NON POINT WORKGROUP
Meeting held at George Washington Regional Commission
Minutes
September 24, 2008

Next Meeting: October 22

Welcome & Introductions
Attending: 
Eldon James, Staff
Mac Saphir, VCE Caroline County
Denise Harris, Fauquier County
Bill Latane, VA Farm Bureau
Terry Lasher, Department of Forestry
Jennifer Allen, FOR
Phone: 
Deirdre Clark, RRRC
Gretchen Gorecki, RRRC

Report on RRBC Meeting September 17, 2008
Mr. James discussed an overview of the recent RRBC meeting, held in the Town of Orange. He encouraged everyone to browse the Commissions web site to view all the downloaded presentations of the day.

· Clyde Cristman with the State Finance Committee presented an overview of the reauthorization of the Farm Bill and its Implications for the Chesapeake Bay. 
· Mike Forman with the Division of Soil and Water Conservation, DCR gave an update on the recent iteration of Virginia’s Water Clean-Up Plan.

· Robert Bennett with DCR gave an abbreviated discussion on the stormwater management program. Mr. Bennett will probably come back to give the entire presentation at a future RRBC meeting. After this presentation, there was a lot of side conversation concerning how the implementation is going about stormwater regulations.   Ms. Clark noted that the question was raised by Delegate Morgan about communication breakdown between and among agencies. Mr. James said this was an issue brought up at the Summit, and that it is a concern that the NPWG needs to pay attention to. Mr. James explained how the Commission had been successful in have legislation passed that makes it clear that the Secretary of Natural Resources working with the Secretary of Agriculture have lead responsibility on coordinating water quality technical assistance information. 

· The final presentation was on the Rappahannock County’s On-Site Sewage Disposal Program by Greg Wichelns with the SWCD. Mr. Wichelns explained to the Commission how Rappahannock County used local and grant funds to conduct public education and to replace failing septic systems. 
· The Commission also identified a long list of other items they would like to see addressed:

· The Commission wants the Health Department back to discuss what seems to be a gap in oversight of alternative systems. 
· An update on point to nonpoint nutrient trading, which is touted by some in natural resource agencies as the solution to nutrient loading caps.

· Policy direction confusion caused by the nutrient loading caps. Mr. James said   Mr. Logan from Spotsylvania County commented that the state seems to be encouraging more septics in suburban areas because of the caps on treatment plants.
· Mr. James said that Chairman Hanger wants the Commission to be more educated on the nutrient loading cap and stormwater regulations.

The discussion turned to the pressing issue in Fauquier County concerning the new wastewater treatment plant expansion in New Baltimore and the operating permit they must have by December 31, 2010.  Although the capacity is not needed now they must proceed with the expansion, at a cost of $6 million, in order to assure that they have the needed future capacity. Mr. James said Senator Hanger would like to have more discussion in the legislature on the timeline for this. Ms. Harris lamented that it would come too late because the County has to make the decision in the next two weeks. 

Ms. Clark stated that the presenters at the RRBC meeting, all from state agencies, gave a glossy presentation of what is going on at the state level. She said if the state presenters could give a more realistic approach, it would educate the state legislature. There was more discussion from the NPWG concerning the cap and the repercussion and unintended consequences it may cause. 

“Ecosystem Services” — Terry Lasher 

(PowerPoint Presentation can be viewed on the RRBC Website: http://www.rappriverbasin.org/meeting_events.htm   scroll down to the 9/24 NPWG meeting)
Mr. Lasher provided a presentation on Ecosystem Services. The main premise of the presentation concerns things being traded and shared that have a society value, but not necessarily a market value. He asked how do you pay a land owner for this? He talked about externalities - things you look at when a developer pays for land that includes clearing costs, land value, and building and construction costs. He added nobody thinks about paying for air, water quality or biodiversity. He added why we care because we are dealing with fewer forests and a population increase. Mr. James noted that the recent legislative policy direction is to move to more compact development. Mr. Lasher stated that Virginia is losing 27,300 acres of forest land a year to conversion loss to provide parking lots, buildings and houses. Mr. Latane noted that they do not take into account the impact of fragmentation.


He discussed the current efforts of many local and state agencies working together in a ecosystem workgroup to develop the practices and applications of carbon sequestration, air and water quality, and wildlife diversification. He explained that carbon sequestration is merely planting trees to pull the carbon out that is trapped in the tree. Mr. Lasher discussed alternative land use options and potential applications for a farm being sold, and the landowner wanting to do the right thing. Mr. Latane said one thing added would be a test for purchase of property and not a pure purchase development right. He explained that some localities are doing this in Virginia. Mr. James discussed the potential implications for transfer and the other benefits society is getting out of this. Mr. Lasher presented a slide showing a potential breakup of a property which could potentially benefit the forest health and produce products. This included large areas of land for wildlife habitat, development markets, wetland mitigation, riparian buffers, carbon sequestration and nutrient credits. Mr. James asked where the dollars come from ultimately. He said he can see that with the wetland mitigation, the owner is being paid by some developer who needs to provide replacement wetlands. The riparian buffer is for someone using an agricultural cost-share program. In the future nutrient trading money can be coming from the owner of a wastewater treatment plant because they want more capacity, and where the money is ultimately paid by customers. The carbon sequestration segment is being paid by the power plant, but ultimately paid by rate payers. Mr. Latane said the key is having the markets that everyone believes in, and asked what are the standards? and who is the broker? He added that some of the early sources are not accurate, and that some people have bought carbon credits that are not doing anything. Mr. Lasher discussed some of the targeted areas for preserving watersheds and riparian buffers, but said carbon sequestration is not a major player in the model yet. There was some discussion by the group on riparian buffers and the government supported program, as well as the possibility of the money going to a brokering system. 

Mr. Lasher discussed how the tools are in place to sell industry in the merging and developing markets. Mr. James added that the discussion at the state level is moving the money away from grain based to cellulose. Mr. Latane said they are looking at hardwood stands, and that getting cellulosic ethanol or biodiesel has a separate value that could be greater than the timber value. There was some discussion on the cost to the localities, and the contract relationship in bringing a non point practice under a wastewater treatment plant’s permit. 

Mr. Latane said to have a market you need to have some degree of standards and transparency, and need to have both at the same time. Mr. Saphir stated that you need to develop the tools before you get the market, to come up with the good science. Mr. Latane commented that landowners will not go out and find six different programs. He said he could see planners and brokers coming together to coordinate the marketing and discuss the practices. He said he does not see this happening unless there is an intermediary, an NGO such as the Northern Neck Land Trust overseeing this program. There was some discussion how some state agencies serve as clearinghouses for information, in which they direct farmers toward available programs. There was also some discussion on existing wetland and riparian buffer programs. Mr. Saphir asked who is envisioned as using the ecosystem model. Mr. Lasher said they are looking at local government and state agencies. Mr. Lasher said the Department of Forestry has a full time person, who has worked for a year on looking at the societal benefit of ecosystem services versus tech services. 

Mr. James said the upcoming General Assembly session could be discussing the nutrient cap and point to non point trading. He asked if state agencies should be required to have the trading program in place before the cap. He added that Chairman Hanger will be interested in hearing what the NPWG thinks of this. He also encouraged the group to come to the December 3 RRBC meeting in Richmond. He added that they need to get the issues before the elected officials. Mr. Saphir suggested that Mr. Lasher’s presentation be given to the state legislators. 

Ms. Clark mentioned that the she learned the erosion and sediment control program, that was formally under John Marshal SWCD, is moving under the county domain. She added that the move is not a good one, and will be more directed by these same decision makers. Mr. James said he needs to say as the staff person for the RRBC, that members of the NPWG, and other groups have been able to educate the Commission members, and the Commission as a body treads very carefully on pointing fingers from one legislative body to another. Ms. Clark said we need to have an awareness of this decision as we move forward on water quality. 

Mr. Latane talked about the federal legislation sponsored by Congressman Wittman which directs every state agency to quantify the outcomes of programs to clean up the Chesapeake Bay. Mr. Latane also discussed how the IRS is changing the Virginia outdoor easements in a significant fashion. They say the basic easements do not provide enough public benefit for tax credits. 

NPWG Meeting Schedule 
October 22 at 10 a.m.
November 12, at 10 a.m.
Dec. 10, at 10 a.m. 

Agenda Suggestions and Work Items:
· Mr. James said he will get more information from Bob Lee of VOF on the IRS situation. 
· Mr. Lasher will ask Buck Kline to be a presenter at the next meeting. 

· Mr. Saphir and Mr. James will do some work on the presentation the RRBC wants given to governing bodies and planning commissions.
· Ms. Kotola will find out more about the process on the two advisory groups for onsite septic. The groups are sewage hauling and disposal committee, and the onsite soil advisory committee. Mr. James explained that both groups are working on a similar path, looking at existing regulations.  Mr. James said the Commission wants the NPWG to get more active in septic and onsite sewage disposal. He said if existing groups are advising VDH, there is no point in the NPWG providing information on the same thing.
· Ms. Allen stated that FOR is working with Fredericksburg on a draft ordinance LID proposal. She said there is some flexibility in the language that could be used as a market based tool to retrofit, and have incentives built into the draft. 

The meeting concluded at 12:08 p.m.
