Non Point Work Group
November 6, 2007
GWRC  Conference Room
10:00 a.m. 
Members:
Eldon James, Staff

Larry Dunn, JMSWCD
Adrienne Kotula, DCR-CBLA
Kevin Byrnes, GWRC
Terry Lasher, VDOF
Mac Saphir, VCE
Bill Latane, VA Farm Bureau
On Phone:
Denise  Harris, Fauquier County
Stuart McKenzie, NNPC
Matt Criblez, SWCD, Rappahannock/Rapidan region
Maita Payne, Imbrium Systems
Welcome & Introductions
Mr. James noted that all meetings will start at 10:10 a.m. to accommodate members of the group with on street parking. Mr. Lasher introduced himself to the workgroup.  Mr. James asked the group for any observations, comments, positive or negative about the Summit 
Roundtable Discussion of the Summit
Mr. Saphir said he thought the results and the discussion were very stimulating, but he was a little disappointed that they did not have more BOS represented there. Mr. James clarified that they had 9 local electives, 2 legislatures, and 3 local administrators present that day. He said we only had 14 local members of the Commission, and they had 8 there. Mr. Byrnes speculated the election may have caused conflicts for the scheduling of the Summit. Mr. Dunn felt that there was a lot of good discussion, but many members at his table voiced their frustration over the conflicts in the signals they were getting. All together, he said the Summit provided some good information and a good synopsis. Mr. Latane said he felt that there was a fairly wide range of background knowledge , which may have caused some frustration because some of the people had more knowledge then others.  He said he also felt that everyone was getting burned out by the end of the day. Mr. McKenzie felt that the questions should have been more relevant to the topics, but instead made them more specific to three topics. He added that in the end, most of the comments were repeated and they were losing perspective on what the aim was. Mr. McKenzie said it always came down to the same thing money and people. Mr. Latane said they are at a point where they need to be more specific in the future for Summits if we do it again. Mr. Criblez said we need to figure out how to make the information more meaningful, and he also felt that questions more relevant to the topics would have brought about more energy near the end of the day. Mr. Saphir noted that he felt Mr. McKenzie’s presentation on the Cap would have generated more discussion.  There was some discussion by the Group on the conflict with the Cap versus treatment of septic.  Mr. Criblez said that it might have been a good topic to have someone speak about what the Cap means to wastewater.
Ms. Harris said she has thought of a way to consider moving forward in the future, to have a roundtable discussion with 40-50 people  on these topics.  She felt there would be more people getting into a back and forth discussion on these issues. Mr. James said in the end, they tried to do that, but everyone was burned out. There was some discussion by the group on regulations, and wastewater permits. Mr. Criblez said he would have liked to put some of the state agencies on the spot to hold point source, and to make them more accountable. Mr. James stated that there was quite a bit of concern on the lack of VDOT’s presence at the Summit. He reported that Chairman Wittman would like to hold a work session with the RRBC at the next meeting December 5. He has asked Mr. Frye and Mr. Pollack to attend the meeting. He said he also wanted a working meeting discussion between the members of RRBC concerning the draft review of the Summit. He said then the Commission can come back to NPWG to make a list of priorities. He noted that as he prepares the report, the next major hurdle to clear with the Commission, is any legislative regulations that need to be filed by 5 p.m. that day. 
Mr. Latane said he thinks the point on assumptions is overlooked, and that DEQ and DCR are building plans on assumptions. He added that everyone is looking at the end product, and they really need to take a look at data toward the end product. Mr. James pointed out that the goal of HB 1150 was designed to try to accomplish that, as one place to have all the pieces pulled together. Mr. Latane noted that the second point looked at localities going in a conflictive manner. He said they need to bring them together using different baseline data. There was some discussion by the group on HB 1150 and the water cleanup plan. 
Discussion of the Final Report
Mr. James advised the group to take Ms. Burtner’s report and turn it into a final report that lists issues that need to be targeted. He added that we need to figure out what we are recommending before we develop a strategy. H e said that at some point we need to develop a matrix on the different issues. He reminded the group of what Mr. Boliva said at the Summit, to make it clear, concise and specific if you want to change local government,  public education and coordination. He asked how to pull it all together using raw data and turn it into a final report for the Commission. Mr. Criblez asked how to define what those things are, and Mr. James replied it is based on working knowledge. Mr. McKenzie suggested developing a matrix, putting it into Access, and matching them up by issue and not by group. Mr. Saphir suggested to take the three major issues and implication issues, and align them with the major concerns. 
Potential Table of Contents
Mr. James noted that the chapters do not have to be set up how the Summit ran. He also stated that they can go through the process and see across the tables, that there are a couple of key things that need to be addressed. Mr. Latane suggested that most of the comments and concerns will fall into four categories: data, planning, assumption, and response. Mr. Criblez suggested getting back to the three original objectives. Mr. James reviewed that the group needs to structure the report based on objectives, which involves a summation of the report . This will include all the background materials up front, what is going on at the state and federal level,  and the recommendations. The second part, he said, will come from group concerns on how to meet  water  quality issues. Mr. Lasher  asked what if the results point to other objectives. Mr. James suggested that one of the values of the report is to further define questions that need to be answered in order to make good decisions.  Mr. Latane said the third part of the final report could be consensus and questions still left open, with issues that we do not know how to solve. Mr. McKenzie suggested letting the comments drive the group where they are going with the report. 
General comments/suggestions
Mr. Byrnes discussed that Ms. Harris mentioned  there needs to be an  moment in the legislature where land use planning  and water quality come together. She discussed that there needs to be some kind of state facilitation among state agencies requiring smart growth planning. Mr. Brynes suggested giving the state information to apply for a  grant through the EPA, who is looking for 3 states, to define water quality planning and land use planning and  get outside assistance to help with a statewide process. Ms. Harris said she felt that was a fantastic idea. She said they are looking for a state, not a portion of a state, which means we would need to be unified. Mr. McKenzie talked about the Water Quality Management Plan created back in the 70s. He asked if we need to do a whole basin plan. Mr. James said there is the opportunity to pull recommendations from the summary of the Summit. Mr. McKenzie stated that the watershed management plans need to show that holistic is the way to go. There was some further discussion by the group on nutrient management plans for any property that has tax credit for conservation.
Judy Burtner’s summary
Writing assignments
Mr. James discussed the smaller writing group of Mr. Saphir, Mr. McKenzie, Mr. Criblez and Mr. James. He asked how  we break this up to write it. Mr. Saphir suggested prioritizing from Ms.Burtner’s document , and  create a concise list to compare with each other. Mr. James asked everyone in the group to read the document and  define the key points, to create a general list to arrow down. Mr. James said he will send an email to the large list and summarize the important points to focus on. 
He clarified that the thinking is that it will be structured around three major objectives. He said he was going to set the deadline for comments on November 16. Ms. Harris stated that we have all sat through the planning groups and raised the issues, and that Mr. James may be overly inclusive to get too much input. There was some discussion by the group about the amount and nature of the input from those commenting on the document. Mr. James and the group reconsidered the deadline and moved it to November 12, instead of the 16.  Mr. James stated that he would feel more comfortable to give people an opportunity to comment on more than the 19 items in the list. There was more discussion by the writing group on the date to reconvene after the deadline for comments.
Action Items, Agenda and Dates for future meeting:
* November 29 meeting
* RRBC meeting 12/5/07 at House Room 1 at Capital in Richmond
Other: Mr.Byrnes reported that GWRC received an environmental planning coastal zone grant and needs to schedule technical assistance meetings. He asked if sometime before the end of the year, he could provide a presentation at the NPWG meeting and invite local planners.
