Licking River Basin
Team Meeting
Minutes
March 27, 2001
 

Present
 

Tom Leith
Lee Colten
Pamla Wood
Danny Peake
Dana Waits
Lew Kornman
Jim Thaxton
Pat Neichter
Jon Walker
Marc Hult
Administrative Matters
There was one edit made to the notes from the February meeting.
Announcements/networking
· Team members discussed Maxey Flats, which drains into Fox Creek. Lew said tritium is a major component of the waste stored at the site.
· Marc is in "crunch week" for getting Factsheets on the web.
· Licking River Watershed Watch has training scheduled for April 21 & 22 and May 6. Lew said Reading the River, training for teachers, is scheduled for early June.
· Pamla passed around Tom Leith’s "shopper" newspaper insert, with information on macroinvertebrates and a "test your knowledge" quiz. Others were impressed.
· Lee said that Watershed Training will be available through PRIDE. He also said that the Center for Watershed Protection is going to offer training about new stormwater permitting requirements, and there will probably be some room in the sessions if Teams are interested. City representatives receive first option, but the training capacity is 100. The Center will also give train-the-trainer sessions. (?)
Rankings progress report/weighting discussion
Protection
Pamla shared charts showing data from the ranking formula database, and Team members scrutinized it carefully. Because the spread is so small, outlier numbers will make the scores for the factor in other HUCs near 1. This could negate the protection aspect of the formula. Also, certain factors had numbers that seemed inappropriately high. Lee and Pamla agreed to verify the accuracy of the numbers mentioned. (Specifics are listed in the "Action items" appended to these notes.)
The Team agreed to weight all protection factors equally, even if the weight equals 0.76923.
Potential Impacts
Jon suggested plotting factors to look for outliers. Marc suggested looking at the other factors without the animal feed operations. Pat noted that "occurrence" indicators (on/off switches) push weighting, and the Team may want to weight those lower.
Lew asked if silviculture was or could be included in ag erosion; Tom said it was included in the USLE but is not in the RUSLE (Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation).
Jon said that every five years there is a forest inventory across the state, with aerial photos and ground check, conducted by the research branch of the forest service.
Lee said the state’s forest health and inventory just began; Jon said it has a 10-15 year cycle. Jon questioned whether the population projection was driving the rankings as much as it should be. Marc asked (again) to see Arcview projections of the data. Lee said it would be feasible to bring data and a projector to the next meeting; there were none available for this meeting.
Data accessibility
Marc initiated discussion about the problem of access to data. Among other points, he noted that the KRB web report offers volunteer data but not agency data. Jon explained that biological data is frequently withheld in order to avoid revealing locations of endangered species. Over lunch, there was more discussion about ongoing and needed improvements in data management and availability.
Feasibility assessment discussion
The main categories of feasibility are local support and leadership, project manageability, data, funding, local goals, and program constraints (see the feasibility document sent to Team members earlier). Jon clarified that there is no feasibility formula.
The team talked about various methods for exploring and building local support and compatible local goals.
Public meetings: Lee said the KRB held 4 meetings, with attendance of from 10-12 people to 40 people. The meetings validated issues and raised new ones, and located some leadership. He said the KRB actually didn’t find the rankings helpful for participation. Jon said it is necessary to hold at least a few public meetings. Lee described a method KRB’s Greg Epp used at one public meeting, where maps and issue charts were used to solicit concern for specific waterways.
Attending other folks’ meetings: Lee suggested attending other meetings instead of sponsoring a separate one. These would provide more focus than wide open public meetings. Jon suggested using a consistent method, such as the KRB’s "issue charts and maps," at other groups’ meetings. (Types of) groups and events mentioned were: Ky Waterways Alliance; LRWW; Churches; Conservation Districts; RC&D Council; RECC annual meeting (multi-county); County fairs; existing groups looking for problems (Ex: Committee of 300 for the 12-Mile Creek SD#1 site); ADDs; and DEP Field offices.
Phone calls: Pamla said advance phone work is necessary for the success of public meetings, and could replace the meeting itself.
Proposals: Marc said the Team could also solicit proposals.
The message: Pat recommended encouraging local leadership by convincing them that their attitude would shape the process. ("Don’t beat around the bush.") Marc reminded the Team that his experience at a 3-county Conservation District meeting informed him that the counties in the Ohio River drainage could not see how the Framework might impact them. That experience also offered a good lesson in the importance of asking people why they aren’t responding.
Churches: Jim said that Hank Graddy wrote an article for the Council of Churches’ newsletter. He highly recommended reaching people through their churches. Danny mentioned that some churches still have outhouses.
Brochure or fliers: Jon said USFS could offer support for graphics.
Door-to-door, creek-specific fliers: Danny wondered if a door-to-door, flier delivery campaign would be useful, if the flier had the name of the local creek on it and said "This will affect you."
Mailings: Jon recommended expanding the mailing list. Specific lists mentioned included USFS (Jon), LRRC&D (Tom), and F & W.
The message: Messages to give included: the Framework process; general watershed education; the opportunity for resources (if present); and the desire for input (what, and where are your concerns?).
Give-aways: There was some discussion about having give-aways, such as "Good luck" fishing hooks ("Get hooked on the Licking River"). Jim Thaxton mentioned string rolls, and said he would explore manufacturer donors. Other ideas were magnets (Rid-Ex "clean your septic system"); placemats at restaurants (11x17 map with a photo of the county courthouse). Danny said 319 would fund such a project; Marc said PRIDE might also.
Press and newsletter coverage: Marc stressed the importance of press coverage. Lew suggested an article in Kentucky Afield and Cooperative Extension newsletters.
Jon said USFS’ Evelyn Morgan could help with environmental education projects.
Assessment report
Narrative section: Tom has set an example for other Team members by completing the narrative section for Townsend Creek.
Audience: Pamla said she expects the audience for the assessment report to be wide: that anyone in the basin would be interested in their watershed.
Data: There was a lot of discussion about data. Frustration at the lack of direct access aside, the general conclusion was to link to data wherever possible (including Watershed Watch and EPA data), rather than repeating/incorporating the information. If the data isn’t linkable, at least link to a contact from which to solicit the information.
Characterizing the basin/watersheds: Marc stressed the necessity of having overall characterization and background data (baseline, natural water chemistry) to interpret any monitoring data. Lew said the Distribution Atlas of the Fishes of Kentucky explains soil types and physiography of the region, although not water chemistry per se.
Information besides assessment: There was discussion about including information and encouragement to assist with prioritization. The Team decided to link to the Watershed Funding Directory rather than highlight specific funding opportunities. Marc suggested having a place for people to add funding options. One idea was to link to active groups, government agencies, libraries, and schools. Lee suggested putting links and other information on basin web sites rather than in the assessment report itself.
Photos and maps: The Team hopes to have plenty of photos and maps in the report.
Posting the report: Lee said that Rita Hockensmith (DOW) is learning to use the web in preparation for posting the Licking and Salt River reports.
Printable: The Team agreed to stick to the KRB’s example of "printable report" format.
NEXT MEETING: Tuesday, April 24, 10:00 a.m., Fish Hatchery at Farmers
The rankings should be available.
Pamla will bring data and ArcView projection capabilities.
The Team will rough out a brochure. 

