal: 
Projected water use in the Town of Front Royal was calculated from 2008 water average 
daily water use of 2.048 MGD and peak day usage in 2008 was 3.35 MGD.  Based on 
projected uses, the Town of Front Royal will meet residential water use and peak uses 
through 2040 with a permitted capacity of 4 MGD.  It should be noted that 
disaggregated water use for other sectors such as business and system losses is not 
included in this estimated demand. 

August 8, 2011 Clarke County BOS Personnel Committee & Work Session; August 11, 2011 Finance Committee Packet Page 26 of 50



Page 1 of 2 

Code of Clarke County 
Amendment CC-11-04 

August 8, 2011 
Work Session Review 

 
 
Chapter 180 Water and Wastewater Article X. Drought Response 
 
Set Public Hearing:    
Publication Dates:  Media:  
Public Hearing:  Code Update:  
Approved/Denied on a motion by:  
 
  
AARRTTIICCLLEE  XX..  WWaatteerr  CCoonnsseerrvvaattiioonn  //  DDrroouugghhtt  RReessppoonnssee  
 

180-34.53. Purpose The purpose of this Article is to provide for the voluntary and mandatory 
restriction on the nonessential use of ground water during declared 
water shortages or water emergencies. 
 

180-34.54. Scope This Article shall apply to all Clarke County residents and businesses 
which are served by well water.  This Article shall not apply to those 
residents and businesses which are supplied by a public water supply 
system by the Town of Berryville or the Clarke County Sanitary 
Authority. 
 

180-34.55. Drought 
Response Plan 

The Board of Supervisors (Board) shall adopt by resolution the 
Regional Drought Response and Contingency Plan as stated in the 
Regional Water Supply Plan Drought Response Plan. 
 

180-34.56. Drought 
Indicators 

The indicators used to indicate drought severity shall be precipitation, 
streamflow, and groundwater levels.  When at least two indicators 
exceed the threshold for drought stage determination, as set forth in 
Regional Drought Response and Contingency Plan as stated in the 
Regional Water Supply Plan, Appendix I of the Clarke County Drought 
Response Plan, the Board may declare a specific drought stage. 
 

180-34.57. Drought 
Stages 

The drought stages shall be Drought Watch, Drought Warning, and 
Drought Emergency, as determined by the Board pursuant to the 
Regional Drought Response and Contingency Plan as stated in the 
Regional Water Supply Plan  Drought Response Plan. 
 

180-34.58. Declaration Upon the Board finding that a drought stage exists, the Board may issue 
a declaration of a drought stage.  The County Administrator, upon the 
declaration of a drought stage by the Commonwealth of Virginia, may 
issue a declaration of a drought stage to be in effect until the next 
regular Board meeting. 
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180-34.59. Drought 
Stage Response 

Upon declaration by the Board or the County Administrator of a Drought 
Watch or Drought Warning, voluntary conservation measurers will be 
requested of residents and businesses as set forth in the Regional 
Drought Response and Contingency Plan as stated in the Regional 
Water Supply Plan  Drought Response Plan.  Upon declaration of a 
Drought Emergency, mandatory restrictions shall apply as set forth in 
the Regional Drought Response and Contingency Plan as stated in 
the Regional Water Supply Plan  Drought Response Plan.  

180-34.60. Waiver of 
Restrictions 

Upon prior written request by an individual, business, or other water 
user, the Board of Supervisors, or its designee, may permit less than full 
compliance with any drought restrictions if good cause can be shown, 
including evidence that the applicant is affected in a substantial manner 
not common to other businesses or persons generally.  No waiver shall 
be granted by the Board or its designee unless the Board or its 
designee determines that the public health, safety, and welfare will not 
be adversely affected by the waiver.  All waivers granted by the Board 
of its designee shall be reported at the Board’s next regular or special 
meeting. 
 

180-34.61. Penalties. Any person who shall violate any of the provisions of this Article shall, 
upon conviction thereof, be fined not less than one hundred dollars 
($100.00), nor more than five hundred dollars ($500.00).  Each act or 
each day’s continuation of the violation shall be considered a separate 
offense. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Board of Supervisors, David Ash 
FROM: Alison Teetor  
SUBJECT: Chesapeake Bay TMDL 
DATE:  August 1, 2011 
 
Background 
On December 29, 2010, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) established the 
Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), a historic and comprehensive “pollution 
diet” with rigorous accountability measures to initiate sweeping actions to restore clean water in 
the Chesapeake Bay and the region’s streams, creeks and rivers.  Every community within the 
Bay watershed, including Clarke County, will be impacted by the enactment.1 
 
Establishment of a TMDL is required under the federal Clean Water Act if a waterway is 
impaired by pollutants and does not meet water quality standards.  Most of the Chesapeake Bay 
and its tidal waters are listed as impaired because of excess nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment. 
These pollutants cause algae blooms that consume oxygen and create “dead zones” where fish 
and shellfish cannot survive, block sunlight that is needed for underwater Bay grasses, and 
smother aquatic life on the bottom. What a TMDL does is identify the maximum amount of a 
pollutant the waterway can receive and still meet water quality standards. 1 
 
The primary elements of a TMDL are “wasteload allocations” for “point sources” like sewage 
treatment plants, urban stormwater systems and large animal feeding operations, and “load 
allocations” for “non point sources” such as runoff from agricultural lands and nonregulated 
stormwater from urban and suburban lands. 1 
Loading allocations were developed for the entire watershed and then divided among the 
jurisdictions (New York, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, and the 
District of Columbia).  The loading allocations were developed with models based on 1) stream 
flow characteristics of the watershed, 2) sources of pollution, 3) distribution and acreage of the 
various land uses, and many other factors.  These jurisdiction loads were further divided among 
major basins (Potomac, York, Eastern Shore, etc.) and sub-watersheds or segmentsheds based on 
each juristiction’s Phase I Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP).  In Virginia, the Department 
of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) 
worked in cooperation with EPA to develop the WIP, which outlines an implementation strategy 
that achieves the TMDL loading allocations for nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment.  The Plan 
also evaluates the current legal, regulatory, programmatic and financial tools available to 
implement the allocations; identifies and rectifies potential shortfalls in attaining the allocations; 
describes mechanisms to track and report implementation activities; provides alternative 
approaches; and outlines a schedule for implementation.

                                                 
1 Source: EPA Mid-Atlantic Water 
http://www.epa.gov/reg3wapd/tmdl/ChesapeakeBay/FrequentlyAskedQuestions.html 
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County Data 
The current step in the TMDL development process is referred to as Phase II of the WIP.  In this 
stage individual Counties, or regionally through Planning District Commissions, are being asked 
to: 

1) to review the information presented in the Plan; 
2) compare it with local data on those best management practices (BMPs) that currently 

exist;  
3) identify BMP implementation scenarios and local strategies to reduce pollutant loads; and 
4) identify the additional resources that will be required to implement the strategies and 

BMPs. 

The preliminary data for each County is presented in a spreadsheet that will be finalized upon 
EPA’s revision of the model, scheduled for July 2011.  The preliminary data for Clarke County 
is shown on the attached pages.  Table 1 details the model derived land use information and the 
loading goals and Table 2, the proposed Best Management Practices installations to achieve the 
goals.  These tables include all land uses except for point source wastewater (sewage treatment 
plants).  Table 1 lists the land uses in the County, current (2009) loads for nitrogen, phosphorus, 
and sediment for each use, the 2025 reduction goal for each pollutant.  Table 2 lists the BMPs, 
the numbers currently installed and the proposed number that would need to be installed in order 
to achieve the proposed goals at the 2017 level (60%) and the final 2025 goal.   
 
What Needs to be Done by October 1, 2011 (current date, Subject to change) 

1) Determine desire to work independently or jointly through PDC 
2) Review the current land use and BMP data as presented to insure accuracy and make sure 

we are getting the credit we deserve 
3) Look at the proposed BMP installation recommendations and determine if these are 

reasonable and achievable or if there are better alternative implementation scenarios to 
meet the target loads  

4) Establish, in conjunction with the water resource plan update, strategies, a timeline and 
targets for achieving the agreed upon installations 

5) Identify resource requirements (funding, staff, granting of new authority by General 
Assembly, etc.) to achieve planned actions 

 
What has been Done to Date 

1) Staff has attended several meetings to gain understanding of the issues and local  
requirements. 

a) TMDL Phase II Planning At The Local Level Potomac Watershed Partnership 
(PWP) Information Exchange June 28, 2011.  This workshop was sponsored 
by the held in Frederick Maryland.  The group heard presentations from 
Maryland State Natural Resource officials regarding the TMDL process and 
how forest best management practices can assist in pollutant load reduction. 

b) Shenandoah County Water Advisory Committee, Woodstock Virginia, July 21, 
2011.  This meeting was led by James Davis-Martin, our appointed DCR 
Program Manager, who reviewed the process and local responsibilities in 
addition to answering questions. 
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c) Lord Fairfax Soil & Water Conservation District, Jed Rau, and Natural 
Resource Conservation Service, Mike Liskey, July 29, 2011, to discuss the 
Ches Bay TMDL's as they apply to Clarke Co..  Specifically we looked at the 
tables detailing the subsources and reduction goals, and the BMP 
recommendation tables.  I was interested to see if the recommended BMPs 
were the best and most reasonable approach to achieve pollutant reductions in 
Clarke. 

 
2) Staff has determined based on discussion with SWCD and NRCS personnel and  

confirmation with County GIS landuse data, and the Agricultural Census (2007) that the 
land use data provided by the State seems reasonable. 

 
3) Staff has initiated review of current BMP data as presented to insure accuracy and make  

sure we are getting the credit we deserve  
 
4) Staff has initiated review of the proposed BMP installation recommendations to 

determine if these are reasonable and achievable or if there are better alternative 
implementation scenarios to meet the target loads  

 
Next Steps 

1) Continue review of BMPs and proposed installation recommendations 
 
2) Attend training workshop (late August) on the Virginia Assessment and Scenario 

Tool (VAST), a key computer-based  tool for localities that is the web based tool will 
be the reporting mechanism for the Land Use, Current BMPs, and 2025 BMP 
implementation scenario.   

 
3) Do we want to work with the Regional Commission to develop implementation 

strategies and a timeline for BMP implementation?   
 

4) Do we commit to stating we can accomplish installation of proposed BMP’s 
particularly agricultural BMP’s when we (local government) have no regulatory 
authority? 

 
 
Questions 
1) What is the process for making corrections to the data? 

a. Virginia will be providing a web based tool to localities/PDC that will serve as the 
data collection portal.  Additionally, the tool will allow the development of alternative 
implementation scenarios and estimate the N, P and S reductions that will result.  This will 
aid localities as they develop local preferred implementation scenarios to ensure that the 
scenarios achieve the target reductions.  Corrections to the land use data will be used to 
communicate inaccuracies in the model to EPA and to help inform EPAs decisions as they 
select the land use source data in future model revisions (2017).  Corrections to current BMP 
data will be used to credit localities for the additional BMPs in the next implementation 
progress update. 
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2) How do we account for changes in land use that may negatively impact our loading 

allocation? 
a. I think this question is about growth and development.  The Bay model has 

growth/development rates that basically convert forest and agricultural lands to urban lands 
based on historic growth rates.  So as we move toward 2025, there will be steady increases in 
urban lands in the model.  These changes will produce higher loads which will require 
additional BMPs to offset. However, the treatment levels required in the new storm water 
regulations along with existing construction site E&S practices are expected to meet this 
offset.  
 
Additional Questions/Concerns (raised by John Staelin): 
1)  In the reduction table (Table 1) describing the pollutant loading and goals are we given 
credit for the BMP's already installed as identified in the BMP 2009 Progress column? 

a.  Yes.  The 2009 loads are the result of the application of the 2009 Progress BMPs.  
The county loads would have been higher if the BMPs were not applied.  If you identify 
additional BMPs that are already installed, but not accounted for in the 2009 Progress BMPs, 
we can work with you to get credit for those as well. 

2)  Our County land use is primarily agriculture and as a result it looks like most of our 
pollutant reduction is achieved through installation of agricultural BMP's.  On paper the 
County can certainly state that we will fence 10 miles (or whatever) of stream but if the 
farming community doesn’t want to do that how are we suppose to achieve our reduction 
goals - we at the local government level simply don't have the regulatory authority to require 
farmers to install the recommended BMPs - how is this problem dealt with? - we don’t want 
to go to all the trouble of identifying where and what BMPs should be installed if we have no 
way of requiring farmers to do it 

 a.   I would suggest the County work closely with the Lord Fairfax Soil and Water 
Conservation District to identify the barriers that would stop agricultural land owners from 
implementing the BMPs.  Once that is understood, the County and SWCD can work to 
develop strategies to overcome those barriers.  The statewide approach to agricultural BMPs 
is a voluntary incentive based program.  So at this point there is no mechanism to require 
agricultural producers to participate, though a more regulatory approach is possible if there is 
insufficient progress.  For now, focus on ways the County and SWCD can work together to 
enhance participation in the voluntary programs.  You can also think about what new 
authorities the County might use to achieve the goals if they were available.  If the county did 
have the authority to require livestock exclusion, would they use it?  What about the ability 
to tax agricultural lands differently depending on the level of BMPs used?  Just a couple of 
ideas to get you started…not intended to imply any forthcoming actions/authorities. 

Additional Questions/Concerns (raised by David Weiss): 
 1)  Does the County get credit for voluntary BMPs? 

August 8, 2011 Clarke County BOS Personnel Committee & Work Session; August 11, 2011 Finance Committee Packet Page 32 of 50



 5

a) Currently no, however the state has initiated a study to develop a strategy for 
collecting the voluntary BMP data.  It is anticipated that the data will be 
available in 2013 at which time we will get credit. 

 
2) Will reduced standards for BMPs be expected? 

b. The same question was asked by Mike Liskey, NRCS, who stated that a 
reduced stream buffer (10 feet as opposed to 35 feet) is acceptable.  As of this 
writing no answer has been received from DCR. 

 
Answers provided by: 
James Davis-Martin 
Chesapeake Bay WIP II Project Manager 
804-786-1795 
 

Additional questions raised by NRCS & SWCD staff – as of yet unanswered 
I met with Mike Liskey, NRCS, and Jed Rau, LFSWCD on Friday July 29th . We met to 
discuss the Ches Bay TMDL's as they apply to Clarke Co.  Specifically we looked at the 
table detailing the subsources and reduction goals, and the BMP recommendation tables.  
I was interested to see if the recommended BMPs were the best and most reasonable 
approach to achieve pollutant reductions in Clarke.  If possible please address the 
following issues: 
 
1)  Need definitions of the land use categories (i.e. what is an Animal Operation) 
2)  Need a list of the BMPs that apply to each landuse (subsource category) 
3)  Need clarification regarding BMP progress chart - if we exceed the number of 
proposed BMP's for a certain category do we get credit for them? 
4)  Will there be nutrient trading between county's? 
5)  Need better explanation of some of the BMPs - CaptureReuse?, NonUrbStmRes?, 
Grass Buffer - not associated with water? Land Retirement to hyo? 
6)  If a CREP is installed on a farm - do we get credit for tree planting, buffering, and 
pasture fence? 
7)  It would be helpful if DCR could work with NRCS to provide maps detailing existing 
installed BMPs to localities, and if possible shapefiles to those County's with GIS 
capabilities. 
8)  there we a couple of BMPs used by NRCS that aren’t included - reduced till, using 
crop rotations, and 10' stream buffers - if these are acceptable  can we get efficiency data 
for these since reduced tillage and crop rotations are frequently used in Clarke County 
and the 10’ stream buffer has potential? 
9)  Is there a time frame for counting BMP installations - ie an AWMS installed for a 
dairy in 2000 - is this counted,  I remember discussion regarding a 2006 date from the 
meeting in Shenandoah County - can you clarify? 
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Table 1 

              

  Data                         

Subsource LU/LC (acres) 

2009 
Nitrogen 

Load 

2025 
Nitrogen 

Goal Load 

Nitrogen 
Reduction 

Goal 
Nitrogen 

Reduction %

2009 
Phosohorus 

Load 
2025 Phosphorus 

Goal Load 
Phosphorus 

Reduction Goal 
Phosphorus 
Reduction % 

2009 Sediment 
Load 

2025 Sediment 
Goal Load 

Sediment 
Reduction 

Goal 
Sediment 

Reduction % 

Animal Operations 134 208,861 51,924 (156,937) -75% 
           

9,472  2,360 (7,112) -75%               273,245                169,749       (103,496) -38% 

Crop 7,746 371,610 258,444 (113,166) -30% 
           

40,323  29,204 (11,119) -28%           4,747,452            3,267,506    (1,479,946) -31% 

Hay 17,557 303,265 255,720 (47,545) -16% 
           

4,791  8,030 3,239 68%           3,683,733              3,151,712       (532,021) -14% 

Pasture 29,266 390,960 341,137 (49,823) -13% 
           

59,688  42,315 (17,373) -29%            11,218,821            6,869,025   (4,349,796) -39% 

Nurseries 2 696 200 (496) -71% 
           

219  63 (156) -71%                    4,571                    4,571                     - 0% 

MS4Urban - - - - 0% 
           

-    - - 0% - - - 0% 

NonMS4Urban 4,750 64,904 49,739 (15,165) -23% 6,827 4,531 (2,296) -34% 3,422,790 2,364,621 (1,058,169) -31% 

Construction 46 2,365 1,764 (601) -25% 612 368 (244) -40% 877,205 526,326 (350,879) -40% 

CSS - - - - 0% 
           

-    - - 0% - - - 0% 

Septic - 45,058 40,294 (4,764) -11% - - - 0% - - - 0% 

Surface Mine 166 4,282 217 (4,065) -95% 1,117 57 (1,060) -95% 512,096 26,008 (486,088) -95% 

Unmanaged Grass 4,884 39,470 62,899 23,429 59% 166 265 99 60% 1,106,002 1,762,799 656,797 59% 

Forest 48,688 265,690 280,204 14,514 5% 10,017 10,561 544 5% 5,277,793 5,542,689 264,896 5% 

Grand Total 113,239 1,697,161 1,342,542 (354,619) -21% 133,232 97,754 (35,478) -27% 31,123,708 23,685,006 (7,438,702) -24% 

              

Notes:              

Loading goals for the point source wastewater sector are not currently included in these tables.  TMDL allocations for this sector are addressed through the Virginia Watershed General Permit.  DCR and DEQ are working to determine 
how best to incorporate the wastewater sector into the Phase II WIP process 

              

Negative (red) values in the reduction goal and reduction % columns indicate reductions required by 2025.  Positive values indicate forecasted increases in loads.  Load increases are common for the unmanaged grass and forest land 
uses.  This is a result of increased acres from land use conversion BMPs (ie. Grass or forest buffers) 
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Table 2. 

     

  Data       

BMPs 2009 Progress BMPs

2025 WIP I 
Proposed 
BMPs 

New BMPs  
Proposed 
by 2025 

2017 BMPs 
60% 

AWMS (Systems)                             10            134             124              74  

MortalityComp (Systems)                             -                  1                1                1  

BarnRunoffCont (Systems)                             35            134              99              59  

PastFence(Linft)                     197,604   2,554,975   2,357,370    1,414,422 

OSWnoFence                              5               -                 -                 -    

PrecRotGrazing                        6,922        15,567         8,645          5,187  

CaptureReuse (Acres Treated)                             -                  2                2                1  

ConPlan                      16,921        45,704       28,783        17,270  

AgNutMan                        8,804        22,439       13,635          8,181  

CoverCrop                        1,525          2,143            618             371  

ContinuousNT                             -            2,922         2,922          1,753  

NonUrbStrmRest (Linft)                           500          2,513         2,013          1,208  

WaterContStruc  (Acres Treated)                             -                 -                 -                 -    

WetlandRestore                             -                94              94              56  

GrassBuffers                           252          2,133         1,882          1,129  

ForestBuffers                           176            272              96              57  

Land Retirement to hyo                        1,920          3,423         1,503             902  

Tree Planting                             59          2,748         2,690          1,614  

ForHarvestBMP                           600            457               -                 -    

Septic Connections (systems)                             -                84              84              51  

Septic Denitrification (systems)                             -            1,015         1,015             609  

Septic Pumpouts (systems)                             -              737             737             442  

StreetSweep                             -                 -                 -                 -    

UrbanNutMan                              3          3,798         3,795          2,277  

EandS                             14            248             235             141  

Impervious Urban Surface Reduction                             -                53              53              32  

UrbStrmRest (linft)                             -                 -                 -                 -    

ExtDryPonds  (Acres Treated)                           312            582             270             162  

DryPonds (Acres Treated)                           123            276             153              92  
WetPondWetland (Acres Treated)                           211            684             473             284  
Infiltration (Acres Treated)                              1            169             169             101  
Filtration (Acres Treated)                              9            178             169             102  
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Notes on Building Automation System Meeting and post-meeting discussion 
July 27th, 2011 

10 AM - Maintenance Conference Room 
 
 
Object of Meeting: Presentation by AutomatedLogic “AL” (formerly Aero Integrated 
Solutions)  concerning their bid relating to the RFP #11-0517 - Messrs. Jeff Smidler, Senior 
Sales Engineer and Mike Guss, VP of Sales, Support Services. 
 
Present: 
 
For the BOS:  Michael Hobert, Chairman (until 10:45AM) 
                         David Weiss - Supervisor 
   Alison Teetor - Natural Resources Planner 
   
For the SB:  Barbara Lee, Chairman 
   Robina Bouffault 
   Michael Murphy (partial presence) 
 
For the JAS:  Thomas Judge 
   Mike Legge 
 
Maintenance:  Bobby Levi 
 
Messrs. Smidler and Guss of AL made a very complete presentation concerning their 
company and the system that they were proposing to the school division and county. (See 
attached RFP bid results). they indicated that Aero Integrated Solutions had been a long-
time distributor of AutomatedLogic systems. They were purchased by AL on June 1st, 
2011, just after they responded to our RFP in May with their bid.   
 
AutomatedLogic is owned by Carrier Corporation, which is a subsidiary of the multi-billion 
dollar corporation United Technologies, a national company with $43 billion of annual net 
sales via their subsidiaries Carrier heating and air conditioning, Hamilton Sundstrand 
aerospace systems and industrial products, Otis elevators and escalators, Pratt & Whitney 
aircraft engines, Sikorsky helicopters, UTC Fire & Security systems and UTC Power fuel 
cells. 
 
Their introduction included their extensive experience in both Virginia schools and 
localities, including the public school divisions of Arlington, Alexandria, Culpeper, 
Hanover, Henrico, Hopewell City, and Prince Edward. For higher education, they serve the 
University of Virginia, the University of Mary Washington, Rappahannock Community 
College, Lynchburg College and Hampton-Sydney College. 
 
Government localities were also served, including a number of  “combined” (schools-
counties) such as Culpeper. Their credentials and references are excellent. 
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The system they utilize is called the BACNET protocol (as opposed to the older LON 
system used by TAC/Schneider), and is compatible with our new high school system 
currently being installed.  One server can handle the entire network, i.e. ALL of our school 
buildings. 
 
Local Control:  Contrary to the current TAC/Schneider installation (controlled from 
Texas), they will train an on-site administrator for their system, who will be in control of all 
the functional aspects.  This training is included in the bid offer. They also have available, 
for a cost of $1,500 +/- per individual, detailed additional training (1 week) if the client 
wants more in-depth knowledge of their system in the hands of additional employees. 
 
Simplicity: With their system, building functions can be scheduled at the building level by 
the administrative office, who would need only to input in advance, the hours of operation, 
including scheduled outside usage of the building (such as afterhours meetings, or facility 
usage by outside organizations). The system would automatically program itself to turn 
on/off the A/C or heating as needed, without any further programming from anyone. 
Currently, this is not possible. 
 
Maintenance:   Control of maintenance needs are also done at the local level. Each 
piece of equipment in the systems is on a constant, automatic monitoring, and there are 
automatic alerts if any one piece of equipment is not working properly. The automatic alerts 
can be given as requested by the client to e-mail addresses, smart phones, or any other 
method requested. If there is no response to the alert within a certain time, the alerts are 
then sent to the next level up in the administration.  If, for example, a fan motor breaks 
down in one of the air handling units being monitored, the alert is immediately done by 
computer to the people listed by the client. It is not simply discovered (as it currently is) 
when someone walks into an office on a Monday morning to find that the A/C is not 
working. 
 
Energy Monitoring: Their system monitors the amount of energy expended on all 
equipment, and will send an immediate alert if normal parameters are exceeded, allowing 
the client to immediately intervene if necessary.  This can also be done on an hourly basis if 
scheduled, for example for facility utilization by others - where exact energy usage for the 
hours leased can be recorded. This can help with calculating the usage fees for our facility 
usage, based upon exact energy used during the times the facilities are being used by others 
(after hours, week-ends, etc). 
 
Energy Savings: When asked about how much in the way of energy savings we might 
expect from the system, we were told that, based upon their experience with their clients,  it 
could vary between 2% and 40%, depending upon the client’s utilization of the system.  
Some of their clients are strict in their control of building utilization, others not so much. An 
example was used of one school division’s custodians who every summer re-finished their 
buildings floors, including chemical stripping, and who consequently kept all doors open 
and the A/C going full blast to clear out the fumes while working, and also to help dry the 
re-finishing product. This resulted in sky-rocketing energy costs for that time period - 
accepted by the school division as being necessary, although very costly -  and seriously 
decreased energy savings.  
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The TAC/Schneider question: AL was asked about the potential TAC proprietary issue, 
and indicated that TAC had in the past “on occasion” used “private messaging” systems to 
which they would not provide access.  If so, this could impact the bid, where that item had 
not been taken into account. Apparently the question had not been asked of TAC, or at least 
they had not responded, so it was not included in the RFP. At the meeting, Dr. Murphy 
texted TAC, and the response (given after the meeting) is that they ARE proprietary, which 
will change somewhat the bid parameters. 
 
After the meeting, when the AL representatives had left, there was a discussion (B. Lee, M. 
Murphy and T. Judge were no longer there) concerning the TAC/Schneider performance 
and their reporting of supposed savings.  Bobby Levi indicated that one egregious incident 
was when the entire chiller system for the high school had been dismantled and sent out for 
repairs over the summer, and TAC had indicated for that time that there was too much 
energy usage at the high school because the A/C system had been one for the entire summer 
time - at a time when it was not even on the building! 
   
Additionally, Alison Teetor indicated that some of the equipment indicated in the TAC 
schematics as being installed, had in fact not in reality been installed. Also, two years ago, 
after our many complaints, TAC finally came to review the situation, and it was discovered 
that some of the their existing equipment, although installed, had never been hooked up by 
them, so had never been monitored at all. 
 
The consensus of the group was that TAC/Schneider had not been forthright or honest in 
their reporting about savings, and other reports,  and that they needed to be replaced. 
 
Bobby Levi and Mike Legge will be having another meeting with AL, where they can go 
thru the entire network to establish the extent of the need to ‘map’ it, including the actual 
existing equipment (as opposed to the theoretical equipment), the actual hooked-up 
network, and advise to what extent their bid will be affected. 
 
Ideally, the School Board should have all results in prior to our September 6th meeting, so 
that it can be placed on that agenda for discussion. 
 
 
 
RRB/7-28-2011 
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