NON POINT WORKGROUP

Meeting held at George Washington Regional Commission

Minutes

April 28, 2010

Next Meeting: May  26

Attending: 

Eldon James, Staff

Mac Saphir, VCE Caroline County

Mike Collins, Conserv

Terry Lasher, DOF

Corey Simonpietri, ACF

Kevin UTT, City of Fredericksburg

Matt Poirot, DOF

Welcome and Introductions

Department of Forestry’s Integrated Forest Resource Information System - Matt Poirot, Assistant Director of Forest Management for Water Quality:
Mr. Lasher prefaced Mr. Poirot’s presentation with the thought that there was no tracking of bmps in the past, except through DOF’s efforts to track logging jobs. He also said they are not associated with cost share and that they do a bmp audit program and factor it into the Integrated Forest Resources Information System (IFRIS). Mr. Poirot said this has come about since Senator Hanger’s bill about tracking bmps better. He discussed how they used to track logging jobs since the mid 90s. He felt it tracked the bmps on forestry sites across Virginia, with either a perfect score or a failure, so there was no way to get good information. He added that the former state hydrologist sold it to the state foresters and they bought into it. Last year they developed a new auditing protocol looking at 240 randomly selected tracts per year, out of 5,000 tracts. He discussed how they operate under the Southern Group of State Foresters with 13 southern states. He said this is a system that allows them to compare state to state, compared to the rest of the region. He discussed how there is a check sheet approach based on the bmp manual with 90% the threshold for a bmp in the field. He said before they were asking four questions on each site and now they are asking over 100 questions. Mr. Saphir asked how they compare the bmps as similar to agriculture and he said for the forestry sector they inspect every job and take action on them. Mr. James asked what it costs to carry out the program?  Mr. Poirot said it costs about $75,000 annually.  He discussed the comparisons between states and how some of the numbers are driven by topography, which varies state to state. He discussed the different areas that are audited. They are wetlands, forestry operations, streamside management zones, wildlife, roads, decks, crossings, skirting, planning, mechanical and chemical fires. All the questions are answered with a yes or no and whether there is active sedimentation in that category. There was some discussion about how action is taken up to a year after harvesting occurs and that the surveyors conduct these every quarter. Mr. Poirot added that this is one of the Department’s performance measures and is tracked on the Virginia Performs Website.  Mr. Collins said if the state is to incentivize, could we squeeze more pollution diet out of the forestry sector would you be able to have a lot of wiggle room. Mr. Poirot said they have been doing this since 1993 and know who the problem people are. 

He discussed the results of the random sample done statewide to monitor the performance and importance of the individual questions and issues. He discussed the sharp logger program through Virginia Tech, and the continuing education and how they are focusing on better training to improve the bmps used in the logging industry.  Mr. James asked who does the inspections. Mr. Poirot said the DOF inspectors but if they run into a concern, such as water quality, then they have an expert in that field attend the inspection. Mr. Poirot said they have some quality control built into the program so everyone is on the same page. There was some discussion on the average harvest size being about 40 acres varying by region. 

Mr. Poirot displayed the questionnaire and showed a histogram of the overall scores.  He said the majority of the sites fall into the 80-100% range.  He added that the total score for each category of bmps gives them an idea where they need to concentrate on training.  There was discussion on how this ties into a voluntary program and how it is enforced.  Mr. Poirot said out of the 5,000 logging jobs about 10% have water quality issues and he discussed what percent is fined.  He said they have worked with landowners to incorporate bmps into their operation.  Mr. Poirot showed a slide illustrating the total risks and discussed how the enforcement would be different on tracts.  He said last year out of the 240 sites, there were 11 sites or 5% that had significant risks on their sites.  Mr. James asked him if he could give a presentation at a RRBC meeting.  He also asked how much interaction with DCR and how much discussion occurs with Mr. Frye and his people at DCR.  Mr. Poirot said he talked with Mr. Frye when the senate bill came out.  He said that they are taking these surveys on hand held data recorders for the whole data collection of the audits.  Mr. James asked if this information gets picked up in the Chesapeake Bay model.  He discussed how as we transition to the Chesapeake Bay TMDL, with its “consequences,” if we are not using this information we may be setting ourselves up to do more work because we are not getting full credit for meeting our targets.  He added that accurately recording the implementation of all practices ensures that we get appropriate credit to avoid “consequences.”  Mr. Poirot said he does not see forestry being mentioned much as a significant polluter.  Mr. James said he would like to see Mr. Poirot follow Mr. Frye at the next RRBC meeting.  There was some discussion on where the funding was coming from for this audit.  He said it is about $75,000 and comes from the general fund or forestry support.  There was some discussion on the comparison in funding and the outcome of reviews and inspections between DCR and DOF.  There was some discussion on the heritage industry of the state of farming, fishing and forestry and building and land development with a state government supporting the heritage industries.  Mr. James said given where we are headed with the Chesapeake Bay TMDL; we must get a lot better at this kind of data collection.  Under the Bay TMDL program it is not so much about having a cleaner bay, as much as putting practices on the ground.  How many times has it been said at the RRBC meetings that we are working toward a model not necessarily a cleaner bay. 

Final Review of the Final Report for the Symposium:
Mr. Saphir said he thought we should use different words than “boil down” in the heading of the summary of the discussions.  With that revision the group agreed that the final report was ready to be distributed and posted to the Website.
Continued Discussion of the Rappahannock Marketplace and plans for the first meeting of the Rappahannock Marketplace Business Council (June 10, 2010): 
Mr. Collins said the invitations have gone out for the council meeting.  He said he is working with Ms. Harrington on a facilitating for the meeting.  The discussion of both topics will continue at the May 26 NPWG meeting.
NPWG Meeting Schedule:

• May 26

• June 9

Next RRBC Meeting is June 16 in Lancaster County
The meeting concluded at 12:10.
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