
 

 

Ms. Betsy Bowles      October 31, 2018 

1111 East Main Street, Suite 1400 

P.O. Box 1105 

Richmond, VA 23218 

 

Please accept these comments related to the upcoming reissuance of the 

Virginia Pollution Abatement Regulation and General Permit for Poultry Waste 

Management. CBF would greatly appreciate the opportunity to serve on the 

Technical Advisory Committee for the reissuance of the Virginia Pollution 

Abatement (VPA) Regulation and General Permit for Poultry Waste Management.  

CBF has a long history of working on regulatory issues related to agriculture, 

environmental impacts and water quality issues.  We specifically request 

membership for Joe Wood (Primary), Peggy Sanner (alternate) and Jay Ford 

(alternate).  We look forward to working with DEQ and other stakeholders to 

develop a stronger and more effective permit for moving forward.   

 

The growing importance of poultry in Virginia.   

 

Poultry production represents the largest sector of the largest business 

(agriculture) in Virginia and this sector has shown consistent growth over the past 

30 years.  USDA’s National Agricultural Statistics Surveys indicates that from 1984 

to 2017, Virginia’s poultry production increased from 158,624 birds/year (834,293 

lbs/year) to 294,200 (2,067,540) corresponding to an 85% increase in animals and a 

150% increase in production pounds (Figure 1).  There have been periods of slight 

decline and accelerated growth, but on average, animal numbers have increased by 

2.6% per year while production pounds have increased by 4.5% per year over the 

33-year time span.  In 2017, Virginia produced over $700 Million in poultry 

products1.   The proportional importance (relative to livestock) also continues to 

grow as poultry makes up approximately 71% of animal units in Virginia’s portion 

of the Chesapeake Bay Watershed, up substantially from 54% back in 19841. 

Consequently, the number of animals covered by this VPA general permit has also 

been increasing, as evident by nearly 13% increase from 2010-2016 (Figure 2).  

 

Poultry growth clearly plays a significant role in Virginia’s Agribusiness 

and economic benefits, but also presents new challenges for the state’s goal to 

improve water quality, and to specifically reduce nutrient and sediment delivery to 

the Chesapeake Bay.  Given the scale of poultry production in Virginia, and 

continued growth, it is critical for the state to establish a clear plan to address 

                                                 
1 https://cast.chesapeakebay.net/documentation/CalibrationInputsAnimal  

https://cast.chesapeakebay.net/documentation/CalibrationInputsAnimal


 

 

pollutant loads from this sector.  The reissuance of this 10-year permit is extremely 

important and will ultimately have a large impact upon the restoration of the watershed.  

Further, this represents the last opportunity to improve this permit prior to the 2025 

deadline for Chesapeake Bay Implementation.   

 

Relationship between growth and nutrient loads 

 

The impacts of the rate of poultry production upon nutrient and sediment loads 

can be divided into three main categories which include 1) the impacts of feeding spaces, 

2) impacts associated with increases in poultry litter and associated land application and 

3) impacts of air (ammonia) emissions.  In order to explore the potential impact of 

poultry growth on pollutant loads we present modeling efforts performed through the 

Chesapeake Assessment Scenario Tool (CAST).  CAST allows for a hypothetical 

consideration of land use, animal units, and BMPs upon pollutant loads under previous, 

current and future conditions.   However, the impacts of ammonia emissions from poultry 

are not calibrated to shifts in animal units and thus these values should be interpreted 

only as a summary of feedings space loads and impacts of increased litter production2.   

 

The Chesapeake Bay model divides agricultural loads into categories including 

Row Crops, Hay, Feeding Spaces, Other Ag, and Pasture.  Feeding Spaces represent the 

most intense agricultural use with the highest pollutant loading rates which are more than 

10-fold higher than any other type (Figure 3).  The acreage of feeding space represents 

only a small proportion of agricultural lands (~.16% in Virginia’s Chesapeake Bay 

Watershed) but a much larger proportion of the overall agricultural sources of nutrients 

and sediment delivered to the bay (2-4% depending on pollutant).  As a result, 

management of these lands represents a critical opportunity to mitigate agricultural 

pollutant loads where they are most concentrated.  Further, management of these lands is 

specifically considered in this AFO Poultry Permit.   

 

We specifically consider here scenarios from 1984 to 2017, and we have focused 

upon the five counties which have the highest rates of poultry production which includes 

Accomack, Augusta, Page, Rockingham and Shenandoah.  Specifically, we considered 

progress reports from 1984-2017 with two BMP implementation scenarios.  First, we 

considered the BMP implementation rates which correspond to the progress year 

(Progress), and second, we considered a constant BMP implementation (No Action) 

across all years.  The progress scenario indicates estimates of actual pollutant loads 

whereas the no action scenario is intended to provide insights about how pollutant loads 

would have changed with growth in the absence of BMPs.   

 

The results of these analyses are shown below in Figure 4.  Model inputs of 

poultry production generally increase from 1984 to 2017 similar USDA data (Figure 1) 

which is utilized as a source for the model.  In the Progress scenario there is a steep 

decline in feeding space nitrogen loads from 1995-2000 corresponding to the timing of 

adoptions of the original AFO permit and its associated management actions.  This load 

reduction is not observed in the No action scenario and thus emphasizes the important 

                                                 
2 Personal correspondence with Olivia Devereux, Devereux Consulting 



 

 

role this permit has played in reducing feeding space loads.  However, from 2000 to 2017 

the progress scenario displays a 15% increase in feeding space nitrogen loads, suggesting 

we are backtracking on the original progress made by the adoption of this permit on these 

lands, not due to declining management but rather as a result of increasing poultry 

production.   

 

Poultry production rates also influence the production of manure and the rate at 

which manure is applied to agricultural lands.  The Chesapeake Bay model, following the 

guidance of the agricultural workgroup, estimates the proportion of land which received 

manure by considering the total number of animal units per county and the overall 

agricultural acres which exist within that county, along with data reporting on manure 

transport and export3.  Figure 4 (top, orange diamonds) illustrates the estimated 

proportion of land within the top 5 producing counties which receive manure.  Results 

indicate there has been an increase in manured lands from ~53% in 1984 to 56% in 2017.  

While this 3% increase may seem small, it is important to note that this is 3% of all 

agricultural silage and grain acres which represent a much larger acreage (1,000 x the 

acreage of feeding spaces) than animal feeding operations occupy.   

 

In summary, these analyses indicate first that the AFO general permit has made 

tremendous strides towards mitigating nitrogen loads from feeding spaces, but also that 

increased poultry production plays in important role in offsetting this progress.  As a 

result, we contend that maintaining a status quo permit, given the growth in poultry 

production which has been documented over the past 30 years, will result in increased 

nitrogen loads to Chesapeake Bay.  Furthermore, these results do not capture air quality 

impacts related to ammonia air emissions which have been documented as a significant 

issue4, 5.  While air monitoring represents a new and challenging component to 

incorporate into these permits, it is critical DEQ take this opportunity to comprehensively 

consider the water quality impacts directly related to ammonia emissions and monitoring 

is a critical step to moving forward on this front.     

 

We look forward to working with DEQ and other stakeholders to identify cost-

effective and un-intrusive strategies which will advance this permit such that it achieves 

the goals intended of mitigating pollution and specifically reducing nitrogen, 

phosphorous and sediment loads to the Chesapeake Bay.  We would welcome an 

opportunity to meet to discuss these analyses and ideas for moving forward prior to the 

Technical Advisory Committee, and further would be happy to present this information 

to the committee.   

 

 

 

                                                 
3 https://cast.chesapeakebay.net/Documentation/ModelDocumentation  
4 Increased atmospheric ammonia over the world’s major agricultural areas detected from space.  

Geophysical research letters, American Geophysical Union.  2017. 
5 Atmospheric Deposition of Nitrogen in the Chesapeake: Integrating Air & Water Environmental 

Management, Lew Linker and Jesse Bash. 
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Thanks so much for this opportunity to provide comments and we look forward to 

working together soon.  

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

     
Joseph D. Wood, Ph.D.     
Virginia Staff Scientist    
Chesapeake Bay Foundation  

 

 
 

Margaret L. (Peggy) Sanner 

Virginia Assistant Director and Senior Attorney 

Chesapeake Bay Foundation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Jay C. Ford       

Virginia Voices Outreach Coordinator 

Chesapeake Bay Foundation 
 

 

cc: The Honorable Ann F. Jennings, Deputy Secretary of Natural Resources  

Jutta Schneider, Water Planning Division Director, DEQ 

Neil Zahradka, Manager - Office of Land Application Programs, DEQ 

James Davis Martin, Chesapeake Bay Program Manager, DEQ 

 

 

 

    

  



 

 

Figure 1: Virginia (statewide) Broiler (top), Turkey (middle) and Broiler and Turkey 

(B&T) (bottom) production (lbs and head) from the USDA National Agricultural 

Statistics Service. 

 

  



 

 

Figure 2   New issuance and terminations (top), reissuances (middle) and corresponding 

aggregate maximum number of animals at one time from 2010-2016. 

  



 

 

Figure 3. Nitrogen and phosphorous loading rates associated with various Agricultural 

Load sources as divided by the Chesapeake Bay Model (as summarized in DEQ WIP3 

materials)  

 

  



 

 

Figure 4. Timeseries of various poultry related CAST outputs for the top 5 producing 

counties (Accomack, Augusta, Page, Rockingham and Shenandoah) in Virginia which 

account for ~50% of Virginia’s animal units..  These include poultry animal units (Top- 

Yellow Squares), proportion of silage and grain receiving manure application (middle-

Orange Diamonds, and corresponding feeding space nitrogen loads (bottom).  Green 

circles indicate N loads based upon BMP implementation progress of the corresponding 

year, whereas red circles indicate hypothetical loads under a No action 2010 scenario 

utilizing only the inputs (i.e. Animal Units) of the given year.    

 


