
State Technical Committee Minutes 
Richmond, Virginia 

May 24, 2011 
 
Wade Biddix, NRCS ASTC-Programs, welcomed the group and opened the meeting at 10:05 a.m.  He then 
had each person introduce themselves.   
 
Attendance: Wade Biddix (NRCS), Peter Thomas (CoalTec Energy), Libby Norris (CBF), Emily Horsley 
(FSA), Keith Boyd (NRCS), Patricia Stansbury (VABF), Mark Dubin (UMD/MAWP/CBPO), Barry Harris 
(NRCS), Chad Wentz (NRCS), John H. Parker (VA Pork), Diane Dunaway (NRCS), Karen Hudson (VIMS), 
Jeremy Stone (NRCS), Ron Wood (NRCS), Jim Wesson (VMRC), Dean Cumbria (VDOF), Dale Gardner (WSI), 
Gary Moore (VA DCR), Sally Norton (Community Public Health), David Phemister (TNC), Maribeth Pettigrew 
(NRCS Recorder). 
 
Wade Biddix – (NRCS)   Opening Comments:  A budget has finally been approved; we are already heavily 
into FY11 but looking at next fiscal year; it will be here shortly. We received more money for programs than we 
have in recent years.  Next year is an election year, and that brings the question as to whether a new Farm Bill 
will be approved.  Wade stated that he believes we will start FY-12 with the current Farm Bill, so he does not 
want to make many changes to the current program offerings.  A new Farm Bill in 2012 is a possibility so 
changes could be coming for FY-13 and beyond. This will be discussed as we go through the agenda today. 
 
Emily Horsley – FSA re: CREP – Handout – She went over the different programs as seen on her handout; 
then said that FSA has seen a good jump in activity following their CREP rallies in February.  There have been 
several new sign-ups in several of the fund categories.  Tomorrow FSA has a field meeting in New Kent 
focusing on long leaf pine, and they are looking forward to that.  They have been meeting to come up with 
marketing strategies and have been signing agreements with some other agencies.  They have discussed this in 
their local working group (LWG) meetings but need to make more of an effort to contact producers who 
wouldn’t be enrolling anyway.  They are hoping to work towards WHIP implementation goals – not just in 
Chesapeake Bay but across the whole state.  Specifically, they have been encouraging tree and grass buffers and 
focusing on implementation of all the practices CREP offers, and have especially been trying to increase sign-
up numbers. 
 
Wade mentioned that we just sent out LWG worksheets too; hopefully there can be coordination with the 
agencies at the local level on proposed changes for FY-12.  Dale Gardner asked how much less expensive it is 
to do grass vs. trees for buffers.  Emily explained some of the specifics that are necessary in trying to get 
canopy closure.  It is more expensive, but we do see more conservation buffers.  Gary Moore said that it’s three 
or four hundred dollars per acre more expensive than establishing grass buffers.  The rental rate is not different. 
 
Gary Moore – FSA - AG BMP cost-share program statewide.  SL-6 practice extension is providing for 
extended water pipe troughs etc. throughout the state, not just in the Chesapeake Bay (CB) Watershed area.  
There are limits, but this is a positive move and will help bring people in to participate who have been hesitant 
previously.  Dale Gardner asked about bringing power to sites being cost prohibitive.  Gary said there are 
options with solar powered systems etc. and that people should be looking at other options.  People like to put in 
wells and pumps, but that can be cost prohibitive and is not a good answer to the problem. 
 
Libby Norris commented that technical assistance is where the need really is.  She asked if the State BMP 
Manual is out yet.  Response:  It will be out; the training is coming up in June.  She also asked if there are any 
major changes.  Gary said he was going to mention it during agency updates later, but would do it now.  He 
passed around a handout that shows changes that were approved and signed by David Johnson back in March.  
It will be implemented July 1st.  Examples of kinds of changes are:  the name of one of the continuous programs 
has been changed; one practice that was a base practice has been elevated to priority (see handout); a big item - 
SL6 will allow cost-share on dry wells and the risk will be taken away from the participant; a geo-technical 



survey can be brought in up-front in an area that is questionable in terms of water availability; nutrient 
management program record-keeping will not be funded in state cost-share (that may affect what NRCS wants 
to do with EQIP) .  One last item that is a surprise:  There will be a $10 per acre bonus payment that is a bio-
fuels benefit.  One other small item that is not listed is continuous no-till clarification.  While the practice is in 
life span, there will be no tillage.  Some districts were allowing this, but now there will be no allowance of 
tillage at all.   
 
Libby asked whether the new state tax credit would be in the new manual.  Yes it will be – it allows refunds to 
come directly from the Department of Taxation and may bring in participants who were hesitant previously. 
 
Wade Biddix – (NRCS) – Save the Date – A National Historical Marker will be dedicated for Hugh Hammond 
Bennett on July 15, 2011, in Louisa County (Handout). This will also commemorate the completion of soil 
mapping in VA.  Directions are provided on the front table for anyone interested. 
 
Wade Biddix – (NRCS) – CIG – Last year we funded two projects: one for slug management in no-till crops 
and one for cover crops.  This year funding was increased from $150 thousand to $225 thousand and we were 
able to fund six projects.  (see handout)  $248 thousand was actually funded, so there was an increase because 
of the “worthiness” of these six projects. 
 
Gary Moore asked “Who is leading the phosphorous excretion project?”  Response:  J.B. Daniel is the lead 
contact for NRCS and the responsible party is Dr. Mark McCann with VA Tech. 
 
Status of funds:  handouts – EQIP – $11 million in FY11; currently most of that is committed; a large 
percentage of what is left is for organic producers.  We have not had enough applications to allocate organic 
funds, although there are a few in pre-approval stages.  Sometimes producers cancel and we reallocate those 
funds.  July1st is the deadline for obligation of all our funds; there will be a sweep at that point; any funds we 
don’t have allocated may be taken back by NHQ and given to others.  Last year we did not allocate all of our 
organic funds, but things have been better this year.  We don’t set the organic allocation; NHQ does. 
  
CBWI – organized a little differently.  The total is $14.3 million - $11.5 million is now allocated.  (see handout)  
We do have a few funds left but are trying to get everything allocated before the deadline.  We are getting very 
close and should meet obligation deadline without a problem.  We only have $18,000 in the reserve account – 
that is really close in terms of how much is needed with this large of a budget.  The biggest backlog in CB has 
to do with animals in confinement fund pool. 
 
CSP – no handout.  Sign-up was down this year.  Less than 100 signed up.  Usually there are about 200 
applications.  There has been some shake up on the national level; some negative publicity and that seems to 
have affected the sign-up numbers.  It isn’t just in Virginia; nationwide participation in this program is down.  
We will have a few more fully contracted before we are done, but the deadline for those allocations is May 
27th. 
 
Ron Wood – NRCS – WHIP – handout – 76% of obligations have now been completed – we will end the year 
with about 86% obligated.  We have already obligated 100% of funds where we can move the monies around.  
There is a national earmark for some categories so these monies cannot be moved to other areas.  We have 
requested additional funding if some becomes available from other states. 
 
Organic is slow going.  He threw out the question again, as he did last meeting, to the group, “How much 
organic food did you buy last week?”  There is money out there for interested producers in this area.  There is 
an increase in interest, but there are definitely still funds available.  Patricia Stansbury asked how to get certain 
programs eligible for funds – Ron and Wade answered that it would have to be made eligible through the 
upcoming Farm Bill.  We have to live by the statutes that are established.  Mark wanted to ask re: organic 
certifying, whether agents are fully aware of offerings.  Response: Ron said we work closely with VDACS and 



thinks we’ve done a good job of beating the bushes, but we aren’t sure what the hold-up is.  The issue has to do 
with a lot of people who don’t feel the need to be USDA certified organic in order to be successful.  It is 
prohibitive in its requirements, Patricia Stansbury commented.  She said that people have to do paperwork for 
certification and then more paperwork for application of funds.   Ron clarified some of the laws – we cannot 
take money back.  People who try it out before certification are not obligated to become certified with a penalty 
that they would otherwise have to pay money back.  That’s not how it works.  The driving force of all our 
payments is that we have to be addressing resource concerns.  Organic goals aren’t always as obvious in what 
they are trying to meet.  Energy savings on all kinds of things are built into it.  If you are certified, it’s very 
strict.  
 
Easement Programs 
Jeremy Stone – NRCS – FRPP – (handout) – Covered status last meeting.  We have received 2 applications 
that only request 31% of our allocation; we are moving to obligate those funds next week.  We are still looking 
for FRPP applications.  Partners have informed us that there is a lack of matching funds.  Moving into FY12 – 
two of our partners who offer matching funds received much larger funds from the Legislature, so we are 
expecting an increase in the next FY.  No substantive changes in the programs – always looking to make things 
more transparent, etc.  We welcome feedback re: comments, concerns, questions to help us make the process 
better.  We are in the middle of making a state plan for FRPP.  There are two questions at the bottom of the 
handout.  Jeremy asked the group to please take the time to respond to those questions and give feedback via e-
mail.  He also asked the group to let us know if their organizations are interested in funds for next year and 
reiterated that we are looking for projects for the rest of this year - FY11.  
 
Diane Dunaway – NRCS – GRP and WRP – (handout) – The top half of the handout shows WRP obligations.  
She is in the middle of doing title work now and expects agreements on all those by July 1st.  We are able to 
fund 6 out of 11 applications we have received and are scheduled to close on 6 in FY11.  It looks like we’re 
going to be able to reach the goals that were set.  There is an option to do a 30 year easement, but the 
applications we have this year are all permanent.  Wade commented that he is very pleased that these are not 
isolated in certain counties, but are spread around the state, reflecting a manifested interest in WRP. 
 
Ranking criteria is being used very strictly.  If there are additional funds, we do have other requests for funds 
that aren’t quite up to the current criteria, but we could use more monies if there is extra from other states. 
 
GRP – referred to handout.  We need more monies and headquarters says they will be able to give us more 
funding so we can do complete and not partial easements.  We have funded 9 total and closed one last week.  
Sign up – the allocation is $664,000.  The demand was for 6.3 million.  There were approximately 30 
applications, and we were able to fund only 2 in FY11.  We have asked for additional monies from NHQ.  Our 
backlog of requests will be in line for next year’s funds.   
 
Diane passed out copies of scoring worksheets.  She said she wouldn’t take the time to discuss here, but would 
like everyone to take a look and give feedback over the next few months.  She requested people send her their 
feedback by e-mail. 
 
Special Presentation: 
 
Peter Thomas – (CoalTec Energy) – Gasification 
  
NRCS has completed a draft national practice standards for natural animal waste gasification.  The focus in 
Virginia where this process would be applicable is in the Shenandoah Valley counties.  Specifically there is 
excess phosphorus in Rockingham County, much more than the land should have to handle.  Fibrowatt wants to 
put in a big facility there and combust poultry litter.  The incineration process emits a lot of carbon dioxide and 
not very many farmers have signed up.   The energy produced would be for power.  In Minnesota, currently 
processors are bringing the litter in from a 100 mile radius and producing 55 megawats of powers.  But the 



pollution that results from the process is significant – trucking to move the waste by itself causes a lot of 
pollution, without even taking into consideration the carbon dioxide produced.   
 
Usually poultry farmers only clean out once a year.  There has to be plenty of poultry litter available or the 
process is not efficient. CoalTec wants to set up a regional system –a small enough area would be able to use 
electric trucks to avoid air emissions and pollution.  Centralized facility is scalable. 
 
Biochar is the byproduct resulting from the gasification process.  Regular phosphorus is 19% water soluble, but 
81% is insoluble.  But almost 100% of phosphorous sticks to the Biochar.  The time frame for decomposition: 
over five years or so, it becomes available for plant uptake.   
 
After the gasification process, ammonia is broken apart so it is emitted into the atmosphere as nitrogen, not 
ammonia like it would be if it was left as litter. 
 
Mr. Thomas’s company, CoalTec, has asked NRCS to help set up the first two facilities.  It is difficult to get 
loans/funds to set up these gasification operations, so that is why they need NRCS help.   
 
They have applied for a $400,000 National CIG grant.  Phosphorus index may prevent farmers from putting 
manure on their land.  This gives farmers incentive to use commercial fertilizer and stop using manure. 
 
Discussion ensued: The best source for funding from NRCS might be Practice 529, but there are some problems 
with that; perhaps 629 – Waste Treatment would be a better fit.  NRCS contracting manual’s section on joint 
agreements would allow farmers to form co-ops. 
 
Wade explained the reason that we asked Peter to attend is that NRCS has an opportunity to make a program 
change and offer the gasification practice in our payment schedule for FY12. We are always trying to take new 
technology and blend with our practices.  This is a practice that might have some potential in the state.  We’d 
like to look at how we might blend this into our existing practices and cost-share programs.  There are certain 
restrictions.  We can’t just pay for waste transport unless there is an excess in one place and it needs to be 
moved. 
 
We are at the beginning stages of this – the talking stages.  No decisions have been made.  Our focus is not on 
revenue.  Our interest is how we deal with resource issues.  We try to change behaviors that are detrimental – 
we know there is a lot of waste being incorrectly applied to fields with high nutrient levels.  This practice could 
possibly help us to address that situation. 
 
Discussion:  CIG – our state grants are limited to 75,000 a piece.  Nationally they are larger.  Perhaps watershed 
monies?  What are the possibilities? Options? How can we best potentially cost-share?  We may want to 
organize a smaller committee.  Dale Gardner suggested setting up a working group.  
 
Ron Wood asked where VA Poultry Growers stand on this process?  Response:  Peter has an upcoming meeting 
with Hobey Bauhan.   
 
Mr. Parker summarized some of the things discussed.  He stated that transporting the litter 100 miles is not 
feasible – already that is resulting in citations for pollution.  That problem has to be solved.  As things are set up 
currently, their company would have to pull everything from all four counties.  They need to find a way so it 
doesn’t have to be trucked – ideally, it would be so close they could conveyor it over.  He stated that it ought to 
be a farmer owned co-op as far as their company is concerned.  
 
Question:  Is there a market for Biochar right now?  Response:  A small market, but really have not yet 
developed a market for it.  We know it can be granulated; have already tested the process.  There are a few 
places that need phosphorus. 



 
Wade summarized – This is where I would like to go with this:  it is a matter of exploring possibilities of adding 
gasification to our animal waste treatment program offerings.  The joint application may work for this practice.  
It hasn’t been done in Virginia, but it has been done in some western states on large irrigation projects.  Some 
homework still needs to be done; ideas need to be fleshed out and brought back to the group.  This is on the 
cutting edge, but there are other technologies out there as well.  Dale asked how agency monies would be used.  
Response:  Just like we set up pasture or animals in confinement money.  We would set up a specific pot of 
money for gasification or waste treatment.  Someone asked about just trying it as a pilot project.  Response:  We 
could set it up that way, but it does not currently fit into any of our established programs.   There are some 
potential challenges to overcome.  i.e. in Maryland, local permits couldn’t be obtained.  Other members of the 
community sometimes object to facility placement.  Success would depend considerably on the state nutrient 
training program.  Wade will send out an invitation to participate with a sub-committee discussion group on this 
subject. 
 
Chad Wentz – (NRCS) – Re: State Resource Assessment.  In April, every state was given six weeks to have 
their resource assessment done. The deadline is June 1st.  The purpose is to try to help establish priorities re: 
goal setting with funding allocations.  It’s a work in progress.  Six weeks is not a lot of time to come up with 
this.  Chad presented a PowerPoint with  a draft of ideas regarding things like soil erosion, intersect of high run 
off – erodibility factors – intercepted with highly erodible land – they are looking at areas to determine 
priorities.  From that, they will need to dissect out crop lands, forest lands, etc.  So far they have been able to 
come up with priority areas based on soil quality degradation/organic depletion.  Next one – Insufficient water – 
comes from DEQ info.   Then Water quality degradation – intersected info like fertilizer sales, etc.  NRCS 
priority areas for CBWI:  Water quality degradation – excessive sediment in surface waters. Degraded plant 
condition – soils info – capability classes – higher are more extreme soils where plants can grow.  Also cross 
that with low available water supply – came up with hatched areas as potential at-risk areas.  Also looked at 
inadequate habitat for fish and wildlife – took out some of the areas where endangered issues aren’t present.  
Another one to be considered in VA is livestock production limitation. Inefficient energy use is an official 
NRCS focus just recently.  The last one we need to look at are the air quality impacts.  Purpose – to identify at-
risk acres and pull out pastureland, cropland, and forestland.  It looks like we’re going to be asked to look at this 
every three years. They are trying to get a 3 year projection.  Over the years, it will be further refined.  Some of 
it is pretty raw data, but they are trying to get the information translated; it has been a tough challenge to try to 
get all the necessary information put together within the 6 week time frame given.   
 
Libby wondered what would be done with the info.  Response:  National initially said we are going to use this 
for allocations.  They’ve kind of backed off, but it looks like it will be a work in progress – the information may 
eventually be used to determine allocations.  We’re not sure exactly where it is going to go. 
 
Mark Dubin shared that he is aware that the Maryland State Office was thinking about putting Bay issues in 
overlay.  That would give them more of a priority and that is something for VA to think about. DEQ data was 
used in Maryland and by VA, too.  Going through this assessment is providing a new view of things and making 
some things jump out – verifies observations.  But right now it is really just info gathering. 
 
Update on FY12 Farm Bill Program Development 
 
We are probably going to activate our subcommittees to look at this info and give feedback.  (Handout) A 
discussion ensued re: the direction aquaculture is taking. Keith Boyd commented that this year it is just getting 
exposure; everyone is just getting past the learning curve and they are excited about that.  There is major 
development in this industry and we need to be a part of it.  Gary Moore agreed with Keith.  They talked about 
how we can bring private input into the business. DCR is trying to promote – particularly the oyster side of 
things.  We want to know how to get more involved.  Jim Wesson stated that the funding  is going to be from 
private sources, but that helping people improve beds will up production and success.  They are trying to add 
structure.  Wade asked if there is available oyster shell material.  Response:  There is a basic shift going on in 



the materials.  When diseases were overwhelming, they were sold to the State and the State used to mine shells.  
That was stopped and they started buying house shells.  That is causing kind of a jam because they are keeping 
the shells for their own work.  Now there is more competition.  Currently, that’s resulted in the lowest amount 
ever bought for public – it’s going into private, and that is the way it should be.  There is just not the public 
money to invest in this.  Private business is definitely the way to bring monies in.  It is state owned land, but is 
leased to private industry.  Mark Dubin shared that Maryland has developed a worksheet that would be good to 
look at.  Galon Hall replied that we have been in discussions with Maryland.  We aren’t going exactly the same 
way, but we’re sharing info.  This is all part of CBWI funding.  The monies will probably decrease.  We’ve put 
about $100,000 into it in the last couple of years.  We need to decide if we add the restoration side into it?  
Libby asked what the time frame is to get feedback on these items.  Wade responded: August is going to be 
when we have the next STC meeting.  We will try to do committee work and bring it together at that time, but 
that may even be a bit late.  It was suggested that people get the most info available to NRCS by July 1, 
including initial thoughts and suggestions. 
 
There was some discussion concerning the work NRCS has done with VT entomologist, Chris Berg, and what 
the  options are to continue the program there.  There is currently a big concern over the stink bug and that 
needs to be addressed aggressively.  NRCS resource pest management concerns aren’t really in line with the 
aggressive treatment approach.  Implementation may not be realistic – orchard pest management – on hold until 
stink bug problem gets under control.  Comments:  Mark Dubin asked if those funds could be redirected.  He 
suggested that threshold levels, controls etc. be looked at – and then monies should be redirected.  Specifically, 
instead of working on mating, the monies could be used to work with producers to look for best techniques to 
control population.  That would be more of a pesticide/IPM control, looking into appropriate times and making 
sure populations are adequate.   
 
As far as groundwater conservation projects, we typically fund about 2 contracts a year.  We need to talk about 
the needs and concerns that are out there with field people.  This decision is still up in the air. 
 
CIG – Do we look to continue?  Do we decrease?  We feel like we need to adopt more of existing programs 
instead of start new programs.  CIG grants need to be in our core functions.  We can’t be experts on everything 
– need to limit to our current specialties.  Gary Moore stated that there are not many funds available for looking 
at innovative ideas to use on issues.  There is some concern that nobody is providing monies for new ideas.  
Libby Norris also expressed the need to keep current funding levels because there is a need for funding for new 
ideas. 
 
We are not proposing to start ANY new CAPs this year.  If we get applications, we will look at funding, but we 
will not be looking for new opportunities with CAPS.  We just haven’t funded a lot.  There is no intent to 
increase.  That would be a lot of extra work to try to build a new program where no one is showing interest. 
 
New Practices: 
 
Alternative energy – There are 29 standards that have added energy as a purpose.  We’ll be looking at ones we 
need to fund.  We’re not sure how this is going to be bundled.  Libby Norris asked if this has been finalized or 
just released for comment.  Response:  It might be posted on the Federal Register now.  These are national 
standards – not VA.  We need to look at and adopt or revise if we want to use them as VA standards.  Libby 
wanted to know if we should take time to comment.  Response:  Provide comments to Chad Wentz. 
 
Dale Gardner asked if gasification is considered alternative energy.  Response:  Could very well be, although it 
is not currently adopted as part of the national standard, but it has potential. 
 
Dale shared that he’s not opposed to gasification, but he thinks there may be other things that might be as good 
or better out there or to be developed.  Wade talked about letting it happen as a private enterprise if it does – if 
we can help and it will feed our needs, we may want to talk about and work through as we look at new practices 



and new ideas.  We would like to put out a nice menu so people have options and can say that one fits their 
specific concerns. 
 
Wade asked the group to feel free to comment on the ranking tools and give NRCS feedback.  The group was 
given copies of the GRP/WRP maps and asked for input on how to group GARC areas.  That is something we 
are currently looking at and that’s another work group.  Question for clarification?  Are the rate groups per 
acre?  Response:  Yes. 
 
AGENCY UPDATES: 
 
Patricia Stansbury (VABF) – Regarding sustainable and organic interests, Patricia voiced a concern about 
development of more policy for people who spray and affect organic farmers and wondered if that was more a 
VDACs question vs. something NRCS would be involved with.  It would be VDACS; there is a process set up 
for investigation.  Turf grass should be included.  The Pesticide Board is part of that.  On the agricultural side, 
there are issues that can be regulated through licensing, etc.  However, the homeowners side gets harder – As 
more and more people have productive gardens, it becomes a  big issue.  VABF is working on getting grants 
and also working on financial planning and training to help organic farmers run their farms as businesses.  The 
concentration is in the Tidewater area; that’s where need is. 
 
Keith Boyd – (NRCS) – Reminded the group of the long leaf pine workshop by DOF at New Kent tomorrow.  
He also said there is a prescribed burn scheduled for tomorrow. 
 
John Parker – (VA Pork) – Invited everyone to Flying Squirrels game; it’s BACON night tonight! 
 
Mark Dubin – (UMD/MAWP/CBPO) – Information that is pertinent to this group partnership re: land grant 
universities – go back and go through expert panels to examine a lot of the different processing technologies, 
including manure – like this gasification.  It has been set up for potential crediting for reporting and tracking.  A 
questions that is being explored is how to give value to models for conservation easements – ag lands?  forestry 
lands?  They are trying to look at future forecasts for land use and be prepared to deal with potential value 
issues as they transition to future needs.   
 
Dean Cumbria – (DOF) – On June 27th, a week-long training is scheduled.  There are also upcoming events 
like tomorrow’s New Kent Lands for Tomorrow that Keith mentioned. 
 
Libby Norris – CBF –This last month they held a brain storming session to brainstorm buffer ideas.  They are 
ramping up buffers.  They have hired another Rockingham Co. person, focusing on Ag and runoff.  They are 
also increasing activities in the Smith Creek Watershed.   
 
Still waiting on general CRP sign up 41 because of a question re: EBI threshold. Other activities are moving 
forward.  Tornadoes and flooding in April resulted in people signing up to participate in their programs.  Re: 
BCAP – they don’t have new info on harvesting woody materials.  Currently they are holding off on qualifying 
applications because there are questions as to who can provide assistance to some of these people who have 
applied for help with private forestry consultants.  It will probably be mid-summer before new regulations can 
come out.  They are also participating in Lands for Tomorrow conferences – and hopefully can report at end of 
June. 
 
June 1 DCR  - stormwater management division – things are changing. DCR is history.  New times – will be 
interesting. 
 
Wade Biddix – (NRCS) - Asked for any other updates that anyone wanted to make and then adjourned the 
meeting at 12:35 p.m.  In closing, he stated that we will follow up with everyone on program developments.  
We will be scheduling some subcommittee meetings in the next few months and told members to expect to hear 



from us if they’ve indicated an interest in participating.  We are slowly getting feedback from the local work 
group questionnaires that were just distributed.  As that information comes back, we’ll be in touch. 
 
The next STC meeting is scheduled for August 17, 2011, at 10 a.m.   That does not follow the established 
schedule; it is a Wednesday in the middle of the month, so everyone should note the modified schedule. 
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