Kentucky River Basin Team Meetings
Minutes
August 23, 2000
*** Next meeting [TENTATIVE]: 1 pm, Tuesday, September 26, BGADD***
Present: Barry Back, Erman Caudill, Andy Dickerson, Greg Epp, David Gabbard, Brian Gray, Peggy Jackson, Jim Kipp, Don Morse, Lindell Ormsbee, Minutes reported by Greg Epp.
Handouts: Agenda; Draft Regional Meeting Agenda; Partner/Stakeholder Survey List [Draft]; Watershed Task Forces and Plan Development; Regional Ranking Packet (with maps).
Bluegrass Region Report. David Gabbard summarized several programs underway in Lexington as part of the stormwater planning process. Reforest the Bluegrass has now planted about 55,000 trees in two plantings and plans a third for March 31, 2001. Distinctive medallions will be epoxied to storm drains to indicate the name of the creek to which water (and waste) drains. An adopt-a-creek program will permit volunteer groups to adopt streams along greenways and others to serve as creek watchers who report blockage and flood damage. An organization of retirees is one of the groups working with Gabbard on these initiatives. The city is interested in partnering with other counties and extending all of these programs. Gabbard plans a newspaper insert on watersheds for January or February of next year. He and Epp scheduled a meeting to discuss a regional meeting for the Bluegrass.
Southern Region Report. Epp reported that Jim Tolliver is relocating next month to North Carolina. The southern regional meeting in Hazard has been pulled up to September 7 to get it in before his departure.
Midbasin Region Report. Epp reported that Alice Jones firmed up plans for the Madison County Action Team to publicize the October 12 meeting in Richmond. We are organizing a mailing to contact other organizations and governments.
Andy Dickerson briefed the team on Nature Conservancy activities in the basin. Over a number of years, they have expanded the bioreserve (now called a portfolio site) surrounding sensitive ecosystems in the palisades. They are looking at several adjoining parcels that will soon be auctioned. Under their conservation buyer program, they purchase land and then resell it, retaining the development rights. The conservancy is also pursuing regional planning through cooperation between Tennessee, Virginia, and southeast Kentucky.
Epp mentioned an upcoming workshop to be held by the Association of State Floodplain Managers in Louisville October 17-18. The focus is on developing flood and stormwater systems while restoring natural river systems. [See www.floods.org for contact information and the program of a similar meeting in Houston.]
Gabbard noted that Louisville will host another workshop November 14-17: a soil bioengineering workshop for erosion control and stream management, with an emphasis on use of living plants and natural channel design. [See www.KWAlliance.org for a meeting brochure.]
Basin Coordinator’s Report.
Communications. The KRBT-L listserv will be activated this week as a supplementary means for team members to discuss issues and plans. Look for an e-mail notification. Epp will contact team members without e-mail and take measures to make sure they are included one way or another. Epp will also assemble a list of team members with contact information for distribution to the team, to further facilitate interaction between meetings. He polled those present to discover their preference for receiving documents on paper or electronically. All those present preferred e-mail attachments to paper.
Partner Survey. The survey will go out September 20 and we will ask for responses by October 10. During the next week, we need to establish a contact list indicating which team members can distribute the survey to which partner organizations. Epp distributed a draft list of organizations derived from the Framework's list of partners. Our emphasis for the survey should be partners actively involved in watershed issues and local organizations who can supply a community perspective on a watershed. Please review the list, help fill gaps, and volunteer to handle one or more organizations. Gabbard noted that the Elkhorn Creek Consortium is being revived and might be another group to contact.
Web Site. Note that erosion and pesticide datasets were updated for publication of the assessment report and therefore handouts from last meeting are outdated. The assessment report, ranked watershed list, and all previous major basin publications are now available online (http://www.uky.edu/WaterResources/Watershed). A temporary regional meeting page is also up, and regional ranked watershed lists and maps will be added soon. One section of the report, the ranking metric background file, is still under construction.
Regional Watershed Rankings.
Erman Caudill distributed regional watershed rankings. The watersheds that fall into each of our four regions were grouped and then divided into roughly equal categories. This will provide better resolution for regional targeting than the whole-basin rankings, which show most of the northern region as low and most of the southern region as high.
Caudill created maps depicting the rankings and highlighting the headwaters watersheds among the "high" group. An important technical feasibility issue is the need to measure results of action, and headwaters watersheds (which take no water from other upstream 11-digit HUCs) are far better suited for this than mainstem river HUCs that are fed by many other watersheds.
Gabbard asked how to obtain copies of the Bluegrass ranking map for use at Tuesday's Lexington stormwater report to council. Epp and Caudill will help make the map available.
Caudill also passed around examples of color locator maps he made for each region. Epp remarked that the two simple maps for each watershed report, the locator maps on the web, and the smaller-scale regional maps give us a good set of tools for showing people where watershed boundaries are. He would like to add metropolitan watershed maps for Frankfort, Lexington, and Richmond eventually.
Discussion of the Targeting Process.
Epp outlined an approach to targeting that would begin with our September meeting and finish in November. We would begin collating targeting information by having team members present program or organizational information that reflects activity or readiness for management activity in given locales. Peggy Jackson offered to pull together a list of completed, ongoing, and proposed contracts with the 319 program to document the nonpoint source section's partnership development. Epp will bring a TMDL status report for the basin.
In October, the team would examine survey input. In November, we would develop a consensus assignment of the 97 watersheds to our four targeted watershed lists and finalize the list of priority watersheds for state programs. At all three meetings, regional coordinators would present reports on regional meetings held during the preceding month. It was suggested that this might provide a geographic focus for the meetings as well.
Epp distributed a one-page summary of task forces and action plans as envisioned in the Framework document.
Discussion of the Regional Meetings.
Epp handed out the basic agenda Alice Jones and he developed for the midbasin regional meeting. The goals of the meeting are identification of priorities as to issues and particular watersheds. One element remains to be fleshed out: how to communicate the types of action a task force might undertake. The idea is to give examples that span a range of project scales and a range of project types. Epp asked for suggestions of specific examples, the more local the better. A few ideas were raised: sewage projects in Johnson County; the Nature Conservancy's Green River cattle watering initiative.
Discussion revealed some doubts whether examples of large undertakings would be helpful: they might simply discourage people. Epp noted that we will try to recruit people in a position to take on large projects: hence our emphasis on bringing local governments and organizations to the table rather than individuals. But examples should include projects of different sizes.
An exchange between Lindell Ormsbee and Epp led to clarification that the priority watershed list for state programs may not correspond exactly to the list of watersheds targeted for action and task force development. Task forces are intended as a local forum for watershed planning: "projects" provide an initial focus for that forum. Educational components are likely to be vital parts of task forces' programs also.
Ormsbee asked that we consider how much the well-established PRIDE programs overlap with the Kentucky River watershed process in the 19 counties they share. Many of the goals and activities are likely to be identical, he observed. Epp suggested that we aim for a cooperative relationship. Ormsbee agreed, but noted that PRIDE has a substantial budget and an organization of coordinators and teams, so we need to consider what we would have to offer.
Brian Gray and Don Morse asked questions about the intended audiences at the meetings. Epp summarized the Team's debate about how to quickly take the program to the public and our current strategy of finding organizational partners and governmental entities to form the cores of task forces. Other members would be recruited later to fill out each task force. He noted that task forces ready to take advantage of state preferences for priority watersheds needed to begin the process early in 2001 and were therefore a pressing goal.
Important roles for team members in successful regional meetings include recruiting participants and providing technical assistance. Suggestions about groups to involve are welcome. Direct networking to involve others will be even more welcome and even more effective. More material about regional meetings will be available over the next few weeks. Technical input is important already in planning the meetings, and it will be needed during the meetings, in preparing and holding follow-up meetings, and periodically as task forces proceed with their work.
Tuesday, September 26, at 1 pm, was tentatively selected as the time for the next meeting. 

