NON POINT WORKGROUP
Meeting held at George Washington Regional Commission
Minutes
December 13, 2008

Next Meeting: January 7

Welcome & Introductions
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
Kevin Utt, City of Fredericksburg
Jenn Allen, FOR
Corey Simonpietri, ACF Environmental 
Phone: 
Gretchen Gorecki, RRRC
Deirdre Clark, RRRC


Recap of the RRBC December meeting:
Ecosystem services:
There was some discussion on the recent iteration of the Water Cleanup Plan. Mr. James verified the last revision was posted and dated in July. Mr. James asked about the discussion between Forestry and VCU. Mr. Lasher said he discussed with Mr. Kline about ways to get healthy stream data into his ecosystem research project, as a way to monitor or to provide another service. Mr. James noted that he emailed Mr. Kline in a response to a question from Delegate Lingamfelter concerning whether he was involved directly with the Cleanup Plan. He said the Cleanup Plan has no language in regards to ecosystem services, not in the way Forestry talks about it. Mr. Lasher said getting the language in there is important. Mr. James verified that Delegate Lingamfelter sits on the House Appropriations committee and often carries water quality and conservation legislation. Mr. James said as he talked to Mr. Kline about this topic he asked if there is something the RRBC could do from this end such as a letter from the Chairman. He said he tried to make it clear to the Commission that this is only one part of market based, and that there are other topics that need to be discussed, such as water harvesting. He said this could be part of the work plan for January and in the spring. Mr. Thompson asked what the RRBC members gave as far as recommendations. Mr. James said they received the information and are waiting to learn more from the NPWG on other aspects. He added that he really wanted Delegate Lingamfelter and Chairman Hanger to hear the information since both sit on committee that will be determining the budget cuts. He added that they are expecting to hear more from the NPWG. 


Three legislative recommendations:
Send a resolution to the Congressional delegation identifying the top three wastewater projects that should be considered for the economic stimulus package. Mr. Saphir said he did see a list about five years ago, of wastewater facilities in the Basin. Mr. James said he has received a list from DEQ for this. 

On the state s ide the recommendation from the SWCD that RRBC tweak the legislation that will allow an appointed director to serve on the Commission, as well as elected SWCD with no problem. This will just be a Senate Bill and not a House Bill. He said he does not see any problems with this passing, and it would be effective July 1. 

The other resolution was brought up by Fauquier County’s request to the Governor to give an extra ten years to the nutrient loading cap, specifically related to the Vint Hill facility. Ms. Harris explained the history of Vint Hill and that it is projected as a growth area for 30-50 years. The water and sewer authority applied for a permit for the ultimate build out, and now with the 2010 cap they have to have it with an operating permit in place for build out with capacity by December 2010. She added that the county does not have the money to fund it. They are doing the nutrient upgrade to the existing operating plant and what they want the extension for is the expansion portion. Mr. James said that the RRBC voted to request that the Commission’s legislative members sponsor legislation to allow more time to complete expansions of similar wwtps while maintaining their wasteload allocations. Two things must occur by December 31, 2010, the first is that all wastewater treatment plants be upgraded to meet the current DEQ discharge and if the plant is to be expanded to the maximum wasteload allocation, the plant must have its certificate to operate. He said he has sent out a few iterations of this and received responses from eight members. He said Delegate Ed Scott has put in a bill drafting request on the House side and Chairman Hanger has put it in for the Senate side. He said he has had discussions with Ms. Jennings of the Chesapeake Bay Foundation, and said he has pointed out that the drivers are economics where every locality within the Basin are forced to delay or abandon capital projects. The second thing that happens on December 31, 2010 is the addition of UDAs to local comprehensive plans. It will be very difficult to meet the UDA requirement of four units per acre in some of the rural localities without wastewater treatment capacity. He said they have not had time to discuss the alternative solutions to the proposed legislation. He said she has stated that all the governments in 2005 had agreed to make these improvements and that now all of them are backing away from it. There was more discussion about the details of the Fauquier situation. Mr. James said there is a long way to go and much of it needs to be negotiated. He explained the scenarios of what could happen with this Bill. He said one of the most important things is that this policy dilemma be brought before the GA so they have a better understanding of it even if the legislation does not pass. 

Presentation to Governing Bodies
Ms. Harris co-volunteered to get some graphics into the presentation. There has been another version and now there are more comments to work on. Mr. Saphir said he has taken every comment made at a previous NPWG meeting and made the changes. 


Market-based Solutions
Mr. James reviewed that they had begun talking about other market-based solutions at the last meeting. He noted that the minutes from November were wrong stating the Cable Brand Foundation was misspelled, and said he could invite someone from there to come to a future NPWG meeting. He asked who are other people to invite to the table to discuss market-based solutions. Ms. Harris asked where they will find the data for this.? Mr. Simonpietri  said there are many things he would like to hear about green building. There was some discussion by the group concerning this idea. There was some discussion on building on urban lands. Mr. Simonpietri talked about who he is employed by and what they do. Mr. Thompson discussed how he built a house in Oregon and the problems he encountered with the specialized environmental materials he was using for construction. The Group discussed this at length. Mr. James asked if they should reach out to Cable Brand Foundation or have someone come in with more hands on experience. 

Ms. Harris suggested that within the localities there is a lot of tension about building codes and the competing interests. She added that we need to educate ourselves on these. Mr. Thompson said looking at models about this is a good starting point, but we need to identify the standards and figure out how to do it. Mr. Lasher suggested that they look at three to four areas and look at how to fix it. Mr. James reminded the Group that the RRBC members come to the table as elected officials and rely on the NPWG to educate them about technical issues. Mr. James asked if they need to get more information for RRBC to create a framework on issues such as water supply and water quality. Mr. Latane said the non point source will help develop the framework for other issues. Mr. Lasher said to look at energy, water, and air quality. Mr. Simonpietri suggested that the NPWG spend 2009 identifying what the technology is and what are the obstacles and make things happen. He discussed an example how the difference in water use is regulated. He asked how many of those things can be identified and go back to the legislators with the results. Mr. James clarified that the barrier is not just a lack of money but a lack of ability to unleash creativity. Ms. Allen suggested that there still is a need to identify the overarching framework and chart it out. Ms. Harris suggested looking at the current codes that exist and where the barriers exist. Mr. Lasher said the goal is to get out of our own way, and if the localities want to grow they will need to deal with water resources issues. It was pointed out that we have done little to address urban/suburban issues because it is so expensive to address.  The commission was intrigued by our market-based discussion for it might offer a way to get at the urban/suburban issues


Mr. James said when the NPWG formed they drafted a list of things to work on. He said he would like to write a charge to the group and identify things they need to work on. He said it is difficult to do the grouping until there is an overarching charge identified. He asked how they will capture this. Ms. Harris suggested what are the barriers in place that don’t allow market based solutions to flourish. She mentioned institutional and education barriers, result based standards, and setting goals and standards. What are the results we want and how do public policy makers set policies that are driven by the results and not by the mechanics of how you get there. Mr. James asked the NPWG to work through these thoughts and think about how to define this charge before the January 7 meeting. The motto could be to “get out of our own way.” Now, the charge needs to be identified. Mr. Thompson said if we had the ag lands out there it is much easier to make productive changes to urban land. If the urban structure is not done right as it hits the ground it is very expensive to change later. Mr. James said there are other aspects of market based solutions. Mr. Thompson said he has sent Mr. James a document on references and organizations and web sites to access for more information. Mr. James said he would forward it to the Group.

Confirm NPWG Meeting Schedule 
• January 7, 2009 at 10 a.m .
• March 4, 2009 at 10 a.m. 

Discussion of Future Agenda Items
-To set more meetings dates
- Discuss the NPWGs framework for the new charge for the year. 
- Mr. Saphir said he would like to talk about impact.

The meeting concluded at noon. 
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