NON POINT WORKGROUP

Meeting held at George Washington Regional Commission Minutes February 27, 2007

Next Meeting: March 27 at 10 a.m.

1. Welcome & Introductions

Attending:

Eldon James, Staff

Mac Saphir, VCE Caroline County

Matt Criblez, DCR

Larry Land, VA Association of Counties

Bill Latane, VAFB

Denise Harris, Fauqier County

Richard Street, Spotsylvania County and RCC Chair Joe Thompson, USDA Stuart McKenzie (phone), Title????

The Minutes from January 3 were accepted by the group.

Summary of water supply and water quality Legislation form the General Assembly session: Mr. James distributed a summary of water quality bills that passed during the General Assembly session. He noted that HB3113 was inadvertently left off the list.  It requires consolidation of the three environmental boards that DEQ supports: water control board, air board and waste management. He said the legislation does not take effect until July 1, 2008 and will have to be reenacted by the Assembly. He said there will be an effort to bring industry and environmental groups together in the next 12 months and work through some of the details. This will lead to a bill in the next year, that should reflect whatever compromise that has been worked out.

Mr. Criblez asked to mention the bill that impacted the CSO in Lynchburg that dedicates nonpoint funding of $3 million from the existing nonpoint budget.  Mr. Saphir also mentioned the Bill that impacts dam maintenance. Mr. James said he would research those and add them to the list for another email to be sent to the group.

Discussion of the HB1150 Plan
Mr. James informed the group that Mr. Wittman is looking for comments on the Plan from the group to be discussed at the next RRBC meeting March 28. He asked how the group will go about providing meaningful comments back to the secretary’s office. Mr. Street and Mr. Saphir agreed that the group should have some formula for feedback as a group. 

Mr. James stated that the process for public comment is every six months and the comments the group will be offering will be included in the next iteration of the plan. Mr. Saphir commented that there is no listing of money for roundtables or any grassroots within the document. 

Mr. Land said the General Assembly will probably revisit HB1710 (Water Quality Bonds) with amendments coming from the direction of the Governor. He feels the ceiling will be removed for the $250 million. He added that it would be important for the Group to make some sort of a statement that will be communicating support for the Governor’s amendments on that issue, and to increase funding for this area.

Mr. James pointed out page 6 & 7 illustrate the two top tiers of projects totaling $609 million.  Mr. McKenzie asked if anyone has added up all the non point source items in the document. He added the group needs a dollar amount so the General Assembly needs to know what it is going to take to do these things. Mr. Land suggested adding a comment that would request that they get some realistic estimates post TMDL.  Mr. James suggested the Non Point Workgroup should be talking about point source or should they assemble comments predominately on non point source to include agriculture and forestry and developing land.

Agriculture Forestry:

Mr. McKenzie stated that he is glad to see that they realize they need staff and money to put this plan out there. He said that he is not comfortable with the amount of staff people and that the amount is too simplistic. He added that they need people in there to have a presence and to educate. Mr. Saphir suggested using that number is a stretch and they need to think about other factors missing in the workplace. Mr. Thompson said these numbers are based on the historic amount. He said one of the tools missing is the carrot and the stick, with no mention of a deadline. Mr. James stated further in on the report there are actual references to developing land and public involvement. He added the state works through the local governments to manage local development. Agriculture viewed by Richmond is a little different. Mr. Thompson stated that because agriculture is an industry they need to make changes over time to clean up the industry. He added, because these need to be met on a timeline, some need to have a little push with an incentive.

Mr. Latane said he had several issues on the agriculture side: 1) nothing to capture the volunteers that practice it; 2) hold agriculture as an industry to that standard. This needs to be done across the board to include homeowners and golf courses. He thinks in the long run they may spend more money on compliance. If they can get 95% of the goal. He added that ultimately if you drive people out of forestry, you reduce water quality. He talked about the 5 priority practices, with the first nutrient management practices being paper (Nutrient Management Plans – NMPs), the following four are actually doing something for water quality. Mr. Criblez said that long term nutrient management planning does ensure there is some implementation. He said there will be more subtle ways tied to cost share, without a regulatory program. Mr. Thompson stated that the majority of the farmers he works with do not see these things as necessary. He suggested there has to be a very strong statement coming from the state, federal government, educational system to the agriculture industry to say these are the things that have to be done to protect public health and the welfare and sustainability of resources on their farms. Mr. Land mentioned the Stewardship Act and said there has not been a comprehensive evaluation and that there are some imperfections in the law. He suggested that this needed to be revisited because it is a complaint driven process, not based on inspection. He said it falls under the Commissioner of Agriculture and suggested that it is something the Group needs to discuss.  Mr. Criblez said that he learned from a Forestry Exemption presentation by Darryl Marshal, that once a founded complaint is leveled, that site is always on his list. 
Mr. James noted that the group has hit on something that is not even mentioned in the document, the enforcement and management of the Ag Stewardship Program.

• Staffing Issues:

Mr. Land said he would like to see more people employed who know the intricacies of the programs. He added that the staff funding has been up and down and it really drives people away. Mr. McKenzie said that is how things get done is through personal conversation, not by filling out forms and sending them in. He also mentioned that this is a training ground that leads to other opportunities. He added that the entry level position should be supported with the highest level of funding. Mr. Thompson added that the turnover is high because there is no growth for individuals in that position. Mr. Criblez asked Mr. Saphir how good an extension agent is after a year on the job. It was agreed that it takes five years to know who the players are and what is happening, etc. Mr. James summarized that there has not been a mention in the document of the staffing problem to keep people in the system, so they are not constantly at a point of retraining people.

• More Comments on Document: Ms. Harris mentioned that the document is written at a state centric position and it does not delve into local government and what it is going to cost. Mr. McKenzie noted he did not see the word “cap” mentioned anywhere in the document. Mr. James verified that it is listed later in the document. He suggested that later documents may address this more closely.

• Page 19: Mr. James asked the group what they thought of the statement to explore ways to boost farmers participation in the cost-share program. Mr. Criblez said there is a plan based on a survey to create a new program, which is much more comprehensive and wide spread with more people getting the award. Mr. Thompson clarified that it would be more like a certification.  Mr. Latane said if it was coupled with a streamline examination process for cost share it means something. The Soil and Water District knows they do not have to check on this person. He added there is some value where some other specified practices are publicly noted. Mr. James stated that he likes the idea to be certified as a “good player” and cost share through a streamlined process. Mr. Thompson mentioned a program through NRCS does to work with a farmer. If that individual has the knowledge to read and practice standard specifications they are allowed to self certify. Mr. Thompson discussed the existence of a person in a position in Culpeper, who is responsible for increasing new participants by 4-5% and that district has the highest cost share in the state because of his work.  He added that there is no higher value than the trust developed through the staff and farmers.  Mr. James added that if we are effective in getting people to participate in the program than relationships are essential. He suggested that this is worth pointing out as a comment, that they need to have a system that makes it accepted and appreciated and hence effective.

• #2 - under potential problem areas. Mr. James said they need to be able to break that down. Mr. Criblez suggested that that comes right out of the Tributary Strategies. He mentioned DCR is funding a model project to break the allocations down by locality and try to get the locality to take over the (responsibility). Mr. Mckenzie suggested that the wording of 56% is very improbable, and it would be more realistic at 80%.

• Page 20: Mr. James asked if the statement at the top of page 20 concerning poultry litter movement or translocation is not as significant as he is reading it. Mr. McKenzie suggested it is more of a problem in the Shenandoah area. He asked for some clarification for the potential problem areas that talks about resistance of poultry companies to support growers. Mr. Latane stated that the poultry companies are looking at it as a money maker by selling fuel or developing it into a value added crop. Mr. McKenzie said some companies are paying by the bird. Mr. Thompson suggested that the increased cost of fertilizer based on the increased cost of oil is going to have an impact on the value and movement of litter. Mr. McKenzie suggested that manure, sludge and all forms of organic matter should be held to the same standards, because anything that has the potential to leach into the waterways should be treated the same. Mr. Latane suggested if they are serious in moving litter out of the valley they need to have something to move it besides trucks. He added they will have a bottleneck of either spending a lot of dollars trucking or spend a lot of money to use it another way.

page 21 & 21 concerning changing feed for poultry. Mr. Criblez stated that DCR is already funding the project.

• Accelerating land conservation efforts: Mr. Thompson said the entity responsible for managing the easements, bringing them online and providing the followup, that VOF has not been provided with the resources proportional to the workload that is expanding. Mr. Thompson asked if there has been any cost analysis as to the value of water quality to obtaining the easements versus the cost of tax credits and staffing.

• #5 on page 24 Mr. McKenzie suggested that the planning district commissions might want to focus some efforts to assist them to determine where to prioritize their efforts. Mr. James clarified that they would not have to add staff at the state level. Ms. Harris commented on page 24, #2 under strategies. She mentioned that this state is so weighted toward private ownership and not developing, that they should not just focus on conservation easements. She added if they want to raise a generation of people who care about their lands, they need to have access to it. Mr. James summarized that the most significant land should have the opportunity for some type of public access.

Holding a Summit:

Mr. James stated that the Commission talked about having the NPWG be able to communicate back to the Commission and others. He asked how the best way to work toward the charge of what affects local government. 

Mr. Saphir suggested putting together a white paper and call it the comments on water cleanup act and circulate it. He added that the next step is to analyze it and make meaningful comments. Ms. Harris suggested that maybe the document should focus on one key area every six months. Mr. Latane asked Mr. James to take the comments already stated and insert them into the document side by side.  Mr. James asked if it is time to call a summit together? The questions of what is the Group trying to accomplish with a summit and who do they want to attend was discussed. Mr. James also asked if they are planning to put together a summit this summer, it is a major undertaking. He suggested a successful summit takes 10 months to plan, which would take place in September or October. He said that the comments generated from the summit will be applied to the iteration of the plan after it has been out for a year. Another discussion concerning the cost of the summit and the structure of the summit was explored by the Group.

Other:

Mr. James said he would work on the comments already produced by the Group and said he would then distribute it. He also asked the NPWG to give some thought to the concept of holding a summit and think about how to get organized in this endeavor. It was clarified that it would be a basin wide summit  which would provide a public comment forum for DCR, as well as helping to create a better understanding for what is ahead for the key players.

Future Meetings:

The next meeting for the NPWG will be Monday, March 26 at 10:00 a.m. 

Further discussion on HB1150 will be on the agenda, as well as making a decision on a future summit and organizing it.

• Future meetings were also planned for Tuesday, April 24 at 10:00 a.m. 

and Tuesday, May 22 at 10:00 a.m.

The meeting concluded at 12:00 p.m.
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