Watershed Steering Committee Meeting

September 2, 2004

Minutes

Attendees

Ernest Collins, Division of Pesticides

Lee Colten, Division of Water

Jim Dinger, KY Geological Survey

George Gilbert, Division of Waste Management

Angela Kessans, UK Cooperative Extension/Basin Coordinator

Rob Miller, Division of Water

David Morgan, Division of Water

Judy Petersen, KY Waterways Alliance

Dale Reynolds, Division of Water

Margaret Shanks, Division of Water

Robert Volk, Division of Forestry

Jon Walker, US Forest Service

Corrine Wells, Division of Water

Ted Withrow, Division of Water

Jack Stickney, KY Rural Water Assoc.

Jim Kipp, KWRRI

Greg Kuhn, SRBT

Lea MacSwords, Division of Forestry

Mike Griffin, US Geological Survey

Margi Jones, Division of Water

Lajuanda Haight-Maybriar, Division of Water

Gerard Buyuak, Fish and Wildlife

Sherry Carran, Banklick 

Marc Hult, Watershed Watch/Banklick

Rosetta Fackler, Division of Water

Bill Caldwell, Division of Water

Joe Ferguson, Division of Water

John Webb, Upper KY River Basin Coordinator

Introductions

Margaret Shanks opened the meeting by allowing everyone to introduce themselves.  In particular she introduced the new Division of Water Director (DOW), Dave Morgan.  Dave has considerable experience in the Department for Environmental Protection, previously serving as Assistant to the Commission, Assistant Director in the Division of Waste Management, Section Supervisor of Water Quantity Management in DOW, and Branch Manager in the Department of Natural Resources.  Margaret also introduced John Webb, who has recently been hired as a co-basin coordinator for the Kentucky River basin under a three-year grant.  He lives and works out his home in Lexington and has an office in Letcher County.

Announcements

· Corrine Wells provided a brief update on the Section 319 grant funding process.  Fiscal Year 2005 projects have been presented to the Director of DOW.  This includes 14 project applying for about $1.4 million.  Acceptance letters will be mailed soon.  Breakdown of funded projects through applications and agency allocation by type is:  64% watershed implementation projects; 11% watershed planning; 10% to monitoring; 15% to staff.

· Ernest Collins mentioned that the Pesticide Workgroup was scheduled to meet at 1:00 at Corporate Drive this day.

Watershed Roundtable – Judy Petersen, KWA

Judy provided a brief background on the Watershed Roundtable, being an idea floated before the Watershed Steering Committee about 2 ½ years ago.  She then provided a handout summary of the conference evaluation.  Sample specific comments from the evaluation were:

· Attendees liked the emphasis on Source Water

· Need to use the Roundtable as a basis for legislation

· Forestry session got high marks, and was the only speaker mentioned by name

· Need more on educational resources

· Government folks weren’t help or knowledgeable

· Need more question and answer time.

· Need more participation by regulatory agencies, especially for coal and agriculture

· Need more exhibits

Margaret then followed up by saying she committed to talking to people to address some specific issues that came up at the Roundtable, relative to state and federal agencies.  She noted that she wanted to see continuity between the  Roundtable and the Steering Committee, year-round.  She also promised to follow up on Steering Committee representatives that are no longer attending the Steering Committee meeting, especially related to Roundtable/priority topics, such as straight pipes.  The Department of Public Health’s representative, for example, has retired.  Other DEP issues that came up at the Roundtable, she noted, were flooding, state revolving loan fund, and education for local officials.

Watershed Framework Evaluation

Margaret introduced topic by providing background of previous Steering Committee and Subcommittee discussions of the Framework evaluation.  Pam  Wood prepared a document that makes recommendations and lists issues to be resolved with changes to the Framework process.  Three main topics remain outstanding:

1. Monitoring and Assessment

2. The basin cycle, itself

3. Benchmarks and funding

1.  Monitoring and Assessment – Lee Colten, DOW

Margaret started by saying this was described as one of the successes of the first basin cycle.  A Monitoring Subcommittee, of numerous agencies with monitoring resources, meets each fall to discuss objectives and coordinate resources.  This committee is due to meet again sometime this October.  The next basin unit to be monitoring is the Upper Cumberland/Four Rivers basin management unit.  Issues of concern with the monitoring and assessment process are:  (1) fewer agencies are participating than early on; (2) it is not clear whether or not we have made some of the strategies changes in the second cycle that are needed; (3) assessment.

Lee Colten then lead a discussion on roles of the Subcommittee and objectives of the Steering Committee’s desired objectives in Framework monitoring.  The Steering Committee identified the following roles for the Monitoring Subcommittee:

· Design strategy/objectives

· Leverage resources

· Coordinate activities

· Assess data

· Make data more available

The Steering Committee identified the following objectives, by weight (each Committee member was allowed two votes among all objectives):

· 24 – Identify sources (for planning and implementation) – i.e. monitor upstream of known impairments

· 11 – Show improvements – do follow-up monitoring where implementation or other activities have occurred.

· 10 – Fill in the gaps – sample where no data currently exists

· 7 – Identify non-impaired waters – for the purposes of identification of additional high-quality waters

· 2 – “Broad Brush” approach – continue with strategy used in last cycle of sampling at downstream end of 4th (biology) or 5th (water quality) order watersheds.

Other comments:

Coordination of groundwater and surface water monitoring (plus flow) could improve.  The Monitoring Subcommittee, basin coordinators, and river basin teams did not get involved in analysis of the data.  Basin Coordinators, however, are much more involved in 305b assessment process.  The subcommittee made a distinction between 305(b) “assessment” vs. analysis of data and that the latter could be done more.  Andy Ernest expressed concern that we might be robbing resources from the important objectives by prioritizing other objectives.  Lee acknowledge that many objectives may overlap and can be achieved simultaneously (assuming the proper parameters and methods are used).  Care should be taken when doing source identification as this can be erroneous at times. 

Lee agreed to provide a presentation to the Steering Committee on the data and 305b GIS coverages at the next meeting.

2. Basin Cycle – Angela Kessans, DOW / Cooperative Extension

Angela Kessans reported on proposed changes to the basin management cycle and provided this as a handout.  

· Phase I would be for updating the basin plan, as many agencies expressed concern that they could not make commitments for longer than five years.  This would also be a year for setting goals and benchmarks for the upcoming basin cycle.

· Phase II would continue with monitoring and assessment.

· Phase III would involve evaluation of summarized data for ranking and targeting watersheds for focused implementation.

· Phase IV would be for focused effort in creating watershed councils in the targeted watersheds, updating basin plans, and development of local watershed plans.

· Phase V would be focused on fund-raising for implementation and begin evaluation of benchmarks.

· Education and implementation are seen as on-going, throughout the 5-year cycle.

A draft of this in progress and undergoing review by the subcommittee.  A subcommittee to focus on the basin cycle was formed by Dale Reynolds, Angela Kessans, Marc Hult, and Corrine Wells (or a designee of the Nonpoint Source Section).  

3. Funding – Margaret Shanks, DOW

Margaret stated that funding is the primary limiting factor in getting on-the-ground solutions in place.  Issues related to funding (as compiled by the Framework Reevaluation Subcommittee) are:
· Inadequate funding

· Need better ways to target/apply funding

· Delayed action on funding (319h)
· Lose members/momentum due to lack of funding and time-lag for applying & receiving funds (319h)
· No funding for basin teams working capital
· 319(h) grant paperwork
· Monitoring shares a lot of resources; other phases haven’t experienced the same level of contribution
· Implementation has no money, no coordination
Marc expressed particular interest in seeing funding made available for updates of the popular basin status reports.

There was some discussion of getting better communication with the Steering Committee for their buy-in and resource support in the priority watersheds.  There was general agreement that this would help move things forward in those areas.

A Funding Subcommittee was formed by Jim Dinger, Margaret Shanks, Andy Ernest, and some as-yet identified agricultural agency representative.  

Stream Gauging Presentation – Mike Griffin, USGS

Mike Griffin provided a handout that showed a map and list of stream gauging stations slated for reductions in FY 2004 and 2006.  He said that the Nashville Corps of Engineers (COE) is scheduled to privatize 28 stream gauging stations in the coming two years.  This contract will basically mean a reduction of services and data availability to the public and other agencies.  The contractor will maintain equipment and turn over data to COE, but no processing of data or posting of data will occur on the web.  Mike is seeking ideas and support for funding to fill in gap and keep or expand services.  They are slated to meet with Nashville COE soon to discuss options.  He is also concerned this may set a precedence for other COE districts.  Proposals being considered include getting private sector involved, making sure legislators understand issues and need for this data, setting up common network/funding committee.  West Virginia has had some experience in getting private sector to help with funding when in their interest.  However, a public entity is need that can manage the funds, as USGS can not enter into agreements with private entities.  

All agreed that is of vital importance the Kentucky, for flooding, water quality, TMDLs, permitting, drinking water supplies, research, etc. etc.  Also, that a clear statement of the far-reaching value of this data and the implications of losing it.

Some specific suggestions included approaching the Cumberland River Compact (Rob Miller will discuss with them) and the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet as possible co-funders.

