Kentucky River Basin Team Meetings
Minutes
March 21, 2000
Attending: Barry Back, Erman Caudill, Lynn Connors, Greg Epp, Stephen Fisher, Dave Harmon, Peggy Jackson, Alice Jones, Benjy Kinman, Lindell Ormsbee. Minutes reported by Greg Epp.
Ranking Process
The team considered a proposal to use dams or water impounded behind dams as a substitute for the flood insurance metric in Potential Impacts. Last month the team agreed to drop insurance indicators for both potential and observed flooding impacts and adopted the number of flood declarations as a new indicator for the observed impact. After discussion of what potential impacts dams represent, it was the consensus of the meeting that indicators based on dams did not provide significant additional value and that the observed impact indicator for flooding would be sufficient on its own.
Greg Epp reported on two indicators that are to be derived from water supply plans put together at Area Development Districts: surface drinking water protection areas and wellhead protection areas. These areas have been delineated for most of the basin, but delineation in the Kentucky River ADD are incomplete. Given that we cannot wait for new data, he asked whether the team preferred one of two possible actions: using the incomplete dataset, which might put some watersheds at a disadvantage, or falling back on point coverages of water supply intakes/wells, which are available for all water supplies but would oversimplify the situation by failing to represent entire protection areas. Support was strong for staying with protection areas and using as much data as is available, including preliminary data if they can be obtained for supplies without a final delineation.
In discussing whether to weight all indicators equally or apply differential weighting, those present focused primarily on the strength of the data to be used. Weighting was seen as a means to address the wide variation in how closely the data available as indicators are tied to water issues, so the team advocated heavier weighting of indicators that are strongly correlated with aspects of human and ecological health, and lighter weights for indicators that are more distant proxies for the concern they represent. Several participants expressed the view that there was no other compelling reason to weight particular indicators for greater representation. Several also felt that the issues that were most pressing varied substantially between subregions of the basin.
A number of ideas for refinement of indicators emerged from the discussion of their relative strength:
1. Refine wetlands to exclude open water and those with hard bottoms and certain water regimes (Benjy Kinman provided a detailed division of classes and modifiers for evaluation), thus quantifying only natural wetlands.
2. Replace potential pesticide loading (as measured by sales) with percent of land under row cropping (or with a combined land-use measure that also takes into account lawn and garden use of pesticides).
3. If row cropping is used as a proxy for pesticide loading, it could also stand in for potential fertilizer loading (although this measure was felt to be strong).
4. Refine mining to weight more heavily those mines worked prior to reclamation requirements, to reflect the greater risk they pose. Peggy Jackson said that Charlie Oldham is developing an appropriate dataset, and it might be ready to use.
5. Add as Potential Impact indicators (A) combined sewer outfalls and (B) number of KPDES permitted sites, as a measure of the risk of violations and an indicator for the low-level, legal load of contaminants imposed on the watershed.
(KWRI staff are evaluating whether it will be practical to incorporate these changes for this cycle, in terms of availability of data and time for analysis.)
One or more members also noted that Toxic Release Inventory data does not distinguish between air and water contamination and that citizen complaints are unevenly distributed relative to water problems.
The team went through the list, indicator by indicator, and by show of hands indicated whether to over- or underweight each indicator. The tally indicates that potential pesticide loading (unless it is improved), TRI, and citizen complaints should be underweighted. There was some support for overweighting surface drinking water and wellhead protection areas, groundwater sensitivity zones, supply vulnerability, drought vulnerability, potential contamination sites, agricultural erosion potential, animal operations, and population projections. There was stronger support for overweighting unsewered population and runoff potential.
Targeting, Networking
Time did not permit discussion of the agenda items on targeting and networking. However, several of these issues were raised during discussion of ranking. Important points included:
1. Local meetings initiating task force development process need to take place this summer for Year 4 activities to stay on schedule.
2. The targeted watershed list needs to be in place this summer for Year 4 activities to stay on schedule.
3. We need a definite timetable and concrete requests or tasks when engaging stakeholders outside the partner network.
4. Stakeholder input in development of targeted watershed list is vital to local credibility of the watershed process.
5. Mobilization for meetings at the local level will likely require 2-3 months lead time.
The basin coordinator is developing a plan for local or regional stakeholder focus groups in July or August that will fulfill both the need for stakeholder input on the targeted watershed list and initiation of task force development. This approach will allow completion of the preliminary ranked watershed list and assessment report while the focus groups are being organized and prevent undue delay in Year 4 activities. 

