
Harpeth River Watershed Stakeholder Meeting (Virtual) 

May 12, 2021 

 

Welcome Jenny Dodd (TDEC) (teams intro) 

Scott Gain (facilitator) Re-cap of purpose and context of meeting  

Planned Agenda Items: 

 

• Address remaining questions and concerns about model delivered by EPA in previous meeting.  Share 

experiences with the model so far. 

• Evaluate readiness to move forward and begin to talk about scenarios to be modeled to identify 

potential end points. 

• Agree on next steps and timeline for completion. 

 

Model Discussion: 

 

• Ryan Jackwood (Harpeth Conservancy)- has run base model. Used WRDB. Model seems OK, somewhat 

slow, needs more time to evaluate. 

• Dennis (TDEC) Has run model, but just received adequate computers to appropriately run model. Will 

also need more time to evaluate. 

• Dustin Bambic (Citizen/Paradigm) expressed that model is very complex for the typical interest group 

and is interested to hear how others are analyzing the output. Is interested in the model but knows 

that it takes a while to get up to speed.  

• Dorie Bolze (Harpeth Conservancy) asked if anyone else is intending to “dive in” to the modeling. 

• Tim Wool (EPA) noted that he has not received any feedback since model handoff and training. 

• Scott Gain - asked if the City of Franklin has any plans to run the model 

• Michelle Hatcher (City of Franklin) they have hired a consultant (Hazen & Sawyer) to run the model, but 

they have not yet begun that work 

 

Recap from last meeting: 

 

Characteristics of interest: D.O. Diurnal Swing < 5 mg/l 

    D.O. Absolute Criterion > 5 mg/l 

    N:P “Balance”  

    N:P Criterion from “Natural Conditions Run”  

    Free PO4 

 

With which to evaluate: N and PO4 regime for current and “natural” conditions 

    N:P ratio for current and “natural” conditions 

    D.O. current and “natural” diurnal swing 

    Chlorophyll A in relation to N, P, and D.O. Diurnal swing 

 

  



General Discussion: 

Ryan (HC) asked about role of hydrology in scenarios and the spatial and temporal constraints on simulations 

for consideration in TMDLs.   

 

Saya Qualls (Hazen & Sawyer)  - model encompasses the whole watershed but the TMDL just addresses the 

impaired parts – what would this TMDL ultimately cover? 

 

Discussion:  Model scenarios will be run for entire basin but will allow for temporal, spatial, and hydrologic 

perturbations.   

 

Richard Cochran (TDEC) says TMDL may encompass more than impaired area. Testing for TMDLs will focus 

primarily on current conditions and constraints on management but also be open to hypothetical changes in 

primary sources and drivers (i.e. changes in land use or waste loading).  Stochastic comparisons of scenario 

ensembles could play into this eventually. 

 

Constituents of interest:  General acceptance by the group of the list of constituents identified at Feb 4, 2020 

meeting. Tim Wool (EPA) verified that both dissolved PO4 and TP are simulated by the model.  

 

Model time frame: Runs might include most severe rain events, also perhaps changing climate conditions 

(temperature), changing land use, changing flow and waste load.   

 

Richard (TDEC) pointed out that the TMDL is expected to deal principally with the current time frame but that 

this might be revisited and that we must also be thinking about the future. 

 

Discussion:  Will the TMDL include a concept of uncertainty or “margin of safety”? Amy Feingold (EPA) stated 

in the chat that the TMDL must include a Margin of Safety, along with a rationale to be approved by EPA.  

 

Tim Wool (EPA) pointed out that the model report does evaluate sensitivity of parameters but makes no 

assumptions about the certainty or “safety” in regard to the changes in the system itself.  

  

Discussion:  Group indicated some general interest in understanding the effects of uncertainty on conclusions 

drawn from modeling exercise. Some noted a need for presentation on overall model performance. There 

was a general sense developing that the meeting participants head not seen a general presentation of the 

model including what it shows and how well the results can be documented.   

 

Richard (TDEC) offered that TDEC will complete its own evaluation of the model and then prepare a 

presentation to the group regarding the basic model performance and parameter sensitivity, etc. He noted 

that TDEC needs time to get new upgraded computers up and running.   

 

It was generally agreed that this should happen before continuing discussion of modeling scenarios for 

system evaluation. 

 

Jenny (TDEC) then noted that she hoped other organizations who have interest in and experience with the 

model would continue to work with it in the mean time.  

 

Future Plans:  

Next Meeting possibly in late July or August (2021) for a presentation by TDEC concerning model performance. 

Discussions of modeling scenarios would follow.  



Screen Shots of the Teams chat:

 

 



 

 



 



 

 


