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Welcome and Introductions

Mr. James welcomed everyone to the meeting. He discussed how the focus of the group has changed per recommendations from the RRBC. He added that Chairman Hanger expressed his personal appreciation for everyone’s contribution serving on the committee. He said we have been asked to think broad and be flexible with their ideas. Mr. James noted after the introductions, that we have representation from all the sectors  and that that is what the Commission is looking for with the newly formed committee.

Why the RRBC Directed the Creation of the Committee

Mr. James reviewed that the RRBC has been supportive of the work of the Non Point Workgroup and their exploration of market-based solutions.  There was discussion at the recent RRBC meeting about the development of market-based projects.  He said a great deal of the work was done by Mr. Collins and Mr. Kline.  With the most recent meetings, he said it has become apparent that it was time to take the non point source focus and bring the wastewater sector back to the table, as well as including other sectors. He said it is very clear that combining the sectors offers several opportunities. He discussed some of the ideas out of the recent RRBC meetings concerning legislative needs, and what rose to the top was the development of wastewater reuse and the opportunities that might provide.  He said one Commission member decided to introduce a bill to divert all wastewater to reuse applications.  The bill did not pass but it led to a letter being sent to agency heads of health and DEQ.  Mr. James directed everyone’s attention to their packet to a copy of budget language that Senator Hanger carried during the General Assembly session to find some ways to promote wastewater reuse.  He added that it requires the development of a report due by October 1, to research what some of the other states are doing about reuse, and what are some of the barriers in doing this. He also discussed other items in the packet including the legislative summary for the General Assembly and copies of presentations from the RRBC. He said these are also available on the RRBC website. 

Review of Projects in Development -- Trust for a Clean Water Economy 

Mr. James said he wants to talk about some of the development projects going on within the basin.  Mr. Kline discussed a grant proposal through the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.  He said there are four elements that the grant addresses, especially areas that may lead to water reuse, and creating a trust for clean water economy.  Mr. Kline said they will hear next week whether they can carry it on to a final proposal.  He discussed some of the components that the proposal is looking for, as well as some of the elements within the grant itself.  Mr. Kline said they are targeting various conservation efforts and places in the watershed. They are going to look at how land cover changes, indentifying forests of a high conservation value, and looking at green infrastructure work. They are also going to look at practices such as planning forest/ag practices with outcome-based payments, what are the benefits of outcome-based, not just cost share.  Mr. Kline reviewed how easements will work to bring it to a higher standard including a balance sheet to track the loads for better accountability.  He discussed how they can sustain the effort beyond the life of the grant with funding.  He said that can not happen unless we link urban and rural sectors. Mr. Kline reviewed a rough breakdown of budget categories. 
Fredericksburg - Caroline County - Ft. A.P. Hill Optimum Energy and Environmental Efficiency Project. Mr. Collins stated that this project is looking at a coordinated approach involving the two localities and Fort A. P. Hill.  He said if they focus together, what is the cost to reduce pollution utilizing programs such as the effort by the military base to create buffers and Caroline County’s efforts to protect Ag and conservation areas. He added that the environmental groups have met and want to move ahead. Currently, they are developing the scope of work, with some ideas on foundations and funds. He said their goal is optimum energy and environmental efficiency, and to find out if there is a way to link the TMDL and the use of biomass for energy. He said they have a situation where the TMDL is the driver, creating revenue streams for farmers in Caroline County with more focus on nutrient reduction. Mr. Collins stated that Mr. Grzeika will also be meeting with the navy base at Dahlgren (NSWC) to discuss being a buyer of biomass. 

Testing of Infrastructure for Trust for Clean Water Economy -Mr. James reviewed that the Commission has endorsed the concept of moving toward a private/not for profit entity. He added that the Commission chose to do this under their existing authority and to create advisory committees, rather than the Commission seeking legislation this year. The idea of developing demonstration projects to be overseen by the committee.  The committee will provide feedback and a critical eye to further develop the concept for the trust with the potential of future legislation.  Mr. James reviewed that since 2007 they have explored many different forms and that this is where it has led us. Mr. Collins discussed the term “banking” as a private pollution reduction financial institution that is watershed based, not land based. Mr. Collins said they will organize infrastructure for a private entity. He discussed whether that entity would have a cash fund, where would it come from, what is it based on, and how would it do trading. Mr. Collins discussed some of the partners and the proposals being sought for the trust. 

The Nutrient Neutral Highway - Mr. James reviewed that the George Washington Toll Road Authority is underway with the development of the toll road project to connect Route 3 west and I-95.  He explained that the toll road would extend from the welcome center, four miles west, to four-mile fork.  He said it is projected to relieve over 30,000 vehicles a day from that section of Route 3.  An Interchange Justification Report (IJR) has submitted to VDOT and FHWA.  Funding is included in the Governor’s transportation package move into the design stage and begin the environmental studies. Mr. James said with this project we are proposing to examine ways to realize positive nutrient reduction benefits, by designing and developing air and water mitigation to maximize the benefit under the Chesapeake Bay clean up efforts.  One of the questions to be asked is how do we maximize the pollution reductions using money that is already planned to be spent on pollution reduction/mitigation. 
The Bay Friendly Yard - Mr. James discussed how this project brings together potential partners to explore opportunities for individual home-owners to be engaged in pollution reduction through their own yards.  Mr. Collins stated that we will be exploring the potential for education, information and if there is a potential for the city to invest stormwater resources into a river-friendly yard program.  He discussed the concept of natural asset management and the land protocol for ecosystem services revenue streams, how to work with the landowner, natural resources and the potential of using a cost-share approach.  Mr. James reviewed that it has been difficult to look at other places to find a model, and that at times it seems as if we have invent much as they move forward. He said the Commission hopes this Committee ask critical questions, make suggestions including who else should be at the table. 

Mr. Utt said as the Phase II draft of the WIP approaches, the goal and responsibility is to get all the players together.  On behalf of the city he needs to look ahead at different criteria to be able to move forward, to gather all the data on point and nonpoint sources and compare to the model, and to find out where the gaps are.  He said he will work on this for the May meeting.  Mr. Pinnix suggested that this group has some political cover to change the tenants.  He discussed how he has worked with the health department concerning the half million homeowners with failing or substandard conventional septic systems.  He noted that this group could suggest potential retrofits, tax credits, or offer suggestions to get the dialogue started, and to get the legislature behind it to get the job done.  There was some discussion about creating educational opportunities to help local government understand some of these issues better. 

Mr. Collins asked what a healthy pollution reduction market structure would look like. Mr. Pomeroy asked what the term “trust” means.  There was a discussion of structure and examples of trust activities.  An example discussed was how the trust could deal with the permanency of offsets in point to nonpoint trades.  Currently such bilateral trades are required to in perpetuity.  A Trust, acting as a bank, could develop mechanisms to provide that permanacy without an individual practices having to always be in perpetuity. Mr. Lasher stated it is better to get the land owner with you instead of against you and this type of flexibility is important.  Mr. Kline said the science that is out there does not preclude the opportunity to manage forest. He gave an example of forested wetlands. He said the idea to manage forested wetland does not take away the functional value of the wetlands and neither will management take away the functional value of the buffer.  Mr. Kline said the whole concept leads into the idea of natural asset management programs of bundling multiple revenue streams, and what really matters is what is in the landowners pocketbook.  Mr. Wichelns asked if the VA Outdoor Foundation was involved.  Mr. James said they were a part of the first Ft. A.P. Hill project meeting. 

Mr. James invited comments from some of the newer members to the group.  Mr. Hubble said he is not a big proponent of the cap and trade type of program and that he had some concerns with the Bay Friendly yard program.  He noted that FOR got a similar grant to purchase the equipment to begin building bmp landscape for actual stormwater.  From our side in the permitted stormwater world, he said, we are not hearing that there is going to be a lot of flexibility to work in a program like this.  Have we thought of the whole political reality of taking urban money and funneling it out and doing some of the ag practices that are not in the same county.  Mr. James said Mr. Hubble makes a great point.  We are concerned that players at the state level are resistant because this is a different idea and we have never had to do what we are getting ready to do.  He added that the Commission is a body that can try to affect change.  Relative to the local politics question the Commission is looking for options, opportunities and choices but that ultimately each locality has to decide how they wish to invest their resources to reduce nutrient and sediment pollution. 
Mr. Byrnes said he was recently at a meeting and someone said who will bring the TMDL presentation to all the PDCs.  He added that the challenge is in the allocation process and that there is no process for x and y to create a cost effective solution.  Mr. James said part of what the Commission has said is that it wants to see choices developed offer the most cost effective way to solve the problem.  Mr. Pomeroy discussed how this is being done in Fairfax County within the MS4 permit and how they are maintaining some flexibility so the concept can be pursued.   Mr. Pomeroy was asked if he could provide more on this at a future meeting.  Mr. Cox said he is convinced the heart of recent issues is essentially the same, and that is our long entrenched history of dividing our problems into manageable channels.  He said we have all the things that we can’t change in the fundamental ways and that we have to overcome the consequences.  He said that we are almost always never around the same table to take a holistic view of the concept, and the name of the game is to overcome the impediments. 

Ms. Sherrill said from feet on the ground perspective when developing this plan you need to look at what the conservation easements mean.  She suggested a good model for this is the wetlands program and to see what value is assigned to it.  Mr. James said that is the point of some of the demonstration projects to develop real living examples.  Mr. Collins said when people first hear this project, they tend to focus on trading, but the real essence of what we are talking about is a financial platform that is cost effective pollution reduction.  The trading component may not be a component of what we do.  Mr. Pinnix said this reminds him of when he was working with landfills and state mandates on recycling goals.  He discussed how these goals were met in the past, but urged you are never going to achieve your goals by doing one home site by one home site.  He said to look at the major contributor that of wastewater treatment plants.  He suggested looking at growing switch grass, or water reuse and allowing farmers to do drip irrigation would be a good use of time.  He said it all works together and is important to look at the micro scale, but the big target is wastewater treatment.  Mr. Pomeroy said the notion of reuse infrastructure is tremendously expensive, and maintaining and replacing it is expensive. He asked Mr. James what are the numbers in the Rappahannock River for nutrient reductions.  Mr. James stated that the vast majority of our nitrogen and phosphorus problem in nonpoint (over 90%).  Mr. Pomeroy discussed other areas using this concept. He said that these projects are a tremendous cost and that they are definitely not low hanging fruit.  Mr. Kline said he would be interested in hearing Mr. Pomeroy’s thoughts choosing a site for reuse of wastewater.  Dr. Stephenson commented that from his own perspective for this group we want to avoid getting into the project evaluation type of mentality and if the project is a solution, because it is only a partial and never ending battle.  One goal should be to look at overcoming the barriers that stand in the way of reallocation and whatever happens between sources, and allow the locality or private sector to figure out the best way to do this with the objective of creating opportunities. 

Mr. Collins said as the projects go along it will provide opportunities.  He added what Dr. Stephenson and Dr. Shabman have talked about is that the Clean Water Act and the constraints of what it has put on point source and MS4 localities is, it cannot transfer the risk, which in turn may stymie our efforts.  Mr. Pomeroy said this is manageable and that the trust will exist and succeed if the trust invests in enough reductions to stay ahead of the regulatory reduction milestones.  Mr. Pinnix commented on the high cost per pound for urban retrofits and to look at where the opportunities lie to reduce the cost per pound. He added that some of the opportunities lie in building the infrastructure.  He discussed the cost of retrofitting septic systems compared to the infrastructure of building for reuse. 

Mr. James said it gets back to what Dr. Stephenson was talking about individual projects to make a point.  What this group is talking about is what is the appropriate legislative regulatory administrative environment so these decisions can be made.  Those appropriators, whether state or local government, have the right to make that cost efficiency choice themselves.  Mr. Pomeroy said he wanted to go back to Mr. Collin’s question of structure for the point source exchange.  He suggested a three tier structure. The first tier is called “bubbling” where the owner trades off their nutrient reduction responsibility. He used the example of the Massaponnax plant and Spotsylvania FMC plant.  The next tier is the two-party agreements not facilitated by the exchange association, but recognized by them.  The third tier comes with the trust idea that clears the market for the participants with a revenue stream for the built in buyer.  This makes the market and regulations.  He added that the trust concept is a good idea, but the initial concept is of the trust not to be in the business of picking technologies per se but to accept RFPs and take bids.  Can we get the regulators of MS4s to buy in?  Mr. James said the relationship between the trust and the state is an audit and accountability function (of the state) to verify that the projects do what they say.  Ms. Harrigan said she agrees with the infrastructure cost and setting up a green field as a retrofit when talking about infrastructure. 

Future Meeting Schedule:

April 27

May 25

June 29

Confirm Action Items

Mr. Collins suggested that it would be helpful if some group or organization would come together to put on an educational discussion for legislators to explain the terms, issues and concepts for them to better understand what is being discussed. He said this group could be the backbone of this and it could fall prior to the next legislative session. Mr. James urged that this takes a lot of planning and he is afraid it may take away from other areas.

Agenda for April Meeting - 

• Discuss the outcomes and provide a quick synopsis of three meetings: the nutrient credit group; water reuse advisory council; WIP April 26th.

• Provide an update on each project

Mr. Byrnes suggested a regional collection of information relative to all issues on how to identify the farming community we want to work with and to identify the working farms. 
May Agenda: Mr. Utt plans to gather more data and WIP related data to present to the group and to identify where there are gaps and holes in order to develop a plan for the watershed. 

Mr. James asked the academic advisors gathered today for input on keeping this group focused on the proper level of discussion to get at the most cost effective reductions to meet the WIP.  He added that he needs the perspective that it has to be valuable to you and your employer to be here. 

Mr. Byrnes discussed the population changes from 2000-2010 within the watershed and changes with community growth broken down within the basin. Mr. James noted that there is a larger rate of population increase within the watershed as compared to outside of the watershed. 

Mr. Lasher suggested that for a future agenda item, the need to facilitate some change with communicating with local government, and that a strategy needs to be developed by this group. 

The meeting concluded at noon.
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