NON POINT WORKGROUP
Meeting held at George Washington Regional Commission
Minutes
August 12, 2009

Next Meeting: September 2

Attending: 
Eldon James, Staff
Mac Saphir, VCE Caroline County
Denise Harris, Fauqier County
Chip Rice. VCU/DCR
Corey Simonpietri, ACF
Kathleen Harrigan, TCC SWCD
John Tippett, FOR
Mike Fincham, Caroline County
David Nunnally, Caroline County

Jennifer Allen, FOR

Michael Collins, Conserv

Phone: 
Deirdre Clark, RRPDC

Welcome and Introductions
Ms. Clark announced that there will be an RRRC Living Land Workshop September 17 on green infrastructure. Mr. James distributed a handout on this. She encouraged people to sign up 
Update on the status of RBC comments on the proposed Stormwater Management Regulation changes.  Issues for the September RRBC meeting:

Planned RRBC Work Session on Legislative Initiatives – Input by NPWG

Mr. James explained that the RRBC empowered the Executive Committee to ask the NPWG to capture comments reflective from the last meeting. All Commission members received copies of the comments and were asked to review them and offer any comments within a timeframe. Mr. James said he has not received any comments back for changes. After the Executive Committee signs off on the comments they will be posted on the DCR website before the deadline. He noted that there are already 10,000 comments listed on the site. He said he has seen many comments by the Virginia Homebuilders Association and noted that there are copies on the table. Mr. Sapir read excerpts from the comments posted by the Virginia Association of Soil and Water Conservation District. They include: They are concurrent with the cost of developing already developed land versus open land, and the idea of a pay per base fee schedule which many not truly cover the cost and recommend a density based fee schedule. The proposed cost does not consider long term cost for ? , and they propose structure for permanent fees. He added that they do not believe the alternative proposed by the Virginia Home Builders Association is realistic, and proposed that the stomrwater regs should be implemented with these recommendations. Mr. James noted that there will be two sessions of the General Assembly before these are adopted. Ms. Harris felt that the word “prohibitively” midway through the first paragraph, is an assumption. She suggested that the words “more expensive” be used instead.

Mr. James asked Mr. Fincham to talk about the level of experience relative to local program review to put it into real life context. Mr. Fincham explained that stormwater and ENS programs having recently contracted with DCR on an ENS program. Caroline as well as other localities have become more sensitized as potential conflicts between regs. He continued to explain that the Caroline County 
Board of Supervisors voted to accept a corrective action agreement related to the current ENS program, which they believe are consistent with the regs. He noted that a DCR staff person publicly stated at the last BOS meeting that the ENS program was being evaluated based upon the old general itself and not minimum standard 19 related to stormwater. He added that because of the retractive nature of our experience and the experience of other localities, they started looking and comparing the current and proposed stormwater regulations. He said their concern is the regulations proposed will result in a duplication of effort with the state program and result in confusion for a state program to be maintained. Instead of working to merge two programs into one with enforcement at the local level. There will still be a state program with state inspections separate from local stormwater inspections and program. There will still be two separate processes. He gave an example of the site for the State Fair of Virginia stating that DCR performed a separate inspection un benognst to Caroline County after the County had inspected. There was some discussion on the inspections and enforcement taken. Mr. Fincham said the county had an approved plan where as a result of the state inspection process it changed the plan. The bottom line issue is duplicate programs have caused problems already and there really needs to be one program consolidated .Mr. Nunnally reviewed that localities have to adopt a state program, and with DCR duplicating local efforts it get confusing. There was some discussion on what DCR requires in stormrwater inspections and laws. Mr. Simonpietri asked if this wa the SWP program and local laws. Mr. Nunnally said they are no comfortable with who is doing what and thinks the whole proposal has gotten off target, and that they have focused so much on the technical criteria that they have lost site of the program. Mr. James noted that the law does not say there is a dual inspection and that he thought this would come as a surpise to most legislators. He added that it is not about preventing the proper applications of law and regs. It is about the extremely proper use of the limited resources. Mr. Rice said he recently had a meeting with DCR and soil and water division to do some strategic planning and clearly in there were the discussion ion the lack of time developing the criteria of the programs, and he thinks that some of this is the result of not giving time to develop the criteria for the program. Mr. James restated what Mr. Rice said as as we move to the next stage, this should be worked out with DCR concerning the criteria. Mr. James 
Noted that he is unsure whether this issue whould be brought up at the September RRBC meeting. There was some discussion concerning the TAC and whther the issue od streamligning and programmatic stuff was  not addressed.

Mr. James stated that the NPWG will have another opportunity to bring up issues to devote time to in the legislative work session at the RRBC September meeting. He noted that Ms. Kotula sent an email asking for the Commission to devote time to the preservation of existing vegetation. The idea was to extendtree preservation  further south to this area. From an air qaulity point of view. Mr. Kline said the tree conservation ordinances does not do much for water quality. Mr. Rice asked what the regional review is. Mr. James explained the grant from GWRC 
Other Potential Agenda Items: 
Continued discussion of the tracking and monitoring of Ag BMPs

Forest Cover as a water quality strategy

VDOT and the use of pervious concrete

The Work Group’s continued discussion of market based solutions Work Planning for a symposium on market based solutions.

· Identification of partners

· Role of NPWG and its members

· Identification of tasks and assignments 

NPWG Meeting Schedule:

September 2

October 1

November 4

Confirm Action Items and the August Meeting Agenda

