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                                         NEWSLETTER                                            Fall 2009 
 

PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE 
By Al Tucker, President, 2009 

 
It’s amazing that Maryland, 
the State that is touted as 
the leader in Smart Growth 
Planning, seems to do little 
planning regarding how the 
limitations of water 
availability should affect 
planning for growth.1  In 
2002, reservoirs, rivers and 
aquifers were at record lows 
and, in 2003, the Governor 
created a commission to 
investigate ways to stem the 

decline in water supplies.  The commission’s reports were 
duly written and reported, and then filed away.  The 2008 
CEPA forum brought together the principals who discussed 
the results of the commission.  In the meantime, rains seem 
to have been plentiful and, as a result, this very public issue 
has receded from view.  Yet the region continues to add 
population.  In Anne Arundel County, development at Fort 
Meade alone is expected to contribute another 10,000 
homes.  All with the hope that water is plentiful and that 
increased growth will somehow provide new sources of tax 
revenue to save the day. 
 
The causes to worry are still with us. In 1999, MD had a 
drought that was so severe there was a fear that reservoirs in 
western MD could not sustain the Washington Metro Area 
and several towns had to run water tankers to their central 
supplies.  Fortunately, the rains came in time and the only 
results were a state law requiring new construction to use 
water saving devices and the creation of a study group.  The 
projections for the one expected drought every ten years 
indicates these reservoirs will not support the Washington 
area in 2020. Charles County is petitioning to join WSSC.  In 
other parts of the state, groundwater withdrawals are limited 
in Mount Airy and Middletown.  Anne Arundel, Calvert, 
Charles and St Mary’s Counties obtain almost 100% of their 
freshwater from groundwater with the exception of northern 
Anne Arundel, which obtains its water from Baltimore.  The 
declining management reserves in the Aquia aquifer in Anne 
Arundel are attributed to the growth of development, 
particularly in Calvert and St. Mary’s.  The recharge areas for 
the counties south of Anne Arundel are poor, so the aquifers 
tend to flow toward these Southern MD counties.  In addition 
to the Charles County problems, community wells in St. 
Mary’s are experiencing cones of depression over a mile in 
diameter. The Aquia aquifer, to which most of the private 
wells in Anne Arundel are connected, is depleted to the point 

that new wells need to be drilled into the deeper aquifers.  In 
fact, along a line from Waysons Corner to the Rhode River 
the Aquia is below “management level” (the level that 
“management” of the resource should be able to maintain).  
Oh, do I need mention that major unlined landfills border this 
line. Further warning signs include saltwater intrusion into the 
Aquia in Kent County and parts of Shady Side in Anne 
Arundel County. 
 
As indicated above, past climate records in Maryland show 
that droughts occur once in every 10 years on average.  
Some of those droughts persisted in parts of the state for 
more than 15 months. The droughts of 1999 and 2002 have 
receded from recent memory and the even more severe 
droughts of the past have been forgotten.  However, the 
population in the areas affected during these times was 
significantly less than today. 
 
What does the future portend?  Climate change is expected 
to result in more precipitation in Maryland. On the other hand, 
the details indicate that all will not be well.  More precipitation 
will fall in the winter, which will be good for the reservoirs.  In 
the summer, though, the rain will be dominated by extreme 
events, during which most of the water will rapidly run-off.  
Thus there will be little impact on recharging aquifers.  
Currently, the fastest growing consumer of groundwater in 
the state is agriculture, and, if climate change scenarios are 
correct, higher temperatures will increase evaporation, 
requiring even more use of groundwater.  All counties on 
both sides of the bay will be impacted by this use. 
 
Finally, we get to the real issue: more people require more 
freshwater. Maryland grew by 30% from 1970 to 2005 and is 
expected to grow another 20% by 2030.  It isn’t the year 
that’s the issue; it’s the question of whether another 20% is 
OK, be it in 2030 or 2050.  The real question we should ask 
is whether another 20% is sustainable.  It certainly is not in 
Charles County or in Middletown or Mt Airy, where the 
current groundwater systems are oversubscribed by people.  
Charles County cannot expand without a WSSC connection. 
In Georgia, the drought and the ensuing interstate battle for 
water this summer made national headlines.  An analysis2 
says the drought there actually was part of the normal pattern 
and should have been expected; the difference this time was 
that the population had grown beyond the capacity of the 
water system. 
 
The current approaches to financing local governments 
inherently depend on physical growth for economic growth. 
Physical growth requires more people and more 
infrastructure which, in turn, places exponentially increasing 
demands on local resources.  Groundwater is just one of 
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those demands among many; yet, it is perhaps the most 
important and least visible.  We all hear about the impact of 
pollution on the Bay.  Remember, though, that what exists 
today started decades and centuries ago.  Just because you 
can’t see groundwater doesn’t mean there is not a problem.  
We need a call to action to our leaders to heed the warning 
signs and to establish better statewide planning for the future 
of this valuable resource. 
________________________________________________ 
1. Cohen, James R., “Water Supply as a Factor in Local 
Growth Management Planning in the U.S.: A Review of 
Current Practice, and Implications for Maryland”, working 
paper, February 9, 2004, Urban Studies and Planning 
Program, University of Maryland. 
2. Seager, Richard, et al., “Drought in the Southeastern 
United States: Causes, Variability over the Last 
Millennium, and the Potential for Future Hydroclimate 
Change”, Journal of Climate, Oct. 2009. 
 
Editor’s Note:  Officials have encouraged water conservation 
for years, but one approach that has not been advocated is 
the use of greywater (from bathing, laundry, etc.) for things 
like irrigation and toilet flushing.  In fact, in Maryland, 
greywater is considered sewage and must be treated as 
such.  It may be time to reconsider this policy.  In the next 
newsletter, we’ll explore the issues involved with greywater 
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WEST/RHODE RIVERKEEPER’S REPORT 
By Chris Trumbauer 

 
This summer, unfortunately, 
we once again saw high 
levels of indicator bacteria in 
the West and Rhode Rivers, 
particularly after rainfall 
events.  Most area residents 
are now aware of the 
potential that harmful bacteria 
exist in our rivers.  
Unfortunately, it’s become a 
fact of life.  Where do these 
bacteria come from, and – 
more importantly – what can 
we do to get rid of them? 
 

Like most questions concerning water quality in the 
Chesapeake Bay area, the answers are not simple.  Bacteria, 
like many other pollutants, can come from a variety of 
sources.  Bacteria originate in the digestive system of warm-
blooded animals.  We can group the four most common 
sources into the following categories: human, livestock, pets, 
and wildlife.   

Previous assumptions were that only a minimal amount (2 – 
3%) was human related, although many of us felt that was 
being underestimated.  According to a new study by 
Salisbury University utilizing a method known as Bacteria 
Source Tracing, the human component may account for 
more like 25% in our local Anne Arundel County rivers. 
 
This summer, our volunteer water quality monitoring program 
sampled bacteria at 14 stations for 14 weeks (Memorial Day 
to Labor Day).  In 9 of the 14 (almost 65%) sampling weeks, 
at least one of our samples had a bacteria level above the 
EPA single test limit for safe swimming.  When looking at the 
results on a map, we see that most of the high readings 
come in our upper tidal creeks, in areas with moderate to 
high residential density and poor natural flushing.   
 
In many cases, these high bacteria levels match up with the 
areas of poor water quality in general.  We recently launched 
a new utility on our website, which presents our water quality 
data in a map-based format.  Check it out on our website, 
www.westrhoderiverkeeper.org.  Using this utility, one can 
see that the low dissolved oxygen levels are generally also in 
the upper creeks.  Certainly this is partially due to poor 
flushing, but is likely also related to the surrounding land use. 
  
Bacteria levels are a serious concern to us.  We feel that all 
of us have a right to clean and safe water for swimming, 
fishing, sailing, and boating.  That’s why Captain Michael is 
out on the Honeydipper pumpout boat every weekend, and 
why our volunteers take bacteria samples every Wednesday.  
We know that there are harmful bacteria in our rivers – 
particularly after heavy rains.  In fact, the county Department 
of Health suspends its sampling for 48 hours after rainfall, 
because they expect the levels to be high.  The County’s 
website says “After rainfall, all Anne Arundel County beaches 
are under a no swimming/no direct water contact advisory for 
48 hours, due to predicted high bacteria levels.”   
 
I’m not satisfied with water quality that assumes the rivers 
are unsafe to swim in after a rainfall, and I hope you aren’t 
either.  Human health issues as they relate to our rivers are 
becoming a hot topic.  We need to seize the opportunity and 
advocate for measures that will make our rivers safe and 
clean again.  These are tight times, to be sure, but we need 
to invest in our future.  Upgrading stormwater management, 
replacing failing septic systems, and even picking up after 
your pet will help address the bacteria sources on the land.  
Disposing of boat waste properly and controlling resident 
goose populations will help reduce the bacteria coming from 
the water.  Let’s all work together to make our rivers safe and 
clean again. 
 
www.westrhoderiverkeeper.org). 
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CONOWINGO DAM 
 

By Lee Greenbaum 
 

Over the years, during CEPA's 
board meetings, concerns about 
the Susquehanna River and the 
Conowingo Dam have been 
voiced, but the concerns were 
tabled for what we thought were 
more pressing issues for CEPA at 
the time, particularly, the PST 
Landfill in Harwood.  But the issue 
has not been forgotten.  
Maryland’s Attorney General has 
recently stated that he was aware 
of the seriousness of the potential 
threat of the Conowingo Dam, but 
had no immediate solution.  The 
Executive Council, composed of 

the Governors of Pennsylvania, Maryland and Virginia has 
stated that the sediment behind the dam is the number one 
threat to the Chesapeake.  Charles Fox, the director of the 
EPA for the Chesapeake Bay, has also stated that it is "the" 
major threat for the Chesapeake. In a September 2009 article 
in the Bay Journal, Karl Blankenship has said that in the next 
15 to 20 years, under current conditions, the dam will stop 
functioning.  A major weather event would preempt that 
predicted date.  To quote from his article, "when the reservoir 
behind the 100 foot dam is filled, the millions of pounds of 
phosphorous and millions of tons of sediment now trapped 
each year will reach the upper bay unless prompt action is 
taken." 

  
The Army Corps of Engineers was allocated $37,000 to 
begin reviewing the reservoir issue.  These monies would 
only provide a framework for an intensive study.  An in-depth 
study by the Corps of Engineers would cost a few million 
dollars.  This study, in all probability, would take three to five 
years when and if it is ever funded.  Removal of sediment 
from the reservoir to restore its capacity must start soon.   
 
The Lower Susquehanna Riverkeeper, Michael Helfrich, has 
said that the cost of doing nothing could be huge.  He called 
for a study that would assess the likely consequences for the 
Bay in the event of another catastrophic storm like Agnes 
from which (in forty five years) little recovery has occurred, 
particularly with the loss of the submerged aquatic 
vegetation, the very basic habitat for all Bay life,  Until we 
have a document (study) that tells how to tackle this disaster 
waiting to happen, it will be hard to estimate the cost of 

corrective action, or the cost of not doing anything, and 
determine if, in fact, we could ever recover from inaction. 
  
Removing the sediment in incremental amounts as we strive 
to escape disaster must start within ten years.  The study 
alone will take five years and then, depending on Senator 
Cardin and the Congress, we might get lucky and get funding 
for a pump down project.  If we started the study today, we 
would still be ten years from any remedial action.  If we do 
not have a storm event that floods (as with Agnes) the Upper 
Susquehanna, sediment behind the dam will still be close to 
overflowing.  Either way, unless we want to witness a total 
reversal of all Bay cleanup efforts to date, we must act now.  
A hurricane could bring this reversal sooner, but waiting is 
not a viable alternative. 
 
CEPA is initiating discussions with environmental officials in 
an effort to bring this issue some of the attention it deserves. 
 

 
BOOK REVIEW 

 
FIGHT FOR THE BAY  by Howard Ernst 

Review by Bob Gallagher 
 

 Howard Ernst’s Chesapeake Bay 
Blues (2003) was one of the 
decisive influences that caused me 
to found West/Rhode Riverkeeper. 
Chesapeake Bay Blues first 
articulated for a large audience the 
now familiar propositions that: we 
know what the problems are; we 
know what the solutions are; and 
we lack the political will to 
implement the solutions. Its 
publication    challenged    the    Bay 

         Gallagher            restoration establishment by 
asserting that its institutions had failed in their mission 
because they had failed to engage in the kind of aggressive 
advocacy that would make a difference, such as lobbying, 
participating in the electoral process and suing polluters and 
do-nothing public officials when appropriate. 
 

Ernst is a professor 
of political science at 
the United States 
Naval Academy in 
Annapolis.  Professor 
Ernst’s recently 
published Fight for 
the Bay, Why a Dark 
Green Awakening is 
Needed to Save the 
Chesapeake Bay, is, 
in a sense, a  sequel. 

           Ernst        Ernst makes a 
detailed case that the “Light Green” environmental movement 
that focuses mainly on restoration work and “feel-good” 
projects, but shies away from confrontation, has resulted in a 
political “dead zone” in which politicians talk about saving the 
Bay but take little effective action. He argues that building a 
“Dark Green” movement that aggressively and 
uncompromisingly insists on stopping pollution is essential if 
we are to save the Bay. 
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Light Greens have accepted the proposition, promoted by 
polluters and complicit government officials (whom, together, 
he calls the Cornucopians), that limits on pollution must be 
voluntary and negotiated between the government, polluters 
and other “stake-holder” groups. Dark Greens, on the other 
hand, insist that citizens have a right to effective enforcement 
of the Clean Water Act and the protection of the public health 
that can’t be negotiated away. 
 
Fight for the Bay continues the criticism of the Bay 
restoration establishment. It is particularly critical of the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s Chesapeake Bay 
Program, citing it as a principal proponent of the Light Green, 
negotiate-with-polluters approach. Readers may remember 
that, not long ago, former Bay Program officials 
acknowledged that the Bay Program exaggerated reports of 
the success of their Bay clean-up efforts in order to secure 
funding of the Program.  
 
The dead-zone thesis takes up the first third of the book. The 
second third is a discussion of how the mainstream media 
has failed to bring sufficient public attention to Bay issues in 
general and the political dead zone in particular. The last 
third is a series of war stories written by Dark Greens 
including local favorites Anne Pearson, Gerald Winegrad, 
Mike Shay and Bernie Fowler. 
 
Some may say that Fight for the Bay is largely inside 
baseball for Bay activists. I hope that it will have a wider 
audience. It is short, easy to follow and timely. If it gets that 
wider audience, it may result, as I suspect Ernst intended, in 
a dose of chlorophyll for our light green colleagues. 
 
W/RR will send a free copy of the book to the first 20 
members who respond to our Annual Appeal with a 
contribution of $100 or more. 
 
 

UPDATE ON GEOTHERMAL HEATING & A/C 
 

By Gary Antonides 
 
In the last CEPA newsletter, I 
indicated that I planned to have a 
geothermal heating and air 
conditioning system installed.  It 
has now been installed, and 
lessons have been learned. 
 
Lesson #1:  Don’t assume that the 
driller will restore your lawn.  Two 
350 foot wells were dug for my 
system, and the tailings were left 
on the lawn, along with a lot of the 

grout that was used to fill the holes after the pipes were 
installed.  I rented a trailer and hauled about 2 tons to the 
dump, and am still trying to get grass to grow in the clay and 
tailings that were left on the surface.  Talk to the driller about 
how he plans to leave your lawn. 
 
Lesson #2:  Don’t assume the installer will use the 
recommended refrigerant line sizes between the compressor 
unit and the air handler if they are separate units.  In my 
house, those lines are about 50 feet long and should be 
larger in diameter than an installation with shorter lines.  After 
installation (and before paying), I questioned the sizes used, 
told the installer I would do some research to try and 

determine how that affects the system, and would get back to 
him.  Before I did, he called back and said he would replace 
the lines with the recommended sizes.  As near as I could tell 
from my “research”, the efficiency and capacity would have 
been somewhat reduced, perhaps up to about 10% at 
maximum output.  So find out what the recommended sizes 
are, and insure that the contractor installs them.   
 
Not enough time has passed to evaluate the cost of 
electricity for the system as opposed to the electricity and oil 
used before.  That will be discussed in a later update. 
 
The Maryland Energy Administration website now indicates 
that federal stimulus money will be used to pay the grants for 
everyone that is now on the waitlist.  (I’ve been No. 99 on the 
list for several months), and that new grants will also be 
issued with federal money, but it was necessary to suspend 
submission of new applications until the instructions for 
applying can be changed to fulfill federal requirements for 
providing the funding to the state.  They started accepting 
new applications on Oct. 19th.  The grants now amount to 
$500. for each ton of  capacity of the geothermal system.  
The federal incentive is an income tax credit of 30% of the 
cost.  In my case, the total cost was $22,585., and the 
incentives amount to $2,000. from the state, and $6,775. 
from the IRS. 
 
 

PROFILE OF A TRUSTEE 
 

Bill Klepczynski 
 
Dr. William J. Klepczynski 
became a CEPA Trustee in 
2004 and has been 
instrumental in establishing 
CEPA’s website and in 
organizing our mailing list.  He 
is serving on the PST Landfill 
Committee and the 
Groundwater Committee. 
 
He is an astronomer, having 
received a Ph.D in Astronomy 

from Yale University in 1968, an M.A. from Georgetown 
University in 1964, and a B.A. form the University of 
Pennsylvania in 1961. 
 
Bill was formerly head of the Time Service Department of the 
U.S. Naval Observatory before he retired.  There, he 
managed the USNO Master Clock, timing operations for the 
Global Positioning System (GPS), and time distribution 
systems that utilize communications satellites or other 
navigation systems for high precision synchronization of 
globally spaced timing centers.  While at the USNO, he was 
involved with minimizing “light pollution” from nearby lights, a 
form of pollution not yet of much interest to CEPA and the 
environmental community.  
 
He has been a member of the Institute of Navigation (ION) 
since 1963, served as Editor of the Journal of the ION, 
NAVIGATION from 1971 to 1978 and was President from 
1987 to 1988.  He was elected a Fellow of the ION in 2000. 
 
He was an Association for the Advancement of Science 
Fellow (2005-2006) sponsored by the Institute of Navigation, 
and was assigned to the Space and Advanced Technology 
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Office of the U.S. State Department.  Prior to this he provided 
consultation for the Wide Area Augmentation System 
(WAAS) architecture and systems design for GPS and 
analysis of the timing of the WAAS network.  He is also 
Chairperson of the Bureau International des Poids et 
Mesures (International Bureau of Weights and Measures) 
Consultative Committee on Time and Frequency Working 
Group on two way satellite time and frequency transfer. 
 
He currently lives in Arnold with his wife, Gloria, and spends 
part of each winter near Portland, Oregon, where their son 
and his family live.  He is also a member of the Annapolis 
Sail & Power Squadron and teaches public boating courses. 

 
 
TO GET ON CEPA’S MAILING LIST: 
 
CEPA distributes its newsletter primarily by electronic means, 
but if you prefer to get it by mail, just let us know.  Either way, 
contact Gary Antonides (garyanto@verizon.net).  Newsletters 
are posted on www.cepaonline.org in pdf files.  Whenever a 
new newsletter is available, we send an email notification 
with a direct link to it. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2009 CEPA MEMBERSHIP and/or 

RIVERKEEPER CONTRIBUTION 
 

A CEPA membership entitles you to receive our newsletter 
and to vote for our Trustees. 

 
We also provide you the opportunity to support the 

West/Rhode River Riverkeeper.  Those donations go directly 
to that organization. 

 
Mail to: CEPA, PO Box 117, Galesville, MD 20765 

 
Name___________________________________________ 

Address_________________________________________ 

________________________________________________ 

Phone___________________________________________ 

Email___________________________________________ 

 
Enclosed is:   [  ]  $30. for my CEPA membership 

       [  ]  $50. for my Sponsoring CEPA membership 

       [  ]  $100. for my Sustaining CEPA membership 

       [  ]  $________for the West/Rhode Riverkeeper. 
 
[  ]  Please send me an email when the newsletter is posted. 

[  ]  Please send copies of the newsletters to me by mail.

 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
CEPA 
P.O. Box 117 
Galesville, MD 20765 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 


