Non-Point Work Group
September 14, 2005
Minutes

In Attendance:
Rob Whitman

Eldon James

Adam Triolo

Denise Harris

Bill Latane

Jeff Walker

Greg Wichelns

Joe Thompson
Larry Dunn

Sam Johnson

Mac Saphir
Stuart Mc Kenzie

Matt Criblez

Welcome & Introductions
Approval of Minutes on August 14, 2005

Changes were requested to the August 14 minutes regarding comments made by Larry Dunn.  The references to Larry need to be changed to “it was said.”
Mac Saphir made a motion to pass the minutes with the requested corrections.  Matt Criblez seconded and motion passed with unanimous approval.
Update on WQIF funding  - Matt Criblez
The majority of funding is being allocated to the cooperative non-point source program for which we are now in the process of developing the RFP.  Concepts include how to implement the strategy through urban programs and the intent is to make this a long term and sustainable project.  Two million has been allocated for bay projects and the goal is to build a list for the General Assembly for more money given the number of RFPs already out there.  
Mac asked if there is going to be some kind of standard for benchmarking and progress.  Matt responded that yes, they will have to show how they are implementing the tributary strategy which is the goal of the project.  Matt added that we are going to try and do a prioritization by basin to ensure funds are available through out the state.  Denise asked if this is for one fiscal year or five.  Matt responded 5 years.  Jeff asked if there is likely to be a local match.  Matt responded that there will be a 50/50 local match.  He said the goal was to schedule pre-proposal work shops but he’s not sure it’s going to happen.  Will try and get the word out as to what we’re looking for.  Then we will choose ten projects to move forward with and ask them to develop full proposals.  Denise added that if this is a 50/50 match, it could be a stretch for some localities.  Mac asked what strings are attached as to how the money can be used.  Matt responded that he is hoping that the money can be used for staff.  We are trying to make the initial proposal a simple process so people don’t get bogged down in a full blown proposal.  Rob requested Matt make the process easier by telling localities exactly what DCR will be looking for.  Denise asked if the money will be up front or reimbursement.  Matt responded reimbursement.  
Matt said that specific guidance is included in scheduled work and education outreach component.  There is a minimum of $50,000 which will require a 50,000 match.  This will take some partnering on the part of agencies and districts.  Rob asked if DCR gets a conditional commitment based on budget cycles, will that affect the application.  Matt responded that will not negatively impact the application, we are expecting budget cycle issues and are prepared to accommodate.  We may waive 50% requirement and/or negotiations based on projects we really want to fund.  Matt added that he would anticipate the money will begin flowing before next summer.  While we have 3 mil this year, we are projecting that we set aside 4 mil next year and 7 mil the following year.  We may not issue another RFP next year even with additional monies.  
Joe asked Matt if this is the carrot what is the plan for a stick down the road.  Matt responded that there is the potential that local governments will have to do something eventually.  Stuart asked if Matt would entertain septic pump out as part of something else.  Yes as long as it’s part of something else, Matt said.  Rob added that you would probably get more mileage out of identifying failing septic systems as opposed to just pumping them out.  
Further discussion of the development of a Matrix of Tributary Strategy Actions – Matt Criblez
Matt began by discussing his new handout and how it is starting to get to what we had talked about at the last meeting.  Matt said this is more program based in that if you want to attack erosion and sediment control these are the tools that are available.

Greg made a suggestion that the army Corp of Engineers and DEQ be added to the list.  As to abbreviations listed on the sheet:  NTC means Notice to Comply and SWO means Stop Work Order.  Eldon added that in looking at the State/Fed agency involvement, local electeds would like to see something telling them specifically what their locality is responsible for.  We need to figure out a way to package this so that it becomes useful for local elected officials.  Mac added the information is essentially here, but the problem continues to be the carrot and stick.  Rob said the 2010 deadline is when the stick or bat will come out.  The feeling is that EPA could extend the deadline if the there was a good faith effort on the part of the state.  But nothing is certain and a lot of this will come depend on the state’s monetary and programmatic commitment to water improvement and whether the goal is reachable while under our control.  Eldon added that many in the legislature said the 50 mil appropriation was the first in a multi-year commitment.  Whether there will be additional funding will really come out of a joint study committee of the legislature.  There will be two more meeting of the study committee.  I don’t know if they will identify a funding source but three of the members are chairs of the money committees.  The right people are at the table to make it happen.  With a surplus it’s easier to just pull it off the top of the general fund to avoid the special interests groups fighting over who pays.  
Rob added that the state’s share of this is 2.2 billion and will arguably require a pretty significant commitment.  One element of this that can be taken out is that some of these monies are one time capital costs.  But then there’s the maintenance component.  Joe said that there is going to have to be a segment to this funding that enables farmers to maintain whatever improvement they make to their farms.  The reauthorization of the federal Farm Bill takes place in 2007 so the hard work has already begun.  Bill added that one of the things most of us might overlook is the chairman of the Agricultural Committee is from Virginia.  This puts us in a unique position and could be an excellent way to leverage federal funds.  Eldon added the goal between now and the next time we meet is take this sheet and put it in a new format that would make it easier for RRBC persons to file.

Greg Wichelns and Terry Moss – Local Process

Greg began by saying the summary recommendation is that full implementation of current regulation permitting will help implement the tributary strategy.  The message should be sent to localities that all regulated permitters should be brought to the table to connect with localities on what they’re looking for.  Getting everyone to be knowledgeable while everything is constantly changing is challenging.  Big developers hire consulting firms that take care of everything.  But the little guy often inadvertently or purposefully skirts the process because it is so complex and detailed.  If people from the various permitters were part of the county process, this would alleviate local expertise requirements.  In Culpeper, we have an agency review process.  We review case files prior to it going to planning commission.  Denise added that the more progressive counties are pressing developers to develop around environmental standards.  Bill added that something about this that strikes him is that you’re not increasing staff requirement just changing when they come in.  Stuart responded that one concern is that even if every county adheres to a program such as this, the state agencies don’t have the staff to go through all of it.  Greg said that if we are going to make these changes than the state being part of the infrastructure should be able to use some of those monies to support the new system.  Larry added that Fairfax, Prince William and Loudoun could possibly be example counties.  We would make comments on a rezoning application regarding our agenda and the comprehensive plan for county.  Bill said if there’s a rezoning request for a home subdivision, DCR could save themselves some heartache by lumping the 50 homes and multiplying the requirements.  
Discussion of Presentation to RRBC

Eldon said one of the major issues we are trying to tackle is streamlining the permitting process and getting everyone together on what’s required.  This would:
· Give us the opportunity to bring cost down early
· Appropriately assign cost to correct party

· Raise compliance with existing regulation.  

· Be a more efficient and comprehensive form of project review.

Greg said we should be careful not to hang it all on rezoning requests because some projects do not require it.  Eldon asked the group what they suggest be done about the little guy.  Bill responded that one applicant would still have to deal with 20 different people, but now he doesn’t have to find them all on his own.   Eldon asked how we get individual localities on board.  How do we get the project manager the right technical assistance?  Denise responded that you would need to get the locality to update their submission requirements and whoever’s in charge of the check list would ensure it’s all there.  Loudoun has a great one.  Stuart said making it electronic would be a good step in reducing cost.  Matt responded that this appears to take the responsibility off the local government and puts it on state agencies.  Larry said we’re merely saying that this will ensure the dialogue is reaching all the entities necessary and state agencies get the full review.  Greg added that we would just be asking for a timely feedback to the county that yes permit A is required.  Matt asked why do we have to tell them what permits are required.  Mac responded that he thinks an education program to the counties would be more in focus with what we’re trying to accomplish.

Rob said the counties need to have some kind of clearing house where someone can come in and get a one stop shop for permits.  Bill said we need to at least make an inquiry to the big three counties as to whether this program is really working and how they’re integrating it and what departments they send it to.  Denise said she can talk about Loudoun to us at our Nov 2 meeting.  Eldon added that critical points include:

· Does this system help us get people into the right places that they’re not getting to now because of lack of knowledge 

· Does it help the problem that the small guy faces

· Is it practical to take that model in an area that requires a lot of people and can we bring it in and make it work

Stuart suggested regular land use meetings occur where we could educate the counties on a process like this.  If it works well in Northern Neck, than it may extend to state.  We’re calling it an inter-governmental workshop.  Eldon added that based on this, he envisioned a model of program oversight / coordination like an ombudsman.  There needs to be some kind of public interface for those people.

We are also going to talk to the Commission about Bill Cox presentation and also recommendation about how to make permitting process work better – what else?

Mac recommended we form an education committee to educate localities and push for an inter-governmental meeting in every locality.  Stuart said we should illustrate the need for implementation of existing programs.
Bill added to sum up everything, our discussion should focus on:

· Inadequately used / understood adequate regulation authority

· Current programs not adequately funded

· Localities can improve coordination/compliance if they work hard at making it easy

Future meetings

Wednesday, November 2 at 10:00 a.m. at RADCO
Friday, December 2 at 10:00 a.m. at RADCO

We can set up a conference call if needed for the DEC meeting
Meeting adjourned 12:00
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