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As a result, there is an unconscious assumption that the water
supply is endless and thus adequate. That assumption is
false.

By Al Tucker, President, 2012
It has been over four years since
CEPA has addressed the issues
surrounding
the
status
of
groundwater. At that time (2008),
the Maryland Department of the
Environment issued the Wolman
i
report on the status of water
sources in Maryland and initiated
two important studies. In 2002
CEPA played an instrumental role
in supporting the establishment of
the Governor’s Advisory committee
on water resources. Its recommendations were the subject of
the CEPA forum that year. However, besides the initiation of
the studies on groundwater in the coastal plain and in the
fractured rock area of the state, the long-term water supply
issue continues to “fly below the radar”. Awareness of this
issue arises during times of water shortages and recedes when
the reservoirs and the surficial aquifers refill. [note: CEPA
continues to actively support and seek funding to support the
objectives of the Wolman report. See Rick Dunn’s senate
testimony on behalf of CEPA below]

Ten years ago, our streams and aquifers were at all-time lows
with private and public wells in some areas of the state running
dry, yet the causes and effects of those past droughts have not
been addressed. More recent data on two critical aquifers, the
Aquia and Magothy for Southern Maryland, continue to show
an alarming drawdown.
The Aquia has dropped an
astonishing 115 feet in St. Mary’s since 1960. The drawdown
began in 1942 with establishment of Naval Station at Patuxent
River.
However, the accelerating pace of surrounding
development in St. Mary’s County has impacted not only the
water availability in southern Anne Arundel but also in the
Northern Neck of Virginia. Charles County, in its pursuit of
growth, realizes it has reached the limit of its aquifers and is
considering petitioning the Washington Suburban Sanitary
Commission to supply its future water needs. A USGS study in
iii
2007 showed that the drawdowns correlated roughly with the
population growth in the Southern Maryland counties. The
Maryland Department of the Environment oversees
groundwater withdrawals, but, ironically, it does not monitor
withdrawals less than 10,000 gallons per day. That means
households and small businesses on domestic wells are not
taken into account.

The awareness of “fracking” has brought a different issue to
the
groundwater
debate,
namely
contamination.
Contamination is a serious issue because it affects people
directly and immediately, unlike the slow drawdown of aquifers.
But the drawdown of the deeper aquifers continues unabatedly
due to increased pumping from growth. In the coastal plain,
more than ninety-five percent (95%) of the population depends
on this water for public water supply. The Wolman report
emphasized our lack of knowledge about the sources and the
use of water in Maryland.

Today, hydraulic fracturing, commonly called “fracking” gets
our attention. The karst region of Maryland, also called the
fractured rock region, is west of the fall line. Surface water and
groundwater are directly connected, and during dry seasons,
this area of the state is more susceptible to water shortages.
In this area groundwater flows freely compared to the aquifers
in the coastal plain; thus, any contamination can affect large
volumes of groundwater in a short period of time.
“Fracking” within the Marcellus Shale regions of West Virginia,
Maryland, Pennsylvania and New York continues to cause
controversy not only locally but also Bay-wide. (See Gary
Antonides’ series on the Marcellus formation in previous issues
and his article on Utica Shale below) The controversial issues
include groundwater contamination, accidental spill of
“fracking” fluids, reliance on nearby water resources and postprocessing of the “contaminated” fluids.
(Cont’d on Pg. 2)

The root cause of the problem is population growth. Each
additional person uses water and disposes of it along with
additional nutrients and contaminants. Constraining population
growth remains taboo, because the economic structure of local
governments relies on revenue growth from increasing
population. Although the state law requires counties “to have
the water resources and infrastructure to accommodate
population and business expansion in an orderly, efficient, and
ii
environmentally sustainable manner” , it seems that business
expansion takes priority and relegates the phrase
environmentally sustainable manner to an afterthought.
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Even though the law requires counties to have adequate water
resources to support planning and forecasting of water usage,
there currently exists inadequate knowledge of the state’s:
•
Availability of water sources
•
Water usage or
•
Contamination of groundwater sources by saltwater,
fracking, bacteria, and other types of contamination.
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WEST/RHODE RIVERKEEPER’S REPORT

(Cont’d from Pg. 1)
The used fracking fluids often pick up heavy metals, salts and
sometimes radon, and are commonly trucked to wastewater
plants ill equipped to process the contaminants. It is the latter
process that affects the Bay-wide environment, while the
fracking process itself affects the groundwater. Although only
a very small portion of Maryland encompasses part of the
Marcellus Shale, that small region lies within the karst
groundwater region of the State. Currently, Maryland has
issued a moratorium on gas-drilling using fracking and has
promised to issue a report on the safety of the practice.

By Chris Trumbauer
www.westrhoderiverkeeper.org).
Three Cheers (and Three Bills) for Clean Water
By all accounts, the 2012 General
Assembly was a tumultuous one.
The beginning of the session was
dominated by redistricting and the
debate on same sex marriage,
and the end of the session arrived
without a consensus on the
budget.
However,
what
did
emerge (on the final day) was a
package of very important bills
that will help clean up our
waterways and position Maryland
to be able to meet its pollution reduction goals.

What these situations call into question is the state’s ability to
plan and forecast its water requirements. Is there a state
agency that has a unified view of the source and planned use
of water within the state? The short answer is no! Maryland
does not perform statewide modeling or forecasting of its water
needs. Two separate interstate water commissions, namely the
Potomac and the Susquehanna, serve the water supply of the
state’s two major urban areas, the DC suburbs and Baltimore.
They do make forecasts but have not shown much interest on
acting upon them. For example, the Potomac commission
found that the “one-in-ten” drought years forecast for 2020 and
iv
beyond would deplete the current reservoirs.
And this
forecast did not include a request for water from Charles
County. Hence, the water supply in Maryland is controlled by
three agencies and not one has the total picture.

The three bills addressed three major sources of nutrient
pollution: stormwater, wastewater (sewage), and septic
systems. The stormwater bill requires Maryland’s ten largest
jurisdictions, including Anne Arundel County, to establish a
dedicated fee on impervious surfaces (such as rooftops,
parking lots, and driveways) to fund in-the-ground projects to
capture stormwater runoff from existing development. Each of
these counties already has an obligation to reduce stormwater
pollution from impervious surface according to their general
permits under the Clean Water Act, but only Montgomery
County had actually established a fee. This legislation levels
the playing field and ensures that counties will have the funds
necessary to plan, design, and build these important projects.

So it seems that we have a conundrum. State law requires
knowledge of water resources for planning, yet no knowledge
exists for planning. Without a central authority to manage water
resources, planning for and forecasting future needs will be
impossible. Meanwhile development continues under the
assumption that the water supply is not an issue.

The second bill increases the so called “flush fee” from $2.50
per month to $5.00 per month. This revenue is used to
complete the upgrades of major wastewater treatment plants,
such as the one in Mayo which discharges into the Rhode
River. The upgrades will update the plants to modern
technology which can dramatically reduce the level of nitrogen
and phosphorus pollution being discharged. There are three
plants in Anne Arundel County that were dependent on this
increased funding in order to be upgraded.

References:
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/ResearchCenter/Report
sandPublications/Documents/
i. ARTICLE 66B. LAND USE -GENERAL PROVISIONS: Md.
Ann. Code art. 66B, § 1.01-(2012) Visions, (5) Infrastructure
ii. Effects of Withdrawals on Ground-Water Levels in Southern
Maryland and the Adjacent Eastern Shore, 1980–2005, USGS
Scientific Investigations Report 2007–5249

The third bill sets guidelines and limits on growth and
development allowed to be built on septic systems. The law
sets up four tiers for inclusion in local comprehensive plans,
with various levels of controls. It will help local communities
direct growth to where there is infrastructure to accommodate
it, and help them preserve rural areas. Development on septic
systems contributes much more pollution to our waterways
than development on modern sewer systems.

iii. 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, Univ. of MD (2004)
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As is so often the case with the legislative process, all three of
these bills were somewhat weakened from their original forms.
Some concessions were made, and some compromises were
brokered out of necessity. But considering that so many other
environmental bills were completely gutted or defeated, this
package of bills is a giant step forward for clean water.
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These victories were not easily won. A strong coalition of
environmental and community groups, called the Clean Water,
Healthy Families campaign, worked tirelessly to champion
these measures. The coalition consisted of large state-wide
groups, watershed organizations – including West/Rhode
Riverkeeper, and grass-roots community organizations.
Working together, we were able to underscore the value of
protecting and restoring our waterways, and our elected
officials got the message loud and clear.
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The momentum is now with clean water. With these legislative
victories, we are in a position to put policies in place to achieve
the “pollution diet” and meet our obligations to reduce pollution.
To be successful, we need to keep fighting and keep working.
Our rivers, creeks, and streams, and ultimately the
Chesapeake Bay depend on it.

their ability to produce water.
Climate change will present a large unknown with respect
to the availability of, and, demand for water.
Already
agriculture in Maryland is the fastest growing use of water in
the state. Irrigation on the Eastern Shore will stress aquifers
beyond their sustainable yield. As these aquifers are used,
their connections to the bay and the ocean permits seawater
intrusion, affecting communities there. Rising sea levels will
only exacerbate this problem.
Currently Maryland has neither a comprehensive
knowledge of its source water resources, nor does it have a
plan to adequately determine future regional requirements and
allocations.
The Governor’s Advisory Committee on the Management
and Protection of the State’s Water Resources, reported and
recommended the following key findings:
I. Maryland must develop a more robust water resources
program based on sound, comprehensive data.
II. The staffing, programmatic and information needs of
water supply management programs must be
adequately and reliably funded.
III. Specific legislative, regulatory and programmatic
changes should be implemented.
Senate Bill 635 supports these recommendations. Given
the lack of support for these necessary activities in the past, a
structured funding approach as provided by the SB 635 is
prudent and necessary.
Maryland needs to know how much water it has and how
much it can safely allocate to serve the citizens of Maryland
now and in the future. Senate Bill 635 is a step in the right
direction and CEPA urges its enactment.”

CEPA SUPPORTS LEGISLATION TO IMPLEMENT THE
WOLMAN REPORT
By Rick Dunn
th

On February 28 CEPA trustee
Richard Dunn testified before the
Committee on Education, Health
and Environmental Affairs of the
Maryland
Senate
presenting
CEPA’s position in support of
Senate Bill 635. Senate Bill 635
would require the Secretary of the
Department of Environment to
convene a working group to
establish a fee structure to create
a dedicated funding source to
carry out certain environmental
studies. In essence the bill
implements key recommendations
of the “Final Report of the Advisory Committee on the
Management and Protection of the State’s Water Resources”,
1 July 2008. That committee chaired by M. Gordon Wolman
(“Wolman report”) found that in order to properly manage and
protect the state’s source waters it was essential to carry out
studies and establish a reliable baseline of information
regarding the state’s water resources. Despite the committee’s
findings and general agreement that its recommendations
make sense, the studies have not been funded. S.B. 635
attempted to address that deficiency. Primary sponsor of the
bill is Sen. Brian E. Frosh. Co-sponsors include Senators
Madelano, Manno, Montgomery, and Pinsky.

The Maryland Senate amended the bill basically preserving its
core but greatly simplifying it and, significantly, inserted a
sunset provision of one year thus requiring the work of the feesetting commission to be completed in that time. Despite
significant opposition from a number of groups that were
potentially subject to the fees to be established pursuant to the
bill, it passed the senate. The bill was referred to the House of
Delegates where a hearing was held but no final action taken
before the end of the session.

CEPA provided the following testimony:
“CEPA has been working to improve the environmental
quality of the Chesapeake Bay and its watershed by affecting
environmental policy and action since 1970. CEPA provides
education and encourages public involvement in both
legislation and enforcement. CEPA’s goal is sustainable growth
in the region - where precious resources are in balance with
their use. In addition to a general interest in Bay environmental
issues CEPA has developed a particular expertise and interest
in groundwater issues.
CEPA’s most recent environmental forum (“TMDL’s: What
a Concerned Citizen Should Know”) was held in October 2011
at the Smithsonian Environmental Research Center,
Edgewater, Maryland. Presentations from this forum and other
useful educational resources can be found on CEPA’s website
(www.cepaonline.org).
CEPA wholeheartedly supports Senate Bill 635 and, in
particular, the need to manage, conserve, and protect the
State’s source waters, namely groundwater and surface water,
for future generations. The state’s reserves of source waters
have been severely challenged in past droughts. However,
with increased population growth and the challenges of climate
change, Maryland will not be able to produce sustainable water
supplies for its residents.
Areas of the state, e.g., Mt. Airy and Middletown, do not
have adequate groundwater supplies to serve the local
populations, hence limiting future growth. Aquifers along the
bay are experiencing saltwater intrusion and others exceeding
their sustainable yields and are approaching levels limiting

THE UTICA SHALE – BEYOND THE MARCELLUS
By Gary Antonides
Our last newsletter described the large
natural gas deposits in the Marcellus
Shale, along with the environmental
concerns associated with the thousands
of drilling and fracking operations
initiated in the last few years to release
the gas.
Now, according to
www.geology.com/articles/utica-shale/,
a rock layer below the Marcellus is
developing into another huge source of
natural gas. It extends into the states of
Kentucky, Maryland, New York, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Tennessee, West Virginia, and Virginia and the
provinces of Ontario and Quebec. In many places, it extends
further than the Marcellus. It is called the Utica Shale because
it has an outcropping near Utica, NY, although it has
outcroppings in Canada as well.
The Utica Shale is generally several thousand feet below the
Marcellus and is a thicker layer, up to 1,000 feet in some
places. www.ogfj.com/unconventional/utica-shale.html reports
that estimates of natural gas deposits range from 2 to 70 trillion
cubic feet (tcf), but companies are drilling many exploratory
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wells to get better estimates. Most of the drilling is in Canada,
Ohio, and Pennsylvania. New York has been reluctant to grant
drilling permits so far.

significant depth and a lack of information. In areas where the
Marcellus Shale is present, the Utica Shale is probably going
to be a resource of the distant future. The Marcellus Shale is
less expensive to develop and companies will focus on it
before setting their sights on a deeper target with an uncertain
payoff. However, in areas where the Marcellus Shale has been
developed the Utica will have an infrastructure advantage.
Drilling pads, roadways, pipelines, gathering systems,
surveying work, and landowner relationships will probably still
be useful for developing the Utica Shale.

The Utica Shale deposits may be more valuable than the
Marcellus deposits because they contain “wet gas” which is a
mixture of different gases and oil. The oil can be made into
gasoline and other industrial products. The price of natural gas
is decreasing because it is plentiful right now, so the economic
advantage of wet gas is increasing.
In central Pennsylvania, the Utica can be up to 7000 feet below
the Marcellus Shale but that depth difference decreases to the
west, to the northwest under the Great Lakes, and into
Canada. In these areas the Utica Shale rises to less than 2000
feet below sea level. In eastern Ohio, for example, the Utica
can be less than 3000 feet below the Marcellus, and the
Marcellus Shale potential source rock does not extend as far
into Ohio as the Utica. As a result, the Utica Shale has
recently become the target of gas and oil exploration in eastern
Ohio as well as Pennsylvania. In 2011 drilling and permits for
drilling in the Utica Shale in Ohio have reached record highs.
In western New York, the Utica Shale is about 1800 feet below
the Marcellus, and, again, the Marcellus Shale rock does not
extend as far into New York as the Utica.

Since the Utica Shale underlies parts of Lake Erie and Lake
Ontario, offshore drilling may occur there at some future date.
If developed to its full potential, the Utica Shale gas play will be
larger than any natural gas field known today.
PROFILE OF A TRUSTEE
Joan Lee Turek Ph.D.
CEPA is pleased to welcome Dr.
Joan Turek as a member of the
Board of Trustees. She has been
very involved in community
activities for many years, and is a
valuable addition to the Board.

It is impossible to say at this time how large the Utica Shale
resource might be because it has not been thoroughly
evaluated and limited information is available about its organic
content, its thickness, and how it will respond to horizontal
drilling and hydraulic fracturing. The Utica Shale has a much
higher carbonate content than the Marcellus Shale and a lower
clay mineral content. This difference in mineralogy results in
the hydraulic fracturing methods used in the Marcellus
producing considerably less fracturing in the Utica. However,
future research might be able to significantly improve the
fracturing rate. In Texas, drillers have discovered ways to
make the higher carbonate zones fracture at a much higher
rate.

She was born in California, the
daughter of a Naval Officer
specializing in special weapons,
and lived all over the U.S. while
growing up. She went to 15
schools before going to college. She graduated from high
school in Clarksville, Tennessee. She earned her BA from the
University of Connecticut with Distinctions (1960), and her
Masters (1962) and PhD in Economics (1968) from Yale.
She has been employed in the Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE), Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS) since 1971 and in her current position
as Senior Economist in the Office of Science and Data Policy
since 2004. For over 25 years, she managed ASPE's technical
support operation which provided a full range of services
including scientific programming, computer and graphics
support, centralized access to information through the Policy
Information Center and statistical policy coordination. Since
1976, Dr Turek has been responsible for managing the
Transfer Income Model (TRIM) a key tool in ASPE’s analytic
capacity which is used in providing policy advice to the
Administration, the Secretary and other senior governmental
officials on alternatives to existing tax, income transfer and
health programs. She was the primary contact for the Federal
Poverty Guidelines issued by HHS for much of that time.
Throughout her career, she has directed and conducted
applied quantitative research, both in governmental and private
organizations.

In early 2011, most of the mineral rights leasing and drilling
activity tied directly to the Utica Shale were in eastern Ohio
and Ontario, Canada. In these areas the Utica Shale is less
than 4000 feet below the surface and the Marcellus Shale is
not present. Where the Marcellus is present it becomes the
target because it is shallower, less expensive to drill and has a
proven potential. During 2011 natural gas companies spent
billions of dollars acquiring Utica Shale acreage in eastern
Ohio.
Since the Utica Shale is proving to be rich in oil and natural
gas liquids, on an energy-equivalent basis the yield is worth
significantly more than natural gas. The Ohio Department of
Natural Resources (ODNR) estimates a recoverable Utica
Shale potential between 1.3 and 5.5 billion barrels of oil and
between 3.8 and 15.7 trillion cubic feet of natural gas.
Companies interested in drilling the Utica Shale are swamping
ODNR with permit applications.

Dr. Turek is past chair of the American Statistical Association's
Committee on Statistics and Disability. She was President of
the Federal Executive Institute Alumni Association in 1994 and
1995 and also served in many other positions within the
organization.

One company, Chesapeake Energy reported several wells with
peak rates of over five million cubic feet of natural gas per day
along with hundreds to thousands of barrels of natural gas
liquids. Based upon these drilling results, Chesapeake claims
that their Utica Shale assets added over $15 billion in value to
the company. Another company claims that Utica Shale
formation assets in ten counties of eastern Ohio are worth
about $15,000 per acre.

Dr. Turek is also very active in her local community. She is on
the Board of Owensville Primary Care, a Community Health
Center, and is a member of Anne Arundel County’s Planning
Advisory Board (PAB). In addition, Dr Turek was a member the
South County Small Area Planning Committee (1999-2000).
She was Secretary of the South County Coalition from 1995 to

Two important challenges for developing the Utica Shale are its
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2000. She was a founder of the Harwood Civic Association
and past president. She is currently on their board. She was
chairman of the board of the South County Exchange (2003 to
2007) which grew out of the International Exchange (1998).
Dr. Turek was a board member of the Sierra Club AA Chapter
from 2007 to 2008 and received their award for community
service in 2008. She resigned from many of her activities in
order to serve on the PAB,
She has lived in Harwood for over 30 years at Oakwood, which
was the main house of a tobacco plantation. It was built by
Sprigg Harwood who was a Maryland State Senator, State
Treasurer and one of the two leaders of the movement to get
Maryland to secede from the union. Oakwood is on the
National Register of Historic Places.

2011 CEPA MEMBERSHIP
A CEPA membership entitles you to receive our
newsletter and to vote for our Trustees.
Mail to: CEPA, PO Box 117
Galesville, MD 20765

Joan's hobbies include bridge, gardening, needlework and
painting. However, she says her main hobby is working on
local land use issues.

Name_____________________________________
Address___________________________________
__________________________________________
Phone_____________________________________
Email_____________________________________
Enclosed is:
[ ] $30. for my CEPA membership
[ ] $50. for my Sponsoring CEPA membership
[ ] $100. for my Sustaining CEPA membership
Newsletters:
[ ] Please send me emails when the newsletters
are posted.
[ ] Please send hard copies of the newsletters to
me by mail.
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