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MINUTES

Representatives and Alternates









Hon. Penelope Gross, PWR Chair and Voting Representative for Fairfax County 

Hon. Marty Nohe, PWR 2nd Vice Chair, and Voting Representative for Prince William County

Sam Johnson, Voting Representative for Northern Neck SWCD

Ron Burgess, Voting Representative, Prince William SWCD

Hon. Art Hart, Voting Representative for Tri-County/City SWCD

Hon. Mary Lou Trimble, Voting Representative for John Marshall SWCD

Glenn Harvey, Alexandria Sanitation Authority, Voting Representative for Water Utilities

Hon. Kandy Hilliard, Voting Representative, Stafford County

Hon. Greg Evans, Voting Representative, Northern Virginia SWCD

Hon. David Bulova, Voting Alternate, Northern Virginia SWCD

Adrian Fremont, Voting Alternate, City of Fairfax

Tom Bonaquisti, Fairfax Co. Water Authority, Voting Alternate for Water Utilities

Patricia Kurpiel, Voting Alternate, Tri-County/City SWCD

John Odenkirk, Non-Voting Representative, Virginia Dept. of Game and Inland Fisheries

Marc Aveni, Non-voting Representative, Virginia DCR

Tom Tyler, Non-voting Representative, Virginia Cooperative Extension

Interested Parties

Chang Woo Ahn, George Mason University

Glenda Booth, Fairfax County Wetlands Board

Carl Bouchard, Fairfax County DPWES
                                    

Ann Burgess, Prince William SWCD

Debbie Cross, Virginia DCR

Joanna Cornell, Northern Virginia SWCD

Laura Grape, Fairfax County DPWES

Diane Hoffman, Northern Virginia SWCD

Bob Jordan, Potomac River Greenways Coalition

Fran Keiffer

John Kennedy, Virginia DEQ

Nicholas J. Kokales, Northern Virginia SWCD

Katherine Mull, Northern Virginia Regional Commission

Sally Ormsby, Northern Virginia SWCD

Gregory Prelewicz, Fairfax County Water Authority

Fred Rose, Fairfax County DPWES/SMD

Brian Rustia, Metropolitan Washington COG

Diana Saccone, Reston Association

Paul Siegal, Friends of Little Hunting Creek

Basant Sood, Fairfax County DPWES

Chairman Gross called the meeting to order at 10:10 a.m.  Chairman Gross took  roll call.

Approval of Minutes

A motion (Harvey-Hilliard) to approve the minutes of the January 9, 2004 meeting passed unanimously.

Funding for PC/PWR 

Mr. Hart gave an historical background of Roundtable funding.  From 2000 to 2002, DCR awarded every Roundtable in the state an annual grant to cover operating expenses.  DCR eliminated that grant program in 2003.  The PWR has been operating on funds left over from the DCR grants and proceeds from Forums.  The Potomac Council met earlier this morning and again suggested that a letter be drafted asking PWR member jurisdictions (Cities, Towns, and Counties) for money to fund operating expenses.  Mr. Hart also offered the services of Council members to help draft the letter.

Ms. Hilliard asked if a letter has been drafted yet.  Chairman Gross answered that a letter had not been drafted yet because it is too late to get into many of the localities’ Fiscal Year 2005 budget cycle.  The goal of the letter is to encourage PWR member jurisdictions to insert funding for the PWR into their recurring budget so as to create a consistent funding stream.  

Chairman Gross reminded everyone that last year she asked Congressman Moran to appropriate $99,000 for PWR activities including a public information media campaign.   The PWR did not receive that funding.

Mr. Evans suggested the Federal Government as a possible source of funding.  He cited the example of the Upper Tennessee Roundtable being awarded a $100,000 grant.  

Action Item: Chairman Gross asked Mr. Evans to obtain more information concerning the aforementioned grant, and to give that information to Mrs. Hoffman.

Chairman Gross suggested drafting a letter to member jurisdictions that would request PWR funding for Fiscal Year 2006 and beyond.  In addition, since there would be a funding gap for next year, she also suggested asking for a voluntary contribution to fund 2005 operating expenses.  Chairman Gross asked if there was consensus among the members that a letter be prepared and sent to the PWR member jurisdictions after May 1.  There was member agreement on this point.  Chairman Gross asked Mrs. Hoffman what the PWR budget needs were.  Mrs. Hoffman replied that the budget is between $10,000 and $12,000 depending on what activities the PWR wants to engage in. 

Mr. Johnson said that the more rural jurisdictions may consider $1,000 a lot of money.  He cited the example of funding for the Northern Neck SWCD.  Four Counties give the district $5,000 each.  

Mr. Burgess suggested drafting a general information letter that each local PWR representative could tailor in order to get the most positive reception from their jurisdictions.

Action Item: Chairman Gross asked Mr. Nohe and Mr. Burgess to draft a letter to give to Mrs. Hoffman who will then send the letter to the appropriate PWR members for comment.  It was suggested that the letter be sent to local jurisdictions no latter than May 15.  

General Assembly Session – House Bill 1177 – David Bulova

HB-1177 consolidates Storm Water Management functions into DCR taking some of those duties from DEQ and CBLAD.  The bill passed both houses and is awaiting the Governor’s signature.  Mr. Bulova gave an explanation of how this bill will affect localities.  Local governments that have NPDES Phase 1 and Phase 2 permits will be responsible for administering the permits.  Local governments that do not have NPDES Phase 1 and phase 2 permits will have the option of administering the permits or having DCR administer them.  Localities that administer these permits will retain at least 70% of the fee, and will forward 30% to DCR to cover its  administrative costs.  Mr. Bulova emphasized that it is important that localities stay involved in the fee structure process so the permit processing does not cost localities more than the fee.  The State will be creating a model stormwater ordinance.  In the past, any local government stormwater program needed to be consistent with the State’s stormwater ordinance.  Now however, any local government stormwater program needs to be consistent with the intent of the State’s model ordinance.

Preview of Potomac Tributary Strategy (Non-point Source) – Marc Aveni, DCR

Secretary Murphy will be presenting details of all of the Virginia Tributary Strategies on Monday, April 6.  This information will be posted on the Virginia Natural Resources website (www.naturalresourcesvirginia.gov) beginning, Monday, April 6 at noon.  

Shenandoah-Potomac Tributary Strategy (first draft) was created by the Potomac Tributary Strategy team.  The team was made up largely of people associated with the PWR.   Reductions in the strategy were obtained in large part from voluntary efforts, and were completed in February of this year.  The strategy did not reduction goals.  

Shenandoah-Potomac Tributary Strategy Two was produced by staff in Richmond with some input from the Potomac Tributary Strategy team.  This strategy met reduction goals for nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment.

Highlights of Agricultural Practices

1. Nutrient Management Planning – Optimizing nutrient application to cropland.  Goal is to have 98% of

                  cropland following a nutrient management plan.  Currently, 35% follow a plan.

2. Conservation Planning – A comprehensive and tailored plan helping landowners to conserve their

      natural resources. 

3.   Stream Protection – Concentrating on removing access by live stock from streams.
4.   Stream Buffers – Maintaining adequate grass and forest buffers along streams.

5. Conservation Tillage – Planting crops with minimum soil disturbance.

6. Cover Crops - Using cover crops to reduce erosion. 

Highlights of Urban Practices

1. Urban Nutrient Management Plans – Optimizing nutrient application for schools, golf courses parks,

      hospitals, and any other public land that is  fertilized.

2. Low Impact Development – Examples include rain gardens and green roofs.

3. Septic System Pump Outs – To be required every 5 years.

            4.   Septic denitrification Systems 
Public comment on tributary strategies will be received for 30 days after the announcement this Monday, April 5.

Chairman Gross noted that the Maryland tributary strategy calls for 100% of new homes to have denitrification septic systems and 50% of existing septic systems to be retrofitted.

Mr. Burgess said that even though there is no mandate in Virginia for using innovative septic denitrification systems, it is “enforced” in a round about way.  He explained that soil scientists make the determination as to whether a soil is suitable to efficiently support a traditional septic drain field.  If the system fails, and the health department determines that the soil scientist made an improper determination, he can loose his license.  Thus, it is in a soil scientist’s best interest to be accurate.

Mr. Goulet said innovative septic denitrification systems add $20,000 to the cost of a new home.  He also noted that Virginia’s 5 year pump out program is a voluntary, not mandatory.  Mr. Harvey added that the “pump outs” go to the sewer treatment plants.

Mr. Rustia asked Mr. Aveni if cost estimates would be included in Secretary Murphy’s tributary strategies presentation.  Mr. Aveni said yes.

Ms. Hilliard asked what would happen in 2010 if reduction goals were not met?  Mr. Aveni answered that 

EPA may issue fines or mandates.  He added that it is important to make a “good faith” effort, as EPA may be more lenient if progress is being demonstrated.  Mr. Siegel added that the cost of doing things properly now, such as using innovative septic systems, will save money in the future, because retrofitting is much more expensive.

Chairman Gross asked Mr. Aveni to explain Conservation tillage.  Mr. Aveni asked Mrs. Cross to field this question.  Mrs. Cross explained that tillage is simply another term for plowing.  There are three types of conservation tillage, minimum till (limited soil disturbance), no till (no soil disturbance for a season), and continuous no till (no soil disturbance for several seasons).   Mr. Johnson added that plowing is replaced by applying low toxicity herbicides to the soil.  Conservation tillage saves farmers money, and several studies have shown that the herbicide is contained in the areas were it is applied, and does not run off into streams. 

Tributary Strategies (Point Source) - John Kennedy 

A series of “ranging runs” were performed on the Chesapeake Bay Model to identify tiers of progress.  The tiers range from 1 to 4 with tier 1 representing the least amount of reduction effort and tier 4 representing reductions if all treatment plants in the Shenandoah/Potomac watershed were performing to the uppermost limit of treatment technology.  As a point of reference, Mr. Kennedy noted that tier 2 is basically the existing Potomac Strategy that was adopted in 1980.   To achieve Virginia’s allocation for nitrogen (12.8 million lbs.), the level of reduction would need to reach just above tier 3.   

Mr. Bulova said that in terms of delivered nutrient loads, point source is the control.  Since nutrients come from non-point source as well as point source, is the model assuming a baseline for non-point source that is not changing?  Mr. Kennedy answered that treatment levels are specific to point sources only.  

Under Tributary Strategy One (first draft?), assuming equitable levels of treatment among all the treatment plants in the watershed, the target would need to be 5mg per liter to reach the reduction goal.  One of the range runs assumed that all plants in the Potomac portion of the watershed went to 4 mg. per liter.  A 600,000 pounds of additional nitrogen reduction was achieved.  

Mr. Odenkirk asked if actual nitrogen point source loads were being measured.  Mr. Kennedy said that there are between 100 and 120 monitoring stations in the watershed measuring these levels.     

Cost estimates for upgrading treatment plants to a level of 4mg per liter of nitrogen.

$342,000,000 for the Potomac

$  73,000,000 for the Shenandoah

$415,000,000 for the entire basin

Upgrades and retrofits to treatment plants will be performed on a staggered schedule.   If upgrades and retrofits were performed all at once, costs would go up because there would be more work than the limited amount of contractors could do, and they could charge a premium.  The federal government is being lobbied to set up a federal cost share for Chesapeake Bay clean-up which would include retrofits and upgrades to treatment plants.  Chairman Gross stated that the Bay watershed is 64,000 square miles and has a population of 18 million people.  It is larger than the Everglades both in terms of size and population.  This could be a good argument to make for federal funding. 

Nutrient Sub-committee - Outreach Update – Katherine Mull

Ms. Mull handed out copies of Quorum Magazine, a newsletter geared towards homeowner associations in the DC metro area.  She reported the magazine published four articles contributed by people who also are  associated with the PWR.  

1. Bay Friendly Landscaping – Tom Tyler, Virginia Cooperative Extension

2. What not to Flush – Glenn Harvey, Alexandria Sanitation Authority

3. Erosion and Sediment Control – Gary Switzer, DCR

4. What not to Put Down a Storm Drain ??

Chesapeake Bay Blue Ribbon Funding  Panel – Penny Gross

Chairman Gross was appointed to this panel by Governor Warner.  The panel is tasked with finding alternative sources for funding the Chesapeake Bay clean-up.  It is estimated that the Bay clean-up will cost $19 billion.  Each panel member serves on one of three sub-committees, (Federal and State, State and Local, Non-Government).  

Mr. Bulova asked, how the process of determining recommendations works.  Does each sub-committee do background work and bring recommendations to the entire panel?   Chairman Gross said that is how it works.  Each meeting is geared toward a different subject.  Subjects include agriculture, wastewater treatment, and developed land and stormwater.  Each sub-committee presents a report at each meeting.

The next meeting of the Chesapeake Bay Blue Ribbon Funding Panel will be on May 5, 2004 at the MWCOG headquarters.  

Government Agencies and Communities Creating Effective Partnerships 

Joanna Cornell, Northern Virginia SWCD 

In 1996 there was limited data concerning the health of streams in Fairfax County.  Fairfax County has made tremendous progress since then.  In 1997 the Northern Virginia SWCD began its volunteer stream monitoring program, Fairfax County formed the Stream Protection Strategy Team, and the Reston Association created the position of Watershed Manager.  The Northern Virginia SWCD Stream Monitoring Program has grown extensively since then.  Currently, over 150 volunteers monitor 60 sites 4 times per year.  The program collects, processes and interprets data, which is shared with the Fairfax County Stream Protection Strategy Team and others.  The Reston Association participates in the Northern Virginia SWCD program by monitoring streams in Reston, and reporting the data to the program coordinator.  Staff from the Northern Virginia SWCD, Stream Protection Strategy, and Reston Association regularly collaborate on projects such as stream workshops, stream monitor training, and stream clean-ups.  

Laura Grape, Fairfax County DPWES/Stream Protection Strategy Team 

The Fairfax County Stream Protection Strategy (SPS) Team is playing a key role in the development of watershed plans for every watershed in the County.  Through partnerships with organizations including the Northern Virginia SWCD, and the Reston Association, the SPS team developed the stream baseline study in 2001 that is providing the foundation for the watershed plans currently being developed.  

Diana Saccone, Reston Association

The Reston Association is one of the largest homeowner associations in the country.  As Watershed Manager, Ms. Saccone deals with several different watershed issues including pond and lake sedimentation, and health of Reston streams.  By establishing partnerships with several Fairfax County agencies, the Northern Virginia SWCD and others she is better able to solve or alleviate watershed problems.   Recently, Reston Association, Northern Virginia SWCD, Virginia Dept. of Forestry, and Fairfax County DPWES collaborated to design and install a stream stabilization project on Snakeden Branch. 

Member Time

Chairman Gross, (for Brian Rustia), announced a conference, Putting the LID on Stormwater Management.  The 2 ½ day conference runs from September 21 to September 23.  For more information or to register, go to www.mwcog.org/environment/LID
Mr. Odenkirk said that the Environmental Protection Agency wants to enforce TMDLs for reservoirs.  The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries is concerned about this issue because if proposed phosphorus reduction goals are  met, fisheries will suffer.

Mr. Harvey invited those interested to join the Virginia Water Environment Association.  This organization is a water environment “think tank” concerned with water resources and water uses.  Mr. Harvey distributed a handout providing details of the organization.

Mr. Johnson offered to give an overview of the agricultural industry in the Northern Neck at the July 2004 meeting. 

Action Item – Invite Tayloe Murphy, Secretary of Natural Resources to the July 9 Roundtable meeting.

Mr. Hart asked if anything had been done with respect to encouraging the labeling of specialty fertilizers.  Mr. Shoemaker, Chairman of the Nutrient Sub-committee was taking the lead on this issue.  Since he was not present, this question could not be answered.

Action Item – Decide what should be in the PWR legislative package.

Mrs. Hoffman announced that Clean Water Action offered to give a presentation on source water at a future meeting.

Mr. Nohe noted that the absence of Bruce Holley created two vacancies, 1st Vice Chair, and Chairman of the Legislative Sub-committee.

Chairman Gross adjourned the meeting at 2:20 p.m.
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