Mattaponi TMDL Implementation Plan:  
Agricultural Workgroup Meeting
November 7, 2018


The Mattaponi TMDL Implementation Plan (IP) Agricultural Workgroup met on Wednesday, November 7, 2018 from 10:00 am – 12:00 pm at the Caroline County Public Library, Bowling Green Branch, at 17202 Richmond Turnpike, Milford, VA.
Attendance
Fourteen (14) individuals, including three Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) staff and a member of Streams Tech., Inc. (DEQ’s contractual support) participated in the meeting.  Participants are listed alphabetically below:

1. Barbara Bach, SH7 Farm
2. [bookmark: _GoBack]Michelle Carter, Three Rivers SWCD
3. Sayedul Choudhury, Streams Tech., Inc.
4. Tyler Daig, Caroline County
5. David Evans, Dept. of Environmental Quality 
6. Priya Gunduboina, Dept. of Environmental Quality
7. Stuart Lane, VA Hemp Commodities 
8. Lauren Linville, Dept. of Environmental Quality 
9. Etta Lucas, Tri-County City SWCD 
10. David Nunnally, Caroline County  
11. Leigh Pemberton, Farm Bureau
12. Marta Perry, Tri-County City SWCD
13. Karen Snape, Dept. of Forestry
14. Jim Tate, Hanover-Caroline SWCD

Meeting Summary

The meeting began with participants introducing themselves, followed by a short opening presentation by Dave Evans, DEQ’s Nonpoint Coordinator for the Northern Regional Office.  The presentation summarized the TMDL IP process, the role of workgroups in plan development, and provided relevant background information on Mattaponi watershed water quality, Agricultural Best Management Practices (BMPs) used to improve water quality, and analysis and consultations already completed to inform BMP needs.

Several questions were included in a handout provided to workgroup members to guide discussions.  The specific issues discussed and key points made during the meeting follow:

Livestock Exclusion Fencing Needs:  DEQ observed that Stream Exclusion Fencing and associated Pasture Management BMPs are often at the heart of Bacteria TMDL Implementation Plans.  Accordingly, DEQ has prepared GIS analysis to inform plan development on potential fencing needs.  Using different approaches, a range of potential fencing needs of 104 – 132 miles was identified.  In contrast, consultations with local agricultural professionals identified a much smaller fencing need.  Discussion points included:

· Horses are usually already fenced in and don't tend to drink from the water.
· There may be interest from smaller "hobby" farms for fencing practices.  Not all of these will qualify for Virginia Agricultural BMP Cost Share Program (VACS) and USDA conservation programs which have agricultural income thresholds (> $1,000/annually).  
· DEQ noted that new demonstration BMPs for equine manure composting are available (under Section 319 grants) to horse owners who do not qualify for VACS and USDA conservation programs.  DEQ committed to share information about the equine BMPs.

BMPs of interest:  DEQ asked participants to discuss what agricultural conservation practices were most popular in the local area, as well as practices that might be of interest if barriers to their implementation could be addressed.

1. Manure Management:  Participants noted that horse and other small/hobby farms have need for improved management of animal manure.  

DEQ explained that two new (demonstration) Equine Manure Composting BMPs are included in the 2019 Nonpoint Source Program Guidelines. These individual farm manure composting bins were of interest to participants, and Hanover-Caroline SWCD noted that when it was looking to put such practices in place under a recent Section 319 grant that several Caroline County horse owners expressed interest (but were not within the eligible watershed for that grant).

There was also discussion of whether regional-scale manure composting facility would be of interest.  There was general sense that there would need to be some incentive to offset the cost of hauling manure to such a facility.

There were also questions about what is the best way to manage manure from horse/small farms (i.e., is spreading composted manure on fields a best practice?).  Participants asked about the best ways to manage manure, and requested that DEQ provide information on recommended best practices for manure management.

2. Cover Crops:  One participant expressed interest in greater support for use of multi-species cover crops, which provide higher amount of absorption than single-species or hay, and effectively address erosion.  The estimated cost is about $20 more per acre than single-species cover crops. Currently $48/acre is the top reimbursement rate available for cover crops.  These funds are also over-subscribed, with about double the amount of cover crop applications submitted than funding available.

There was discussion that conservation uses of farmland may be attractive to some, since many agricultural landowners no longer own equipment to bail hay.  Both permanent cover crops that are not bailed for hay and reforestation could be of potential interest.  There also was interest in more support for soil testing on cropland to determine reasons for poor plant growth – the amount (density) of testing that is normally provided is not sufficient to address all needs.

3. Reforestation:  One participant asked whether landowners who have harvested forest are responsible for the cost to replant trees.  The Dept. of Forestry (DOF) representative noted that it is up to the landowner whether they want to replant trees following forest harvesting operations, and explained that DOF has funding to support replanting pine trees – this is their Reforestation of Timberlands program.  For landowners interested to plant hardwood, NRCS has conservation programs that can provide funding support.  DOF also has a program for planting trees in riparian buffer zones.  

One participant observed that adding areas of trees to existing fields and/or reforesting open lands may also have the benefit of helping to disperse wildlife.  Financial incentives to reforest areas in agricultural uses would be critical to having any productive lands planted in forest.

Bio-Solids:  The topic that got the greatest amount of discussion was Bio-Solid applications in the area, which is an issue commonly raised to Caroline County in citizen complaints.

The Hanover-Caroline SWCD representative explained the two types of Bio-Solids that are used locally.  Class B Bio-Solids are delivered to agricultural producers in large volume (truckloads) and require a permit from DEQ to be applied.  Permits specify storage and use requirements such as dry storage area, set-backs from streams, and timely field application following delivery.

Class A Bio-Solids are pelletized, sold commercially, and are not subject to permits.  They do not have the type of storage and use requirements as Class B, so they are more likely to be stockpiled for longer periods than Class B solids.  Both classes of Bio-Solids have been subjected to heat treatment/ composting that removes bacteria.  Nonetheless, participants noted that many people believe bio-solids could be a source of bacteria contamination.  There was commentary that when bio-solids are not applied quickly there may be potential for bacteria levels to rise, and on occasion stockpiled bio-solids have caught fire.

One participant noted that a West Point paper mill produces a by-product that is treated as a Class A (not permitted) Bio-solid and is broadly spread in the King and Queen County area of the watershed.  Some participants said this product has a particularly offensive odor.  One of the other participants has used this product frequently, and said it has no significant odor if applied quickly after delivery, and that its greatest nutrient value was for calcium.  He observed that since Class A solids are not subjected to permit requirements, they have more commonly been stockpiled on-site for longer times than Class B solids.

Public information/education on Bio-Solids should be a part of the Mattaponi IP, as well as composting and manure management practices.  More generally, there would be value to have the plan help inform non-agricultural residents about the agriculture sector.  Dr. Ebanylo of Virginia Tech was identified as an agricultural bio-solid professional who has conducted previous studies that may be relevant to educating watershed residents.  Given the level of public interest and concern with bio-solids, participants recommended the Mattaponi IP discuss their use in some detail.

Wildlife:  Wildlife populations in the watershed was another topic discussed. 

One participant who has always lived in the area observed that wildlife populations have grown tremendously in recent years, including deer, bear, coyotes and possums.  Others observed that wildlife will “eat anything” and have decimated some area crops, including soybeans and alfalfa.

The Farm Bureau representative noted that they (FB) have tried for many years to have an agricultural producer appointed to the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) Board of Directors.  One participant shared a perception that DGIF being funded by hunting revenues, and directed by hunters, could serve to bias their consideration of potential actions to address wildlife overpopulation.

Bacteria Source Tracking:  Related to the large wildlife population in the Mattaponi watershed, there is interest among workgroup members for DEQ to utilize bacteria DNA source tracking analysis to inform development of the IP.  DEQ noted that notwithstanding declining costs of this analysis, DEQ is not able to perform bacteria source tracking with the funding resources it has available.

Discussions of this issue included the possibility that area universities might have source tracking capabilities that should be explored.  A participant suggested having wastewater treatment utilities help determine spikes in bacteria levels in residential sub-divisions through regular bacteria monitoring.  It was recommended that targeted source tracking in a few sub-watersheds should be included as part of the Mattaponi IP.

Dog Kennels/Hunt Clubs:   There was also discussion of kennels by landowners and hunting clubs in the area.  It was noted that they are generally located as far away from neighboring residences as possible and that cages are placed on concrete flooring and in “high and dry” areas.  Local jurisdictions require a permit when five or more dogs are located on the same property, so identifying kennels should be feasible.

Representatives of the SWCDs expressed interest to learn more about what might be feasible to improve environmental management of kennels, and DEQ committed to share information provided by participants in the 2017 Upper Goose Creek IP development.

Steering Committee Representatives:  DEQ requested volunteers to participate in the Steering Committee that will review and comment on the draft Mattaponi Implementation Plan.  Stuart Lane expressed interest to serve on the Steering Committee.  Others will be needed and DEQ will follow up to identify additional Steering Committee representatives.

Next Steps in IP Development:  A Residential Workgroup meeting will be held in mid-December to discuss residential septic, stormwater management, and pet waste aspects of the IP.  The current schedule calls for a draft plan to be ready for Steering Committee review in spring 2019, with a goal of having a final IP ready to submit to EPA for approval in summer 2019.
