	Floyds Fork TAC Hydrology & Groundwater Subcommittee

	Minutes
	10-25-12
	9:00 am
	USGS office, LOUISVILLE KY

	

	Attendees
	Lisa Hicks, Andrea Fredenburg, Pete Cinotto, David Jackson, Russell Barnett, Paul Howell, Tibor Horvath, Teena Halbig

	

	
	Introduction

	FREDENBURG
	Purpose is to evaluate current model for Floyds Fork. Currently need input to the calibration phase of the model. Calibration of both models will correlate hydrological flows and water quality to conditions on the ground.  Purpose of TMDL – a tool to work with limitations on permitted discharges into streams.

	BARNETT
	Need to use TMDL/model for decision-making purposes for land use planners. This model is not looking at impervious surfaces, to make decisions, need to incorporate impervious %’s. Development is moving into Floyds Fork, need to protect while we are still able to do something.

	FREDENBURG
	  Impervious categories do drive the model in several categories.

	BARNETT
	We already have direct measurements of impervious cover and the amount of it will affect run-off, using aerial photos and GIS. Why not use these numbers. Build into model the specifics of land use to be able to predict impervious effects in the future.

	FREDENBURG 
	Can change numbers of acres of impervious areas, could be ground-truthed relating to 2006 land use. Can change according to updates in 2010 onward to plug into model. This model uses land loading rates associated with land uses.

	
	What data do we have to improve model inputs. MSD has calculated land use based on blocks for all watersheds in Jefferson County. We have that, but not for all counties.

	
	Land use activities in counties outlying to Jefferson may not be significant.

	CINOTTO
	Could probably get these data for all counties using LOGIC system. Not having looked at source codes for the model, averaging by HRUs can contribute loadings, infiltration at pore points. Increased resolution of data can compromise model functionality.

	BARNETT (?)
	Land use planners won’t use model unless at fine scale – site specific areas. There are over 200 TMDLs in state that are not being used. Would need to also include atmospheric deposition of N for accurate loadings.

	FREDENBURG/CINOTTO (?)
	Look at goals of our model. Would need a more fine-tuned model for decision-making exercises. Our model is more broad-scale, on a watershed level. Could look at BMP-based models for decision-making.

	BARNETT
	Need to discuss this with DOW management. What interest is there with the public to continue this process.

	FREDENBURG
	Current TMDLs (200 bacteria documents); no local level to implement. Based on current water quality standards.

	BARNETT
	To get public engaged, model must answer questions. Nothing in a TMDL to protect the stream. Along with impervious, need riparian buffers addressed.   

	HALBIG
	Planning and zoning Land Development Committee in Jefferson County is underway reviewing standards; Need someone from planning and zoning on subcommittee/TAC. 

	CINOTTO
	Air deposition can be plugged into model. Model is based on grid cells, which account for riparian and buffers based on stream width. Takes mean values and averages for model. Climate data, overland flows, soil types, land use all get averaged and shows in outputs. Model doesn’t show such detail – riparian zones hard to capture at small scales.

	BARNETT
	If model to be used, look at threats to streams. Is ag being well represented, etc. What’s the importance of other categories – as more intense storms occur, higher P values in FF in soils will show up – this should show in model. These messages need to be clear. Then action can be taken, otherwise, simply an academic exercise.

	FREDENBURG
	Model used to develop TMDL as a tool. Other models can be used for implementation. The design of this model to represent current (2006) conditions for calibration purposes.

	HORVATH 
	Get to nutrient management plans to look at site specifics. These not always being used as well as they could be for implementation.

	BARNETT

  
	Should use research numbers for accurate data. Problem with EPA and Tt is that they are using lump data which is not relevant. The WEPP (?) project shows cumulative effort to evaluate run-off. Would give us accurate numbers for movement of soils and P. More appropriate model to use.

	FREDENBURG
	No money in TMDL or DOW to contract other models at this time.

	HALBIG
	TetraTech showed a map of Jefferson county sinkholes – not a ‘good’ map. The entire watershed with too few sinkholes was displayed. KGS might have mapped sinkholes based on reports by public. Info given to EPA , but is 15 years old. Small sinks won’t show up – karst can re-distribute pollutants to landowners that are not responsible.

	
	Groundwater maps from 1999 from UK – show stream N levels – this info not showing up in FF. Can use LiDAR, but even that won’t show small sinkholes that could be ‘other’ depressions.

	JACKSON
	Need work in area of transport and volume of flows of groundwater in FF. No money and time to do this.

	FREDENBURG
	Are pollutant limits for WWTP helping the streams? (answer was YES).  Permitted facilities are only small level of loadings. Point sources can be addressed by TMDLs.

	BARNETT
	If protecting a stream is a goal, must address NPS as main issue.

	FREDENBURG
	Purpose of TAC to provide advice on current calibration of model. Model won’t change at this point. Model can be changed in future to address more recent/accurate data inputs. Role of implementation plan to address implications and recommendations for land use change.

	BARNETT
	Air quality models do model pollutant distributions which then set permit standards. Improvements have been shown. Need to add detail in to current model.

Is there a pre-conceived determination for use of model, decisions made by DOW.

	FREDENBURG
	No. Modeling is being done to determine the contributions. Everyone has different areas of importance. Ranges in output files need to be examined to determine is appropriate ‘within the ballpark’ as reasonable. Hydrology needs top be better calibrated.  Need specific advice from sub-committee.

	CINOTTO
	Spatial distributions of inputs important – at low end of effluent-based streams, model can break down. Hard to dial in that level of detail. We have 8 stream gauges for continuous flow – ties back to reality. These gauges are highly correlated and include a high coverage for FF.

	HALBIG
	In model report, sinkhole data is wrong. Need acreage of sinkholes. Everyone should have received the email from KGS’s Jengsung Zhu about a pilot study for Bullitt County using LiDAR.  The entire FF Watershed should be assessed using this technology. 

	FREDENBURG
	EPA has now provided shapefiles for this info. How to develop a database for this info is difficult. 

	CINOTTO
FREDENBURG
	Can use GIS tools, DEMs. Can automate this process for the state. 

Pete, can USGS do the LiDAR? 

	BARNETT
	Can maybe use U of L students to do the Lidar – Pete, if you can show them what to do. 

	HALBIG
	KGS needs to be included in any discussion involving this type of work.

	HALBIG

JACKSON?

	Pages 36 and 37 in model report by TetraTech– undermines to state “little” – meaning no potential for karst development in FF that may be lack of data. I have furnished the Chenoweth Run Watershed study by KGS but heard nothing. Page 37 tells specifically how this fits into the model.
From a dump of all watershed data, this may not be significant. – maybe by JACKSON?

	CINOTTO
	Do we have low flow measurements at mouth of FF? Yes, right now is only stage-based. Could be influenced by backwater from the Salt River.

	
	Political lobby may prevent anything from being accomplished. Local groups must be active in watershed to affect change.

	
	Sort discussion of wetlands and constructed wetlands importance to hydrology.

	HALBIG
	Discussion on golf courses and sod farms inputs. May be covered under agricultural (sod farms).  Golf courses entities under themselves. May be able to get info by extrapolating withdrawal rates from known courses to use for bigger courses contributions.

	
	

	RECOMMEN-DATIONS
	For sinkhole data – need someone to process LiDAR or other GIS data into a usable coverage for model input. 

	
	Sod Farms – check in with agricultural committee for inclusion. No changes to model at this point.

	
	Water figures of imported water into FF – no changes to FF - may be able to contact Louisville Water Company for data. This would be good to know for water budget.

	
	

	
	

	Group
	Need to meet again but after model information is provided to the group and group has time to review.  Will email group as needed and determine appropriate time for next meeting.  May need to have a joint meeting with land use subcommittee, MS4. Still may be important to meet for hydrology since it is a category pretty specific to the model. 
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