Licking River Basin Team Meetings
Minutes
August 22, 2000
Attendees:

Dave Gardner, Big Sandy Area Development District
Marc Hult, Daniel Carter Beard Environmental Center
Tom Leith, Licking Valley Resource Conservation & Development
Mike Mattox, Gateway District Health Department
Nate Sturm, Northern Kentucky Area Development District
Staff: Pamla Wood, Licking River Basin Coordinator, Division of Water
Lee Colten, Manager, Watershed Management Framework Program
Guests: Greg Epp, Kentucky River Basin Coordinator, Water Resources Institute
Ermann Caudill, Kentucky Water Resources Institute
Handouts

· Benson Creek sample watershed assessment report from the KRB
· Status of data collection and processing for Licking River Unit watershed ranking (table) KY/Licking/Salt comparison of data categories being used for ranking (table)
· Community Rivers and Streams grant proposal for outreach
· Kentucky Waterways Alliance’s Watershed Assistance Grant proposal (FYI)
· Invitation to Creek Restoration/cleanup in northern Kentucky
Administrative Matters

There were no corrections to the June minutes.
Outreach: brochure, fact sheets, Community Rivers and Streams grant proposal
The Team reviewed the latest version of Neil Parson’s brochure. Dave will clean up and edit the layout; Marc will give him a better quote (then "the average Joe" misquote). There were other suggestions, which Pamla recorded and will send to Dave. When the brochure is complete, Dave will provide an electronic copy to Marc for the LickingRiver.org website.
Marc said the fact sheets will be in an 11x17 format, folded twice (or four times, for mailing). Each "sheet" will be put on the web in a PDF file. If successful, the Community Rivers and Streams (CRS) grant* will pay for color printing. Thanks to Tom for writing and submitting the CRS application!
We still need graphics and photos for the fact sheets! Lickingriver.org was not operational for awhile, but is back up. PLEASE: look at the fact sheets Marc has posted at LickingR.org/framework and wrack your creative brain (or photographic treasure chest) for additions.
Kentucky River Basin Assessment report demonstration

The Water Resource Institute’s Greg Epp (Basin Coordinator) and Ermann Caudill showed how their watershed assessment reports are formatted on the web. These (exciting) assessments can be reviewed at www.uky.edu/WaterResources/Watershed.
The KRB report is in hypertext format, so a person can easily get into it and find information. One can also easily print the entire document, or each separate page. The Water Resources Institute can update the data relatively easily. Clicking on maps of the watershed or on a menu adds details for a region or an individual watershed.
Links to details are offered at the bottom of each page: one as a new window and one as an inset. These lists will lead to metadata for different factors and rankings, including definitions.
Each watershed bears the caveat that the rankings are based on an average of the area and subwatersheds may be different. This was necessary because some moderately-ranked watersheds may include stream reaches that would rank very high on their own (and vice versa).
The report offers a brief basin overview and information about each of the five regions designated by the KY Team. One map shows the relative rankings of each watershed in the basin and other maps show the relative rankings of watersheds within each of the five regions.
The LR Team made some suggestions for improvements to consider when the Licking River assessments are prepared. One is to clarify that "withdrawals" means only those that are permitted, i.e. withdrawn at greater than 10,000 gallons per day average. Another was to include flow information. (Greg said he hopes to have this information for each sub-basin, but it is not available for most sites.) Another was to provide permitted amounts for discharges.
Marc asked who the report audience would be. Some think it will reach technical people involved in the Management Framework. Others hope it will reach teachers and a broad range of people who live in the watershed. Marc said it was important to register with a variety of search engines.
The site has links to EPA’s "Surf Your Watershed." However, EPA’s site should offer links to Kentucky’s information, which is more complete. Marc warned against unstable links and advised frequent maintenance checks. Lee or Pamla will try finding EPA’s webmaster and discussing the possibility of Surf Your Watershed including links to the Assessment Reports.
Watershed Ranking: discussion and update

The Team reviewed Pamla’s tables showing the status of data collection and processing* and the data categories used by other basin teams*.
Potential impact from mining: It was agreed that mining would be added; Dave has data for Magoffin County, and Darryl Hines (Dept of Surface Mining) or the Coal Coalition should also be contacted.
Potential runoff: The Team added runoff potential.
Potential and observed drinking water shortages: It was agreed to add "supply vulnerability" in a potential category, defined as raw water shortages for public water suppliers as forecast for twenty years in the County Water Supply Plans. The Team added sites of raw water shortages during 1999 for as an observed impact.
Potential impact of fertilizer and ag erosion: Potential fertilizer loading was deemed important, as was potential agricultural erosion (calculated by NRCS). Greg said to look over the ag erosion data; their first-run data was very strange.
Runoff/erosion/permeability/slope: There was much discussion about factors related to runoff. Marc said flashiness, for example, would make a stream more vulnerable to impacts. He again pointed out Kentucky’s critical lack of water budget data and analysis. The current "runoff potential" category uses land use and soils data to create composite runoff curves.
Dave noted that digitized soil maps are available for Magoffin County. Other slope information is digitally available in quadrangles. Curve numbers would relate to permeability. Key pieces of information are slope, land use, and erosion: i.e. how quickly does stuff come off the land and into a stream?
Team members wanted to see more information about locations of citizen complaints and other coverages, about TRI (toxin release) data, and about discharge violations.
KRB ranking

Greg said that the KR Team did not calculate rankings until they were satisfied that the data was sufficiently accurate and the team had finished weighting the categories. Because of time constraints, they found it necessary to release a "coarse" ranking.
Impaired waters: Greg and Ermann said they noticed that the impaired waters status drove a lot of the rankings in the KRB. They also noticed that there were no protection scores that rose to the top of the ranking. This fact raises a question about the usefulness of the time-consuming ranking process. Lee said the intention was to elevate protection as well as sites where problems have already been documents. If this is not working, he said, we should re-calibrate the process.
Headwater streams: Both teams have talked about targeting headwater streams in order to show results from the efforts. The KY Team left the question of headwaters versus mainstem HUCs to targeting, rather than including it in the ranking formula. However, Greg also said that some mainstem HUCs have significant public support for improvement and may overcome the bias towards targeting headwater areas.
Lakes: Greg and Ermann said there was a problem that impairment status on lakes was not included in the rankings, due to the fact that lakes are measured in acres versus miles.
KRB Outreach

Greg said the KY Team is sponsoring regional meetings, through November. They will be presenting issues and recruiting for Task Forces, evaluating issues and also feasibility. The Task Forces should be in place by the end of the year. They expect to have an outline of plans in place by early spring, in order to meet funding application deadlines. Pamla reminded the LR Team that the KRB is one year ahead.
TMDL sites in LRB and outreach

Pamla had a map that showed watersheds of stream reaches that DOW has designated level-one or level-two priority for calculations of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL). She said she would bring more details to the next meeting. Marc said Kentucky is considered a state where TMDLs are progressing because of the Framework process, but he emphasized that the Team has not, heretofore, been involved in the TMDL program. For example, he does not think that TMDL reports should be sent to EPA without Team review. Dave said he wanted to make sure there were no conflicts or duplications in planning and implementation. Marc said the listing process is important, and the Team should review proposals for removal or addition of stream segments.
Lee said that the Team is expected to have a deep impact on plan development and implementation at sites where TMDL calculations have been completed. Marc said the documentation tying TMDL development and Basin Teams should be reviewed and corrected to reflect reality.
Pamla said her main concern is where to begin outreach. Tom said that outreach would be appropriate in any county with a designated TMDL stream reach.
Other announcements

Marc gave Team members a copy of a proposal for a Watershed Assistance Grant, that was submitted by the Kentucky Waterways Alliance. The grant, which stands a very slim chance of being funded, would support several projects in the basin that are consistent with the Framework goals. One is the "Read The River" program, which will hopefully be funded by the Eisenhower Foundation. It would help teachers with school curricula and get them on and in the river.
Next meeting

The next regulate meeting date is September 26. However, neither Dave nor Marc can attend, so Pamla will check with others. The Winchester location is agreeable to those who drive the furthest. A 9:30 start time was approved, which should avoid working through the lunch hour.
* A copy was handed out at the meeting and will be sent to those who were unable to attend. 

