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Evaluation subcommittee

Angela reported that the Framework Evaluation Subcommittee had met twice since the last WSC meeting.  Pam thanked Angela Kessans (SRB Coord) for convening that group and preparing information for this meeting.

Mission Statement

Pamla distributed a mission statement, revised from the original – generally, by changing the tense from future to present. Some WSC members think the statement is vague.  The proposed statement was:

· The Kentucky Watershed Management Framework coordinates and integrates programs, tools and resources to protect, maintain and restore the ecological composition, structure and function of watersheds, and to support the sustainable uses of watersheds for the people of Kentucky.

Basin Units & “champions”

The subcommittee recommended the Basin Units remain the same. The only drawback with these is that the Ohio River corridor is disjunctive and tends to be neglected.  In somewhat related discussion, the original concept of a “Champion” for each basin was brought up. The only unit using champions is the Green, where Dale Reynolds has applied it in sub watersheds.  

· WSC members expressed interest in trying to implement this idea, thinking that it might especially help in special areas such as the Ohio River corridor(s).

Basin Cycle

Pamla reviewed the cycle and ideas for changes. The biggest changes recommended are to add an evaluation component and a reduction and shifting of publications (to the web).

· Outreach and education are ongoing throughout the entire cycle. (Note: a statewide watershed education campaign, supported by 319h funds, is currently getting underway.)

· Once implementation begins in a sub watershed, it must be acknowledged that implementation is ongoing, within limits. One suggestion: if a targeted watershed has not been de-listed within 5 years of selection, the Team should consider turning that Council’s lead over to another agency in the watershed.

· Generally speaking, a Basin Coordinator can handle about three targeted, high-participation watersheds at a time. Thus, when one sub watershed becomes somewhat self sufficient, a BC/Team can add another.  This could mean that a BC might gain only one new priority per cycle. 

· Teams thinks that Basin Status Reports are very important. Despite the fact that printing funds are difficult to secure, printing of status reports is a priority, even if these are 1-3 pages long.  However, it is equally important (and more feasible) to maintain websites as ongoing status reports. 

· The WSC wants to weigh feasibility more than in the past.

Major issues

There are two major, unresolved issues for the Framework: assessment and funding. These, described below, were raised at the October meeting but not addressed by the subcommittee. Discussion of the first probably requires a technical workgroup; the second would best be served by engagement of the full WSC.  Both require a full exploration of obstacles and options.

Monitoring and Assessment

The monitoring program continues to be a success. Nonetheless, there is limited subcommittee involvement in designing monitoring plans, and this phase lacks clear documentation and clarification. In addition, there has been discussion of using more GIS and modeling tools during the assessment of overall watershed health. Finally, partners are sometimes frustrated with the difficulties of dispersal and analysis of monitoring data. 

Funding

The funding options are not clear, nor are the methods for obtaining it. There needs to be more exploration of options, roadblocks, and methods.  Ideas for improvements are included in the October brainstorm notes.

It was also noted that the Framework originally proposed a position of Public Relations Officer, to help with publishing needs:  brochures, web layout, and more. Maleva Chamberlain, for example, has significantly helped the Salt River Basin Team by lending publishing and editing skills.

Integration with MS4 program

There was discussion of how to integrate the MS4 program (stormwater requirements for larger towns) into the Framework. MS4 regulations could support Framework objectives, and the regulations and expectations developed in MS4 communities might provide examples to other communities. Marc pointed out that changing attitudes on certain activities might help towns save money, e.g. not mowing to the edge of the stream, which could then be implemented whether the community were regulated as MS4 or not.

Reggie said that the League of Cities is concerned about the impacts of the un-funded mandate of MS4 responsibilities. Funds are very limited to meet requirements, yet elected leadership recognizes that people support having clean water. Bob pointed out that stormwater ordinances are cheap, and the League could work with Planning and Zoning.

MS4 status could also be integrated into the feasibility analysis; an MS4 community is more likely to have watershed management in its collective thoughts.

Benchmarks (quantified objectives, tracking achievements)

The subject of benchmarks (quantified objectives) produced much discussion. One question is: who sets them for the Framework? DOW has an ultimate goal of de-listing streams (i.e., removing impairments), but this is generally a long-term indicator of accomplishments. Local teams set objectives for sub watersheds; does the Framework as a whole recognize these?  For example, if a community is able to institutionalize planning and zoning changes that benefit riparian areas, they have removed obstacles to stream health. Can this be counted as an achievement for the Framework, or would it be necessary to show stream health improvement in order to show progress?

Pat Neichter proposed applying the feasibility/ranking scheme (i.e. the “quadrant” chart), used in the Kentucky basin, towards tracking progress. For example, if a subwatershed moved towards either better (lower) ranking or (higher) feasibility, that could be registered as progress. 

Angela recommended setting a benchmark for each phase, especially for updating the overall plan.

Related questions were raised, such as: The Framework sets a goal of establishing local teams in targeted watersheds; does that accomplishment qualify as a benchmark or as an indicator of progress, or is it not a valid success until that group has met some of its goals? Does the Basin Team set goals for these groups, or are they left to set their own?

Watershed planning/basin plans are still in the formative stages – and not only in Kentucky. 

Integrating Targeted Watershed task forces (Councils)

Some expressed concerns that local task forces are not integrated enough with the Team, or basin overall. Angela mentioned that it is hard to develop councils that can be self-sustaining, without BC assistance. There is no hammer to keep them going.  Bruce said that they have to get to that point; just because the economic or political structure is not there doesn’t mean that it won’t be there one day.  We can’t just assume that when the BC leaves the watershed that everything will just fall apart.  It might not happen today, but maybe in the next 5-10 years.  The Council structure needs to get in place now and things will come in the future.

It was acknowledged that successes are minimal. Some suggested looking to the MS4 (stormwater) program for help with success and placing more importance on the feasibility aspect of targeting subwatersheds.

Integration with TMDLs 

There was some discussion about showed how the TMDL and the Framework could overlap.  The role of the Basin Team and the TMDL program is unclear; generally, the Basin Coordinator communicates Team priorities to the TMDL program manager, but the Teams have been removed from the process overall.  Tom pointed out that the division is really only beginning to “gear up” to do TMDLs, and suffered from Kevin Ruhl’s retirement. Someone mentioned reviewing other states’ framework-type programs in relation to their TMDLs might offer some insight.  Margaret mentioned that Framework Evaluation Subcommittee research showed that all states are having problems with actual implementation.

WSC role

The role of the statewide WSC group was discussed. Some member organizations with key roles are more or less inactive.  Some suggestions were to review the original intent and commitment of partners, their current status of involvement, and to contact and/or visit partners that have not been active.

The WSC can help:

· Remove or mitigate obstacles, or perceived obstacles, identified in the process 

· Identify locations where other methods would be more effective than forming local task forces 

· Set Framework goals, benchmarks, missions, etc.

· Share success stories

Methods for Sub Watershed Action 

Several times during the meeting, there were questions raised about when to use local task forces (councils) and when to use other methods. Once example is an agricultural watershed in which there are only two farmers; a group is not required. However, how does that situation impact the Framework? Does the Basin Coordinator pursue other means? Does the Team? The WSC?

Another example is where the problem is identified and there is only one source.  Should the basin coordinator work alone to fix the problem? Would this be a priority sub watershed? What if the source is a point source? 

What next…

It was agreed that meetings should be held every 3 months.  Pamla was asked to draft a document describing the Framework with proposed alterations, have the subcommittee review it, then present it to the full WSC at another meeting (hopefully within 2 months). 

