NON POINT WORKGROUP
Meeting held at George Washington Regional Commission
Minutes
January 7, 2009

Next Meeting: March  4

Attending: 
Eldon James, Staff
Mac Saphir, VCE Caroline County
Denise Harris, Fauquier County
Terry Lasher, Department of Forestry
Chip Rice, VCU/DCR
Joe Thompson, NNLC
Bill Latane, Farm Bureau
Jenn Allen, FOR
Corey  Simonpietri, ACF Environmental
Kevin Byrnes, GWRC

Phone: 
Deirdre Clark, RRRC
Stuart McKenzie, NNPDC

Welcome and Introductions

Discussion of the Work Group’s Direction for its continued work on market-based solutions-setting the agenda for the NPWG for 2009
Mr. James said they have had a bit of dialogue to address market-based solutions relative to the built environment and the charge for the NPWG in 2009. 
• Review of e-mail discussion since December meeting (see e-mail)
• Bill Latane - Mr. Latane said he was trying to draw a distinction between regulatory goals, as opposed to setting goals that come out of the market, and  to reach them as innovatively as they can. He said in the non-point area they define this as the five priority practices and not about outcomes. There was some discussion about compliance, the constantly changing standards, and how the system is not flexible. Mr. Latane talked about building standards and regulations, and where are the constraints that are stopping us from reaching the overall goal of improved water quality. Mr. James said we need to have a good understanding about the draft storm water regulations. He said this may be a focus of at least one meeting. Mr. Latane added a concern that the standards are about doing things, not necessarily getting results. 
• Terry Lasher - Mr. Lasher said he was trying to give it a structured approach for what it is the NPWG is discussing.  He said the big emphasis we are missing, and should be charged with, is to educate the Commission on what currently exists that prevents us from moving forward on something we all think is a realistic goal. He said to focus on a quarterly approach, take three goals, achieve each one of the goals in a timeframe, getting the knowledge to look at it from a landscape perspective, and educate on the shortfalls. Mr. Byrnes asked that by educating policy people on the Commission would they be better able to take a leadership role on making policy. Mr. James said the NPWG discusses the information out and makes recommendations to the RRBC. He said there was no formal recommendation that came out of the December meeting of the RRBC after Mr. Kline’s presentation on market-based solutions. Mr. James said a benefit of the discussion was for members of the legislature to hear the information in hopes that this program would be spared from the coming budget cuts. Mr. James added that he expects as they get into more information about the built environment, the RRBC will provide more substantial recommendations than what they have done in the past. 
• Corey Simonpietri - He said what he came up with was based entirely on what Mr. Lasher had done. With the three items put forward, focused on a timeline, restoring what we have done, preserve the things that are useful and good, and looking at what are we going to do as we go forward. He said he envisions what Mr. Latane has done as developing the task in  narrative description and breaking it down into three areas. There was some discussion by the Group concerning the words “restoration”, “renovation”, and “preservation”. Mr. Saphir said these words are all action oriented words. Mr. Thompson stated that the word “preservation” usually means to take something away and could result in some backlash. Mr. James clarified instead of using the word “restoration” to use the word “rehabilitation” and instead of “preservation” possibly use the word “protection”. Mr. Lasher asked if we would have to define the terms to the RRBC. Mr. James said it is important that we have a discussion about how we all interpret these words, so we can put it into something coherent to explain to the Commission. Ms. Harris said with innovation we can tie in legislation, technology and looking at the environment differently. There was more discussion about the meaning of the word “preservation”. Mr. Thompson felt that the big issue is identification and utilization for the resources that are there, and that they are not addressing the issue onsite but offsite. Ms. Allen said that the members of the group are looking at the terms with two different perspectives, from development to a more natural working land perspective. Mr. Thompson said the ecosystem services is about what lies in the specific resource values. It has to do with specific areas of value that links with market-based values to identify values concerning natural lands and to help maintain for impacts that are not to be developed.  Mr. Latane said he agrees with what is being said but we are looking at developed and undeveloped areas. He suggested innovation and the regulatory and commercial environments to sustain both economic growth and improvements in water quality. There was some discussion about commercial environment, private development and market environment and Ms. Harris suggested adding a third component, which is design. 

Mr. Rice suggested that there needs to be some sustainability out of it. Mr. Simonpietri said the framework is good and the words need to be selected, but they need to determine what the words are and attack one at a time and come up with the steps. He added renovation, utilization and innovation. Innovation could include technology as well as legislation. Ms. Harris added design and environmental identification, and Mr. Rice suggested the need to get the market place in there because it drives the ecosystem services with conservation coming from the value. There was some discussion about when the market will come back. Mr. James said this is the opportunity to put things in place so when the economy improves things will be ready. Mr. Thompson said there is a second thing that it comes down to, not just money but political will. Mr. Thompson said he sees this as an opportunity and something to work with. There was some discussion by the Group about the recent lawsuit filed against EPA. Mr. James said he agrees money and political will are the same. He said if the money is in the budget to do it they mean it, if it is not they won’t. He said the Virginia General Assembly has put a lot of money into the point source side for clean water. There is the pressure brought to the Bay area from the lawsuit and the public’s green attitude, now the market place has responded to the public on green and now see corporations doing this. Mr. Simonpietri said it seems to me there is some low hanging fruit and it would be beneficial if everyone from this group would highlight all these areas from our experiences. 

Develop the Charge for the Group
Mr. James asked where are we going with the rewrite of the storm water regs and is that going to help us. Because the Commission is putting forth legislation about the nutrient loading cap deadline, he talked about some discussions with Ann Jennings and Mike Jerrel with the Chesapeake Bay Foundation. He added that they have been invited to participate with this group. Mr. James asked Mr. Simonpietri to explain the principle behind harvesting water from a roof. Mr. Simonpietri discussed how normally regular runoff collects all kinds of pollutants and goes into the pipes, which goes into the Bay. He said they are trying to eliminate a portion of the water from doing this by using it onsite, mainly for irrigation. This not only cuts water demand from reservoirs, but uses water off the roof for irrigation averaging about 40-60%. The water that has collected the pollutants in the cistern will put the water back into the ground and eventually goes back into the surface flows in a much cleaner state. He explained the reason this is difficult, is that the regs are built around pre/post analysis and built up. He explained the options for the water recycling and infiltration and gave a few scenarios to illustrate this. He said there is no code recognition that the discharging volume is reduced through the use of the cistern/water reuse system. He added that the rules as written do not encourage anyone to do it. Mr. Saphir stated that there are certain counties in the state of Virginia that have put incentives in for reduction of curb and guttering and the use of LID structures. Mr. James asked if the cistern was recognized as an LID structure. Mr. Rice said he has tried to get involved in DCR and the SWCD to push more for proactive work with localities to get into their codes and ordinances, to get some ideas in reduction of curb and gutter roadside. 

Mr. James asked what topic we want to focus on next.  Understanding the draft stormwater regs was suggested. There was also some discussion by the Group concerning VDH revisions to the septic regulations. Mr. McKenzie stated that he had heard that there may be a new regulation concerning nitrogen reduction for on-site systems as an incentive for increased density. He said this could be a market-based solution. 
A summary of potential topics was listed:
· storm water regulations

· water harvesting and reuse

· onsite systems – conventional and alternative 
· VDOT regulations regarding curb and gutter
· Water conservation as a part of high-performance (green) buildings

· CBLAD’s Phase 3 work

· Building codes and zoning ordinances

· CBF’s goal in their lawsuit against EPA

There was some discussion to identify the four or five top things that are low hanging fruit and issues that could be applied to market based solutions. There was some more discussion by the Group concerning the lawsuit filed by the EPA. 

Outline the Meeting Agendas for March - May 2009
It was decided that the NPWG would begin with storm water regulations for the March meeting. In April the topic should be water harvesting and reuse. Mr. James asked who the best resource person is for storm water regulations. A representative of DCR was suggested as was John Tippet from FOR or Dave Hershman, who was helping write the regs and works for the Center For Watershed Protection. It was discussed who would contact these people.  Mr. James stated in the course of the discussion if we decide there is a weakness in the proposed regs, we may want to submit formal comments.

Subcommittee Reports
• Presentation to Governing Bodies and Planning Commission
Ms. Harris provided changes to the presentation and they were added. Mr. James said they will now work to schedule meetings in the spring. The NPWG will take a final look at the presentation in March. He said he may post it through the web site so everyone in the group could look at it. Mr. Saphir said he still needs to add the status bars to parts of the presentation. 

Confirm NPWG Meeting Schedule 
• March 4, 2009 at 10 a.m. 
• April 8, 2009 at 10 a.m. 
• May 6, 2009 at 10 a.m.

Mr. Thompson reported that the Rappahannock basin had the second biggest year in acreage for VOF land conservancy in history adding 64,597 acres under easement for a total of 525,000 acres.

The meeting concluded at noon. 
