
Reedy Creek Coalition 

Comments on Chesapeake Bay TMDL Action Plan 

We have seven general comments related to the current plan to rely very heavily on stream restoration 

projects to meet the City of Richmond’s obligations under the Chesapeake Bay TMDL. 

1. The source of the degraded stream channels and stream banks in our local streams is the huge 

volume of stormwater that gushes into our streams through the MS4 system.  The permanent solution is 

to attack the source of the problem rather than trying to fix the symptoms. 

2. Since the stream restoration projects are not accompanied by significant efforts to reduce 

stormwater, the projects are at a higher risk of failure than necessary.  If the projects fail, money is 

wasted and the TMDL credits will also be washed away.  A lower risk, diversified strategy would be much 

better than putting “all of the eggs in one basket”.  

3. While the stream restoration projects will initially get Chesapeake Bay TMDL credits and may help 

improve the Bay (assuming they perform as hoped), they will do very little to improve our local stream 

quality.  Biological monitoring of stream restoration projects has shown no significant improvement in 

the aquatic life within the streams.  There is little hope for improvement in our local streams without a 

comprehensive strategy that addresses the root cause of the degraded streams. 

4.  The City of Richmond needs to invest in long-term planning for watershed restoration in which 

problem areas contributing to stormwater and pollution are identified and projects prioritized to 

eliminate sources.  The current stream restoration projects are divorced from long-term planning.  

5. Since most stormwater comes from private property, any significant reduction of stormwater 

problems has to include private citizens.  The populace must be more effectively engaged.  One strategy 

that would simultaneously educate the public and provide on-the-ground improvements (and TMDL 

credits) is to systematically eliminate stormwater from city properties starting with high visibility areas 

such as schools, parks, and community centers.  The city itself must provide a model of responsible 

watershed stewardship.  “Cleaner Water Faster” demands it. 

6. In determining the value of various stormwater projects, the city needs to take a holistic approach in 

which all benefits are taken into account.  For example, replacement of “lawns” with trees and shrubs 

(which could be done on many acres of school properties at minimal cost) not only reduces stormwater 

volume.  It also increases green space and general urban “livability”, reduces the urban heat island 

effect, stores carbon, and enhances Richmond’s natural resources.  Also, the reduction of stormwater 

volume has additional economic value because it can reduce the cost of stormwater infrastructure 

installation and maintenance over the long haul.  

7. The Stormwater Local Assistance Fund (SLAF) supports projects other than stream restoration.  While 

it is commendable that the city has aggressively sought this source of funds, this money could be used to 

install a wide variety of best management practices that are much lower risk and higher reward in the 

long run.   

 

 



 

Since we are very familiar with the proposed project area for Reedy Creek, we have some additional 

comments specific to this plan. 

1. As noted above, stream restoration should be preceded by concerted efforts to reduce stormwater 

volume.  In addition, stream restoration activities should begin in the headwaters and move 

downstream as part of a comprehensive plan.  The Reedy Creek project site is far removed from the 

headwaters.  And to make matters worse, it is immediately downstream from a long section of concrete 

channel that intensifies the power of the stormwater draining from Midlothian Turnpike.  The proposed 

stream restoration project in Reedy Creek is an extremely high-risk venture and at least 10 years 

premature.  

2. In choosing sites for stream restoration, accessibility for heavy equipment and stockpiling materials is 

an important consideration.  One could not choose a more inaccessible place along Reedy Creek for a 

stream restoration.  Although some of the banks are in rough shape, the project site has the best 

riparian area in the entire Reedy Creek corridor.  Stream restoration will involve significant losses of 

mature trees and existing wetland function.  If the project fails, the erosion problem will actually be 

accelerated. 

3. At a recent District 5 meeting, DPU officials announced their intention to dredge the forebay of the 

lake in Forest Hill Park on a regular basis.  This is very good news.  Several years ago after the dredging 

of the lake, members of Friends of Forest Hill Park were assured by park officials that the forebay would 

be dredged regularly to prevent the entire lake from quickly filling in.  That commitment was never 

honored.  Regular dredging of the forebay would have a much larger impact on the Chesapeake Bay 

TMDL than the proposed stream restoration project because it will remove sediment and nutrients that 

are collected in the lake from the entire watershed.  Volunteers of the Reedy Creek Coalition and 

Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay have walked most of Reedy Creek over the last few years and there are 

severely eroded stream banks throughout Reedy Creek, not just in the proposed project area.  The fact 

that the concrete channels fill up with sediment bars is proof that a large amount of sediment is derived 

from the headwaters above Erich Road. 

4. Given all of the factors discussed above, the Reedy Creek Coalition cannot support the proposed 

Reedy Creek stream restoration project.  We would love to see $1.2 million spent on our local creek; but 

it needs to be spent on lower risk projects that attack the source of the problem and engages and 

inspires citizens to become better watershed stewards. 

 


