Kentucky River Basin Team Meetings
Minutes
April 25, 2000
***Next meeting: 10 am, Friday, May 19, BGADD conference room.***
Attending: Greg Epp, David Gabbard, Peggy Jackson, Alice Jones, Benjy Kinman, Jim Kipp, Lindell Ormsbee, Jeff Sole, Jennifer Thompson. Minutes reported by Greg Epp.
Student presentation.
Jennifer Crawford presented the findings of the 30 students in UK’s Natural Resources Conservation Management capstone course, who this semester researched water issues and stakeholder concerns in six watersheds of the Kentucky River basin.
Ranking process update.
Greg Epp distributed a numerical weighting scheme developed from the discussion at our April meeting. Pesticides are weighted down because of concerns about the measure, but other metrics correlated with row crops are weighted slightly up to compensate. Groundwater and surface drinking water protection areas are not complete enough to use: we will go with point coverages. Our potential impact water supply data are now out of date, according to DOW, but can be dropped in favor of updated observed impact data from the drought tracking system. Given the drought conditions that prevailed last year, these observed impact data represent a near-worst-case scenario and are therefore a good measure of potential impact as well. KPDES sites were added to the potential impact list to supplement violations, as recommended by the team last month.
Additional notes: we now have a refined wetland coverage, one restricted to subsets of the National Wetland Inventory that are most appropriate for use in the protection metric. The new mining coverage being developed by the Office of Surface Mining is not complete, so we will use the existing coverage.
Publication schedule.
Target dates are May 15 for the Preliminary Ranked Watershed List and June 30 for the Assessment Report.
Other news.
DOW’s on-site sewage initiative will be watershed based and will tap the state’s loan fund. Dave Harmon is coordinating this effort, and we hope to forge a link between the on-site sewage program and watershed management.
Several state programs will present their plans for support of watershed framework implementation at the May meeting of the statewide Watershed Management Steering Committee.
Benjy Kinman noted that Senate Bill 147 established a Kentucky Wetland Stream Mitigation trust fund to be distributed by an advisory board via a mini-grant process, as yet undeveloped, which may consider the watershed framework process.
Regional meetings: proposal.
Greg Epp presented a plan for regional stakeholder meetings in July and August. These meetings would (1) allow for stakeholder input on the targeted watershed list and (2) initiate development of watershed task forces, allowing all framework activities to come back on schedule. Epp proposed that one evening and one daytime meeting be held in each of four regions (headwaters, central, Bluegrass, and northern). The two times would help ensure attendance both by water and government professionals and by citizens.
Each meeting would begin with a brief introduction to the watershed framework and progress to discussion of local water issues. The discussion of issues would be centered on adjusting the preliminary ranked watershed list for the region to reflect local priorities and those issues and creeks most important to stakeholders in the region. At the end of the session, participants would organize the beginnings of watershed task forces for watersheds identified as top local priorities during the meeting.
This approach would allow completion of the preliminary ranked watershed list and assessment report while the regional meetings are being organized and would prevent delay in Year 4 activities. The preliminary list and the report would be made available to participants before the meetings via the website and other means.
Regional meetings: discussion.
A lively discussion of this proposal and of the best means to encourage stakeholder involvement in the watershed process led to the conclusion that a more flexible approach will be required than holding two identical meetings in each region. Major points raised are summarized below.
The role of the basin coordinator and basin team should be as an information clearinghouse and provider of expert advice: we don’t want to end up managing or directing local programs. Peggy Jackson identified three categories of information that task forces will need: detailed identification of problems, information on funding sources and procedures, and a project database showing possibilities and approaches.
Adherence to the basin cycle is critical for the part of the framework under which watershed task forces tie into state programs: these statewide activities will move on to the next basins in the cycle and not focus on the Kentucky for another 5 years. Epp emphasized that we therefore need to have task forces ready to take advantage of the framework opportunities in 2001. David Gabbard and others noted that local governments will be the key players in this regard, because the application processes for state and federal programs are complex (even local governments find them frustrating) and because governmental or 501(c)3 status is often required.
Gabbard has found that state funding is not the best means to launch community projects to involve citizens. Such projects are most effective, he said, when they have a short timeline and a limited time commitment. It also helps to include an opportunity for family involvement and socializing among participants. Local funding, corporate grants, and in-kind services are better sources of money for this type of activity.
The team examined whether the proposed format for regional meetings was suitable for promoting grassroots citizen involvement in the program. Among the important points made were that revising a list for Frankfort would not be a compelling task: a more immediate and more local opportunity for action would be far better. Alice Jones suggested we start the meeting by soliciting input and discussion on local problems, rather than presenting a government-sanctioned list at the outset, which might stifle input and skew results. Input for the list could be gathered at the end of the meeting, she suggested, by asking participants to vote for the most pressing problems by affixing stickers to five watersheds within their region.
Discussion of what could be done to interest the public in the process yielded a number of insights. We will need to address the widespread lack of understanding of watersheds and of the "watershed approach." The common and ingrained perception that water quality is a government responsibility must also be overcome (Benjy Kinman).
Above all, we need a palate of potential projects to present as an inspiration for action, including specific past examples that illustrate real results (Alice Jones). The best demonstration is a firsthand report from someone local describing a successful project (Jeff Sole). Participants can then brainstorm and devise a project of their own. There was agreement that an immediate outlet for action is vital to sustaining interest, and that the best route to long-term involvement is a series of short projects over many years. Experience shows that finding a resident watershed champion is a big step toward a self-sustaining local effort. Tying in to existing local groups is another strategy that has worked for other watershed organizations.
Regional meetings: conclusions.
A multi-track approach emerged as the model needed to accomplish our several goals: one track to ensure that opportunities for funding under the framework are tapped by local governments in the next year, and a separate track to gradually increase public awareness of the process and periodically stimulate citizen involvement. Given the pressures of the basin cycle and limited resources, we may need to identify a number of feasible pilot sites for task force development, then build on a few successes this year to gain wider participation next time.
Epp reemphasized that the original plan was meant to quickly achieve two separate goals—getting input for the watershed list and recruiting task forces—so as to put the process back on schedule. He proposed modifying the formats of regional meetings to decouple the two tracks and to separate the two goals. Task forces ready to apply for government programs remain the most pressing goal. But task forces should also be broadly based.
Regional meetings: recruitment.
The team considered how to find people willing to serve on these task forces and came up with several ideas. Recruit colleagues and others in the partner network, at the local level, or others they recommend (Sole). Approach those already managing water-related projects or active in water issues; focus on areas with active groups or projects as the means to feasibility targeting (Kinman, Ormsbee). Use the planned survey of extension and conservation agents to identify interested constituents (Thompson). Go to community institutions and ask about individuals with an interest (Gabbard).
Ideas for reaching the several stakeholder groups included the following. For government, onsite sewage linkage, targeted county-by-county pitch targeted to highest priority watersheds on each regional ranked watershed list. For landowners, BMPs, cost-shares, seminars on practices that benefit both watershed and bottom line; publications and information products. For citizens, focused local meetings of those involved in active projects; public awareness and mobilization efforts; local or regional public meetings to foster community projects with short-term commitment or tied to existing local groups (with or without water projects).
Ideas for obtaining stakeholder input for the ranked watershed lists included:
feedback at end of public meetings (see above), focused meetings with existing groups and government representatives, feedback form on website, constituent survey, input via partner network, and team evaluation of feasibility of management planning.
Epp will integrate the various ideas expressed during the meeting in a reworking of the public meeting plan (see attached). Dave Gabbard, Alice Jones, and Jim Tolliver agreed to coordinate regional meetings as they did last year.
The team agreed to meet again in May and settled on 10 am, Friday, May 19 at BGADD. 

