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CHESAPEAKE BAY POLICY COMMITTEE


777 North Capitol Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20002

DRAFT MINUTES OF July 18, 2003, MEETING

ATTENDANCE:
Members and alternates:

Bruce Williams, City of Takoma Park, CBPC Chair

J Davis, Greenbelt

Penelope Gross, Fairfax County

Andrew Fellows, College Park

Uwe Kirste, Prince William County

John Lovell, Frederick County

Interested parties:
Meo Curtis, Montgomery County DEP

Elaine Schaeffer, Fairfax County DPW

Sheila Besse, District of Columbia DOH

Staff:
Ted Graham, Department of Environmental Programs

Brian Rustia, Department of Environmental Programs

Karl Berger, Department of Environmental Programs

1.
Welcome, Introductions and Announcements
Chair Bruce Williams  opened the meeting at 10: 05 a.m.

2. Approval of Meeting Summary for May 16, 2003

The meeting summary was approved.
3.
Report on COG Board Discussion of  Funding Issues
Chair Williams noted that Melanie Davenport, a staffer with the Chesapeake Bay Commission, had given the Board a presentation on funding issues at its July meeting, stressing the Commission’s estimates of the current funding shortfall for meeting Chesapeake 2000 objectives and noting some of the potential federal funding vehicles that might provide monies to the region. He noted that the Board had asked the Bay Policy Committee to report back with some recommendations on funding at its September meeting. Mr. Graham then summarized Ms. Davenport’s COG Board presentation.

During the extensive discussion that followed, committee members made the following points:

· Requirements do exist for new road construction to meet stormwater quality goals, according to Mr. Kirste. The major gap is with “old roads” and the development it helped to create.

· Any such funding, should it be authorized at the federal level, would need to be specifically dedicated to stormwater objectives or state agencies are unlikely to use it for that purpose, according to Ms. Gross.

· Very little current federal or state money is used for stormwater retrofit projects, according to Ms. Curtis and Mr. Kirste. Montgomery County did use some state funds in a recent retrofit project, Ms. Curtis noted, but a number of roadblocks made it difficult to obtain and use the funds.

· In the agricultural area, there is a lot of discrepancy between funding initiatives and what regulations allow, according to Mr. Lovell. One example he cited was the prohibition on building ponds that could help control sediment under the federal Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program.

· As currently proposed, the Bay Commission proposal for using federal transportation funds is focused exclusively on urban area, according to Mr. Lovell. This will make it a politically difficult sell in the more rural states.

· Ms. Gross suggested that a specific program could be built around bridge replacement efforts, since few older bridges have any stormwater controls whatsoever.

· A dedicated federal funding source is very much needed, according to Ms. Besse. However, it will be important to be able to dedicate the funding to the top priorities.

In response to Chair Williams’ request for action,  many members noted that the committee should coordinate its efforts with those of the Transportation Planning Board. Mr. Fellows, noting that a separate pot of money for air quality improvements is already a part of the federal transportation funding program, said it should be possible to create another pot as long as it is seen as not taking away money from regional transportation projects. Ms. Davis suggested a letter could be sent to the TPB outlining the committee’s views.

In the end, the committee agreed to recommend that the COG Board endorse the idea in general terms while allowing the committee to help develop specific language with TPB members and other parties. They also agreed that agricultural interests need to be included in the proposal. The four committee members also on the COG Board, including Chair Williams, Ms. Gross, Ms. Davis and Mr. Lovell, agreed to jointly present a recommendation to the COG Board in September.

4.
Report on Tributary Strategy Developments in Maryland and Virginia

Ms. Gross noted that the Potomac Watershed Roundtable would be sponsoring a forum for stakeholders in Virginia on Aug. 8. Also, she said, there was a discussion of funding possibilities at a recent meeting of the Roundtable and two idea received some support: establishing a tax on home fertilizer use and 

increasing the fees charged for hunting and fishing licenses. Ms. Gross also noted that the Roundtable is putting together a legislative committee to the General Assembly.

In regard to efforts to craft a tributary strategy for the middle Potomac region of Maryland, Brian Rustia of COG staff said the state plans to have final strategy completed by the end of the year. Ms. Curtis added that a draft strategy was due to be developed in September and then circulated for public comment. In regard to the District, Ms. Besse said that Department of Health staff intend to have a draft strategy completed in December in time for public comment in January.
5. 
Report from the Water Resources Technical Committee

WRTC Chair Uwe Kirste said that although the committee has no objection to COG pursuing federal funding for stormwater retrofits, it believes the key to meeting the new Bay goals in the COG region will be further reductions in wastewater loads. Thus obtaining cost share funding for this task should be COG’s main funding goal.

6.
Update on Water Quality Standards Development
Mr. Rustia briefly noted that Maryland, Virginia and the District all have established deadlines for the updating of their water quality standards to take account of the new water quality criteria developed for the Bay Program. These updates will occur over the next 2-3 years, he said.

7. Update on COG’s Bay Video Project

Mr. Graham said the script for the educational video has been revised based on the comment received and interviews with local officials and others is scheduled to begin in August.

8. New business

None was offered.

9.
Adjourn

The meeting was adjourned at 12:10 p.m.

