Kentucky River Basin Team Meetings
Minutes
July 12, 2000
*** NEXT MEETING: 1 PM, WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 23, BGADD CONFERENCE ROOM.***
Present: Barry Back, Erman Caudill, Andy Dickerson, Greg Epp, Stephen Fisher, Joe Flotemersch, Dave Harmon, Don Hassall, Dwight Hitch, Peggy Jackson, Alice Jones, Benjy Kinman, Will Lacy, Lindell Ormsbee, Ed Neal, Jim Tolliver. Also attending: Alan Banks, Lee Colten, Chad McMillan. Minutes reported by Greg Epp.
Partner Network Survey.
Greg Epp distributed the survey developed by Jennifer Thompson and briefly explained the rationale for the format. The survey will solicit input from the partner network for watershed targeting. Team members will direct surveys to the appropriate people in their organizations or associated organizations, and surveys will be mailed to other partner organizations throughout the basin. A letter, flyer, and basin map will accompany the survey.
Headwaters Region Report.
Jim Tolliver introduced Chad McMillan, an intern at the Letcher County Water and Sewer District sponsored by the Federal Office of Surface Mining. McMillan worked with an independent watershed group in Pennsylvania and has a technical background. He is conducting a sampling program and will work on outreach for the regional meeting in the headwaters. Tolliver reported on five rounds of sampling completed in Letcher County: samples taken on two dry days and three wet days indicated heavy fecal coliform contamination at most of the sites.
Midbasin Region Report.
Alice Jones reported interest in the watershed process among the Madison County Action Team. The fledgling group is focused on growth-related issues and improving riparian landscapes. She has also contacted the Judge-Executives of Estill and Madison Counties.
Jones introduced Alan Banks of the Center for Appalachian Studies at EKU, who is investigating how the river keeper concept could be applied in central Kentucky. Robert F. Kennedy Jr.’s appearance at this year’s EKU Earth Day program sparked intense local interest in the Water Keeper Alliance that Kennedy heads. To learn more, Banks attended a national meeting of the water keeper groups. These are not-for-profit organizations centered on an individual "keeper" who serves as a public advocate for a waterway. Banks described the 40 water keeper groups as diverse: some emphasize litigation, others emphasize monitoring and environmental education. Banks would like to connect a local keeper program to service-learning programs and internships for EKU students that would let them work on the river. He welcomes ideas and comments during the formative stage of the new organization (859-622-1622; alan.banks@eku.edu).
Bluegrass Region Report. (David Gabbard was unable to attend.)
Northern Region Report.
Epp has begun to compile a list of contacts. Charlene Jacobs’ inquiry via the Ag Extension network yielded several names for Owen County.
Basin Coordinator’s Report.
Epp summarized a meeting of basin coordinators with Corps of Engineers staff and program presentations made to the statewide steering committee for the Watershed Framework. The Corps has funds in their 2001 budget designated for water supply planning in the Kentucky basin. Corps funds for other projects would require a lengthy run-up unless a task force can garner support from a congressman. But the Corps is eager to collaborate and long-term prospects are good.
Other state and federal programs are building priorities for watershed task forces into their funding mechanisms. Epp concluded from the presentations to the steering committee that we can promise that good projects will benefit from the watershed program via these incentives. Also, we will not be severely pressed for time to take advantage of the programs: deadlines are all in the winter and spring. Kentucky basin applications for 319 funds (for non-point source projects) will be given priority in FY 2003 (deadline August 2002, after the first implementation year). This program offers an opportunity to build on the first year’s accomplishments. The statewide watershed coordinator continues to expand the funding booklet for task forces, and the steering committee is interested in finding ways to ease the intimidation factor and other roadblocks that keep groups from applying for government programs.
Lindell Ormsbee noted that additional funds for TMDL development are probable, and that developments in Washington this week make it likely that implementation of TMDL plans will be mandated.
Will Lacy highlighted several relevant NRCS programs, including the Rural Abandoned Mine Program (RAMP). The Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), which does not require that a landowner is farming, offers 10- to 15-year contracts to create riparian buffers of various types. Lacy noted that if a watershed has clusters of CAFOs, it could get special weighting for Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP) funds. He said speculation is that funds for EQIP will be increased.
Assessment Report Presentation.
Epp introduced the hypertext Assessment Report and Ranked Watershed List, which is intended to present a comprehensive survey of watershed conditions in such a way that users can quickly locate whatever specific information they want. The format is simple, emphasizing tables and maps with summary text. Reports on individual watersheds form the backbone of the report. It is backed up by easy access to support files that provide deeper background and explanations of technical terms.
If published in its entirety the document would run 700-800 pages (excluding outside links). The web site includes a Printable Report page that contains versions of most of the web content formatted for printing (PDF or portable document format). This allows anyone to print subreports that can be tailored to individual needs at several levels (watershed, basin, subbasin, county, region).
Erman Caudill demonstrated the various ways to navigate the site and locate watershed reports, and explained the design of the reports themselves. He distributed a sample report on the North Elkhorn watershed. Caudill then introduced the Ranked Watershed List derived from the ranking formula. The list divides Kentucky River Basin watersheds into three groups (high, medium, low). The web site should be publicly available within two weeks. It will be enhanced by mid-August to add regional elements, wider help, and supplementary documents. Feedback is welcome.
Targeting Process Discussion.
Goals. Epp began the discussion of the targeting process by characterizing it as an exercise in goal-setting. Rather than picking out one set of targeted watersheds based on the Ranking Formula and feasibility evaluation, he wants to generate four lists that indicate near-term goals for each watershed. To do this we must combine the ranked list with assessments of local interest, organization, and financial, technical, and political feasibility. High rank/high feasibility watersheds would be targeted for plan development and implementation, low/high for other action, high/low for mobilization and education efforts, and low/low for awareness and/or monitoring efforts.
The critical question is not which watersheds have the highest feasibility, but which are practical sites for action. We have several methods to decide what watersheds meet the test: regional meetings, partner survey, team input, and existing activities and groups. Examples of positive signs are completed TMDL plans, active programs (EQIP, CWAP, 319), active groups (e.g., PRIDE, KRWW), local government interest, and response to regional meetings and the survey. By identifying watersheds this way, we can match them to one of the four targeted watershed lists.
Process. Ormsbee outlined a process to achieve these goals, suggesting that anyone who is interested submit a brief project summary (one page: contact information, project description, and needs) for a new or existing project. These summaries would be direct evidence of interest and resources, and they could come directly out of the regional meetings or be written up by team members on the basis of input from the partner network. Project summaries could then used for targeting and be compiled into a basin wide report. Ormsbee proposed a basic outline for regional meetings consisting of an explanation of the program and its benefits, presentation of the assessment report and ranked watershed list, and solicitation of project summaries.
Discussion. Tolliver commented that there are internal and external feasibilities and that he would hate to pump up expectations unrealistically. He cautioned that we must keep an eye on what is really possible to achieve. Ormsbee replied that proposers of projects would receive some support from the basin team to that end. He noted that projects need not be remediation if other steps are needed first: creating a sanitation district is action too. Dave Harmon said Perry County may be interested in that, and perhaps three or four other counties.
Jones pointed out that many people do not think in terms of projects and may only be ready to articulate problems and needs. Harmon felt there would be enough local interest in specific projects. Someone else suggested that just articulating problems simply doesn’t make the grade for the plan development category. Epp wondered whether presenting examples of successful projects during the meeting might not help groups make the jump from needs to specific projects. Lacy noted that people tend to envision backhoes when they hear the word "project," and Tolliver agreed that a better word should be used.
Lacy recalled that motivating field agents for the last round of regional meetings was difficult. He emphasized the importance of a clear and convincing message using carefully selected terms and suggested we work on this as a team. He noted that there is a great need for intercommunication and that we could accomplish a lot by bridging the communication gaps to become a catalyst for local action. He and others reminded the team that many people will look for financial incentives to take part.
Jones identified the next step as setting the agendas for the regional meetings. Epp agreed, and suggested that team members continue to consider the issue and communicate about it.
The next meeting was set for Wednesday, August 23, at 1 pm, in the BGADD conference room. 

