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Orange, Virginia

PRESENT:
LEGISLATIVE MEMBERS: 
Senator Emmett Hanger
Senator Jill Vogel
Delegate Ed Scott
Delegate Harvey Morgan

LOCAL GOVERNING OFFICIALS:
Mr. Robert Anderson, Rappahannock County
Ms. Teri Pace, Orange County 
Ms. Margaret Davis, Essex County
Mr. William Crigler, Madison County 
Mr. Peter Schwartz,  Fauquier County
Mr. Jerry Logan, Spotsylvania County

SWCD MEMBERS:
Mr. John Barber

STAFF MEMBERS:
Mr. Eldon James

GUESTS: 
Clyde Cristman, Senate Finance Committee.
Michael Foreman, DCR
Robert Bennett, DCR
Chip Rice, DCR/VCU
Gretchen Gorecki, RRRC
Deirdre Clark, RRRC
Greg Wichelns, Culpeper SWCD
Kathy Harrigan, Tri-County/City SWCD

The meeting was called to order at 9:35 a.m. The Invocation was said by Mr. Barber and the Pledge of Allegiance was led by Senator Hanger.

The Chairman determined that a quorum was not present at the time

Welcome and Introductions: Ms. Pace welcomed everyone to Orange County. She said she was very thankful for all the work the Commission has done for the Basin. Chairman Hanger welcomed Senator Vogel to her first meeting with the Commission. 

Review and Approval of Agenda: The agenda was approved as it stands with a motion made by Mr. Schwartz and a second from Delegate Morgan.

Adoption of Meeting Minutes from June 18, 2008 Meeting:  A motion to accept the minutes was made by Delegate Morgan and seconded by Mr. Anderson. The motion passed unanimously. 

Financial Report – Staff: Mr. James explained that he received the financials early last week and everything is as expected. A motion to accept the financial report was made by Mr. Schwartz and seconded by Mr. Barber. The motion passed unanimously. 

Public Comment: There was no public comment.

Reauthorization of the Farm Bill and its Implications for the Chesapeake Bay, Clyde Cristman, Legislative Analyst, Senate Finance Committee. Chairman Hanger introduced Mr. Cristman. Mr. Cristman provided to the Commission a general overview of the Farm Bill and information on Title II and specific funding of important in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed. Chairman Hanger said this is a very long process due to the change in Congress. He explained how they lobbied on the Farm Bill and the many groups involved to help with this effort. He added specifically the Chesapeake Bay Initiative will be significant with additional dollars to latch onto for the use in the watershed. 

He added that the Commission will want to pay attention to this as we develop future work plans, especially money available for programs such as the purchase of development rights. Delegate Morgan added that the Commission needs to get the message out about purchase of development rights, because not many people know about it. There was considerable discussion of potential opportunities within the farm bill to promote water quality. Mr. James asked Mr. Cristman if there would be any new information available by the next Commission meeting in December. 

Update on Virginia’s Water Cleanup Plan, Michael Foreman, Deputy Director Division of Soil and Water Conservation, Department of Conservation and Recreation. Mr. Foreman distributed a handout on the plan. He said this is the most comprehensive, and most vigorous, and robust state water cleanup plan in the nation. He said people are looking to Virginia and the plan to improve the conservation of the waters of the Commonwealth. He stated that the latest iteration of the plan is available on the Secretary of Natural Resources web site, and it includes progress reports roughly every six months. He said that this is the attempt to assure accountability as mandated by the Assembly. He explained who developed the Plan and said tracking and implementation are the key elements to the Plan. He added that there is an effort to reduce all the fluff and use action based outcomes and outputs on measurable, attainable goals. He said the most perplexing issue within the state is how to constructively work with local government for cleanup. Mr. Foreman said the requirements of the statute allow us to think more interactively with the coordination of state and local government. He reported they are currently engaged in piloting a program called the Network Education for Municipal Officials (NEMO). He said this is a mechanism structured on how to approach local government on a voluntary basis. Mr. James noted that according to state code “municipal” means cities and towns and he may want to be sure it includes counties. Mr. Foreman said the program suggests alternate funding sources, and that not a lot is available on the ground, which means other funding sources need to be sought. He discussed some of the key elements of the combined and integrative approach to the plan. 

The RRBC meeting recessed at 10:30 a.m. for the legislative members to attend the rededication ceremony of Montpelier. 

The meeting reconvened at 12:43 p.m. 

Mr. Foreman resumed his presentation by reminding the Commission that he was talking about the elements of the Cleanup Plan or HB 1150. In the area of pollution prevention he said there are a number of healthy waters existing in the state that can be protected by using various regulatory and non-regulatory means, but they need to be identified. He informed the Commission about a statewide program that tracks the healthy waters. He discussed the history of TMDLs and how the Canoe Association brought this into the forefront. He discussed local programs, nutrient credits, and point source. There was some discussion on whether point to non point trading has been developed. Ms. Pace asked how to distinguish where the pollutants are from point source or other sources. Mr. Foreman said DEQ has a very good monitoring system, and by tracking it they can determine where it is. He gave examples of this method. He said there are a lot of variables on why streams are polluted, and it depends in what part of the state the stream is located. Ms. Pace asked if the impaired streams are occurring near agricultural areas or urban areas. Mr. Foreman said the polluted streams are fairly uniformed across the state in western streams versus eastern streams. Mr. Wichelns noted that some of the non point spots are sewer overflow that is caused by a combine effect when the infrastructure can not deal with growth. It was also noted that we have combined storm and sanitary sewer systems in older cities (Richmond and Lynchburg) and overflows are problems during sever storms. 

Mr. James suggested adding to the slides to address what is going to be done to offset the potential economic stifling effect concerning the caps, especially the areas that are less developed and have not yet had their “piece of the economic development pie.” Mr. Foreman pointed out that point to non-point trading will be helpful in those situations. Mr. James added that the planning departments and local electives are very worried about how this is going to work. Mr. Logan asked about septic tanks and other on-site systems and their effect on the environment. Mr. Foreman suggested that septic tanks are a way of treating individual houses and that there have been a lot of advances in onsite sewage disposal systems. He added that the technology and regulations of VDH are better. There was some discussion about how owners of septic systems do not know when a system is failing and may not perform proper maintenance of the systems. There was also some discussion on the lack of manpower from state agencies to regulate and inspect the systems. Mr. Logan raised concern about a potential policy conflict, that is loading caps to limit point sources which may encourage counties to allow more on-site systems which have limited individual oversight by the Commonwealth. Chairman Hanger asked Mr. James if the Commission can get an update on this at a future meeting. 

Delegate Morgan suggested that there seems to be a real lack of coordination between agencies. He discussed an incident with a marina in Gloucester County, where no agencies wanted to take responsibility. He asked how can we bring about cooperation between regulatory boards to get the big picture and share responsibility. Mr. Foreman agreed that unless folks get onboard to ensure that things get fixed, otherwise it stays compartmentalized. 

Programmatic Update: Virginia’s Stormwater Management Program, Robert Bennett, Regional Manager, Department of Conservation and Recreation. Mr. Bennett distributed two handouts: VA Stormwater Management Program Update - Engineer’s Toolkit and MS4 Primer. Due to the lack of time left for the meeting, Mr. Bennett provided a quick overview and said he could return to a future RRBC meeting to discuss the issue at length. He talked about the stormwater management program, the design and engineering community key elements. He discussed the timeline for the completion of the new regulations.  He discussed related programs. One is the Erosion and Sediment Control Program. He said this started back in the 70’s with localities, including local program administrators and inspectors. The big push is for DCR to improve communication with localities to make sure they are doing the best they can do. He said the concept is to pull things together under one central program at DCR and delegate to localities that are doing storm water inspections already and can meet the new requirements. He talked about the Virginia Stormwater Management Handbook where the latest information can be found. He concluded his presentation by saying that DCR has been a leader in training and certification, with the erosion and sediment control and the certified land disturber programs. It makes sense for DCR to expand that into the stormwater program, so as localities adopt the program they can access DCR’s training programs. There was some discussion about changing the definition of the 100-year storm, and how VDOT ties into the stormwater runoff projects. 

Rappahannock County’s On-Site Sewage Disposal Program, Greg Wichelns, District Manager, Culpeper Soil and Water Conservation District. Mr. Wichelns began his presentation by talking about some financial assistance to localities to actually make programmatic updates. He gave examples of some of the funding for these projects. There were 3 projects funded the first year. He reported that the WQIF will not have a grant program this fall, and encouraged the people who are administrators with the grant to figure out a way to put money into the pot. He discussed the 2006 clean streams initiative. In 2006, there were 30,000 BMPs tank pumping repairs and replacements. WQIF dollars were granted for implementation of program expansion. The criteria was to choose currently impaired waters to include as eligibility areas, within 300 feet of a stream. In 2007, WQIF expanded all components of the grant with other funding through Virginia Indoor Plumbing Program, and through the Rapidan Better Housing Alliance. He explained the cost share rates for the households within the area, and discussed the breakdown of the prices for the cost share cap. Mr. Wichelns stated that the Piedmont Research Institute mapped all priority areas. He showed the map, and explained that every dot was within 300 feet of a stream. The significance is that they have sent a letter to everyone inviting their participation in the program. 

Mr. Wichelns discussed how they did a bulk mailing to all known residents announcing the project, what Clean Streams are all about, a brochure on the program, a file folder educating on the importance of septic system maintenance, record keeping, and a VDH publication on maintenance of septic systems, and surface waters. In the target areas they did a mailing on WQIF cost share. Services in-kind were from VDH outreach, education and permitting, and final inspections, and the Piedmonts Research Institute for GIS mapping. He said they had a lot of displays in the County, held workshops, and put roadside signs in front of houses who participated in the project. The results: 40 tanks pumped, 40 systems inspected, 11 systems repaired; 6 new systems. Pending: 6 pumpouts; 3 repairs; 7 full systems. The money spent for the WQIF BMPS was $28,200. Mr. Wichelns reported that they have $62,000 available through WQIF grants through 2009. He said they are increasing their approach with outreach, but more people have had septic system problems arise since the outreach. 

Status Update on RRBC FY08 Work Plan – Staff. Mr. James explained that the members have received copies of the work plan report in advance, and that it is the standard format and report they see at each meeting.

Future Meeting Dates:
December 3, 2008 (Capitol)
March 25, 2009 (middle basin)
June 24, 2009 (lower basin)
September 16, 2009 (upper basin)

Identification of Future Agenda Items for December 3, 2008:
• See if Congressman Wittman can talk about the Chesapeake Bay Legislation 
• Update on Farm Bill
• Status of point to non point trading
• At least three localities express concern about the nutrient loading cap and need an update from DEQ
• Return presentation from VDH on oversight of on-site sewage systems
• Discuss the gaps between agencies

Other: Mr. Logan asked if in the real world are we better off with septic or sewage treatment for the environment. Mr. James said if we ask DEQ to give us an update, we would encourage members to come and air experiences they have had, from within their localities. 

Chairman Hanger suggested that the presentations be kept as short as possible to allow for conversation time among the members to share stories. He apologized for the special event and break in the meeting. 
The meeting adjourned at 2:35 p.m.
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