Non-Point Work Group
November 2, 2005

Minutes

In Attendance

Eldon James 

Adam Triolo

Denise Harris

Jeff Walker

Stuart McKenzie

Charles Ivins

Larry Dunn

Mac Saphir

Matt Criblez

Bill Latane
Welcome and Intro

Made by Eldon James

Approval of Minutes on September 14, 2005
Mac moved to approve the September 14th minutes with a correction to the spelling of Culpeper.  All seconded and motion passed unanimously.
Update on RFP – Matt Criblez
The RFP is now out on the street.  There is nothing different in that RFP than what’s already been spoken of in previous meetings.  We are still looking at 50,000-200,000 per year in our region.  There’s still 50/50 local match.  It can be in-kind, federal funds or private funds but no state funds.  Indirect can be used as match, but I’m not entirely sure if it’s specifically addressed.  A range of eligible projects include:
· Comprehensive look on how localities can implement the strategy

· We’re interested in storm water – ordinance rewrite / development

· Demonstration project

· Education / outreach

This grant is not for agricultural projects but from a planning perspective we can work with districts to develop a position for doing certain things.  From a planning perspective if a district wanted to hire someone to evaluate maps or something, this could fall into the scope of the grant.  But if this falls into agricultural applications then it would not be covered.

Eldon on implementation asked if a project like wastewater management in Dawn could get support.  Matt responded that there are two parts to the grant and that would fit into the water quality initiative portion under demonstration.  The total amount of money is 1.8 million for coop non-point grants and 1.2 million for water quality initiatives.
Eldon asked Matt to talk about future years for this grant.  Matt responded that the idea is that these grants will run for several years but he wants as many as proposals as possible now because they may not run another RFP next year.

Denise asked if you apply for this grant and are successful, do you have to spend this years money by June 30th.  Matt said it’s a two year grant which starts when you sign the contract.  
Further discussion of the development of a Matrix of Tributary Strategy Actions – Matt Criblez
Matt added that there is nothing to report on the Matrix but something will be prepared for the December meeting.  Eldon added that he would like to see if we can simplify the format so that when policy level people are looking at it, it’s easier to understand.  

Presentation on the Loudoun and Fauquier programs (efforts to improve coordination and input earlier in the land development process) - Denise Harris

Most localities have all their land development applications online including how to go about the application process.  What they don’t have online is the internal documentation which they use to check and ensure the application meets the certain checklist requirements.  Then they work with the project manager to ensure those documents necessary get copies made and distributed.  Once accepted they request the number of copies required. There are also pre application interviews prior to submission of large applications.  Loudoun often asks for an existing conditions map and then requires the developer to show how their building would impact those conditions.  
Eldon asked if an individual is required to accomplish the same levels of sketches and detail.  Denise responded that the example above was a rezoning issue but when individuals come in wanting to run a B&B or something this kind of detail may be required.  CA and IL have state clearing houses and all developments have to be submitted for online posting. An example website can be found at http://ceres.ca.gov/planning.  Look for state clearing house. Stewart asked if both counties require digital copies.  Denise said yes.  Stewart added that when we’re talking about the little guy, most of the counties require the individual to perform the engineering and storm water calculations which would require them to hire someone to get the job done.  In a perfect world the rezoning would have existing and post project nutrient calculations.  Eldon asked the group what conclusions could be drawn from Denise’s presentation.  Denise said one suggestion is a coworker could come and give us a presentation on other states and their clearing houses.  Mac added that this would add another layer as local governments hold close their power over land development.  Bill asked how much of the current digital mapping is available to a citizen.  Stewart responded that it’s a matter of who’ll print the map.  In some circumstances we will provide maps but not for everyone.  Mac added that soil types, land uses and aerial surveys are available online at www.soilsurvey.nrcs.gov.
Eldon added that there is little chance that Virginia will create a statewide planning agency.  So how can we implement these ideas?  Is it practical for local government to accomplish this?  Bill responded that one of the things that could come out of this is that individuals could combine all this info for an existing conditions map – given allowances for the age of existing data sources.  But this could certainly streamline the process.  Stewart added that one option would be a PDF of the application to serves as the public announcement on locality web sites.  Eldon asked how this helps non point.  Stewart responded that most of the people looking at it would be tree huggers.  Denise added that this would be a good starting point, but most of your more environmentally conscious jurisdiction would still want to complete a site survey.  Bill added that one way of looking at this is that we improve application and adherence to local laws by keeping the public and local government informed.  Mac added that this could bog down the process by creating greater opportunity for protest.  Denise said that those localities that don’t have the resources should be putting it back on the developers to go back and get the information they’re missing during the application process.  Mac said there is a disconnect between local government and the population.  Local government tells people what they have to do but not why.  So people attempt to complete things but don’t understand.  Stewart said reducing the traffic in the land use office will allow these people to spend their time on enforcement.    Jeff added that if we can centralize the core information where one FTE is responsible for keeping it current and using the clearing house concept for general public information, this could work.  Then counties could personalize based on their regulations.  Mac said we could at the very least develop a template for statewide requirements.  Bill added that with the template we would be indirectly training local staff and counties wouldn’t have to reinvent the wheel.  For the public this would be a web-based guided tour of the land-use change application process.  Eldon added that a recommendation like this, once fully developed, could go straight to the assembly.  Jeff said there would be no shortage of private sector entities showing interest of how this should be framed and implemented.  Mac said we need to find out if there’s anyone else putting this together before we take it to the Commission.  He agreed to do some research and get back to the group.  Eldon said his feeling is that the RRBC recommendation could be that the state fund a pilot program.  Stewart added that this should be a state web site with recommendations for localities for completion of the picture.  Matt added that we could link this to our land disturber certification.   Charley said he thinks it’s wonderful idea to get the info out, but localities have such a hard time getting the people to understand and then it takes twice as long to put an RPA back after it’s been cleared.  Eldon responded that if we make a linkage between water quality and sediment control, the average person is going to choose the way to make it better, as long as the cost is the same.  
Eldon – the state would want to articulate this because: 

· Highest level people in GAB are concerned about the 2010 deadline

· They know non point is a significant part of the problem

· If  we’re going to get there, things need to change and we must be prepared to deal with the Cap.
· The dollars don’t exist to staff using traditional info dissemination methods
This is not a good option for Matt’s grant, but framed right we can get this from the Assembly and maybe Federal money through the PDC’s.  If we can build this and it’s done in such a way that local governments are encouraged because this saves them money, then they should be interested.  It has to be aimed at accomplishing multiple goals.  Bill added that we need to be sure there’s an education component in this so people can understand why this works.
Eldon said we will need a basic description of what we are trying to accomplish so Denise can put this on a national list serve.  Bill will help Eldon write this.  

Stewart shared information with the group about mapping and GIS survey work.  Stewart said that with this data and new data every year, we can watch and see how we’re impacting the environment.  My goal is to meet with Wayne Davis and Terry Moss to find ways of illustrating that if we’re going to maintain the cap we’re going to need to know information provided by these maps.  Eldon added that this gets back to tracking land use the changes and the rate of change (one of the groups discussion items).  Stewart responded that he doesn’t think you can do that with satellite photos.  We lack land use, land cover and high res elevation data for hazard mitigation planning.  Eldon added that he would like to use land cover data with a pie chart for each locality and add this to the “flyover” on the RRBC website.  Stewart added that he doesn’t think the Board of Supervisors know about the magnitude of the rate of change.   Eldon responded that this comes from a county budget perspective and the biggest impact to growth on local government is school kids, that captures their attention. 
Action Items, Agenda and Date for future meetings
We need a face to face on Dec 2.  We’ll plan for RADCO at 10:00.  We should consider any proposals to RRBC at that meeting.  
