Watershed Steering Committee
Minutes
Kentucky Association of Counties
December 10, 1999
9:30 to 12:00 a.m
Attendees:
	· Curtis Asher, Coop Extension Service
· Steve Alexander, US Fish & Wildlife
· Hugh Archer, Dept for Natural Resources
· Russell Barnett, KY Inst. For Env. & Sustainable Dev.
· Steve Coleman, Division of Conservation
· Ernest Collins, Division of Pesticides
· Lee Colten, DOW
· Bert May for Jerry Deaton, League of Cities
· Jim Dinger, KY Geological Survey
· Rebekah Freeman, Farm Bureau Federation
· Lynn Garrison, KY Fish & Wildlife
· Mike Tipton for Bill Gatewood, DOW, Facilities Construction Branch
· George Gilbert, Division of Waste Management
· Peter Goodmann, DOW, Groundwater Branch
· Hank Graddy, Sierra Club
· Jason Heath, ORSANCO
· Joe Burns for Gary Larimore, KY Rural Water Association 
	· Ira Linville, Dept of Agriculture
· Janet Meyer, KY Association of Counties
· David Nichols, Dept for Public Health
· Lindell Ormsbee, Water Resources Research Institute, Ky River Basin Coordinator
· Cary Perkins, Division of Forestry
· Vicki Ray, DOW, Drinking Water Branch
· Jeno Balassa for Stephen Reeder, KY River Authority
· Frank Sagona, TN Valley Authority
· Margaret Shanks, Dept for Env. Protection
· Allison Shipp, USGS, Salt River Basin Coordinator
· Leon Smothers, DOW, Water Resources Branch
· Jon Walker, US Forest Service
· Bob Ware, DOW
· Jack Wilson, DOW
· Pamla Wood, DOW, Licking River Basin Coordinator
· Pat Neichter, Corps of Engr - Louisville
· Michael Magee, KACo
· Donna Marlin, DOW, Drinking Water Branch


Announcements

EDAS
Lee Colten explained that the a jointly-funded aquatic biological database has gone on-line at the KDFWR and DOW. The US Forest Service installation will be completed soon, pending technical difficulties. A software licensing agreement is in draft form at the NREPC Office of Legal Services that will allow the software to be shared with other agencies and set up a data-sharing mechanism. There was a question regarding the entry of historical data. Lee responded that 25 years worth of old DOW will come with the deal; however, the decision to convert or enter old data will have to be made by each individual participating agency.

The discussion then turned to the issue of referencing GIS polygons with collections data. Lee responded that there is a concern with site data for Threatened and Endangered (T&E) species; generally, it is not advisable to indicate points of occurrence. The issues of who has the authority / ability to share another agency’s data was raised. Lee said the NREPC attorneys were working on this issue.

Local Watershed Planning Guide

Lee stated recent increases of DOW Program Planning and Administration staff enables them to begin doing some planning support and tool development. One of the documents they are undertaking is a Local Watershed Planning Guide. Lee has several samples from other states to use an models. The document will guide local leaders through what questions they should be asking to understand the resource, to manage the resource, and to find support and funding. It will provide an outline for how to lay out the document and what issues to cover. Also, there is a need to ensure that the watershed planning does not duplicate other existing planning processes going on in the region. The guide will provide help in identifying the other planning mandates and resources to coordinate them. The actual planning document may simply have to refer to another plan to cover certain issues. The point, however, is to provide a comprehensive planning tool for local watershed management and protection. The guide is scheduled to be ready by summer 2000.

Photo Exhibit

A water quality photo exhibit will be held in the State Capitol at Frankfort, January 17-28, 1999. It is open to all groups and individuals. You may submit 2-5 pictures of your waterway. The preferred size is 11X14 inch images, mounted with a 2 inch white border all around. Mount photos on white mounting board or foam core. This will allow people to show legislators the creek or river they love and want to protect. If you need assistance or more information call or e-mail Bud Hixson for further information at 502-587-8016 or kywaters@iglou.com. The absolute deadline for submittals is January 7, 2000.

FUNDING
Lee began a discussion on funding by reviewing the general schedule and phases of the Watershed Management Framework. He reminded the committee that the Kentucky River basin is out front and that they are finishing up assessment of the data that was collected in the monitoring phase. These assessments will be summarized in a document that Lindell Ormsbee is preparing, and will be used to prioritize watersheds and target resources. The Steering Committee needs to answer several questions related to these priority watersheds: What money is available? Can it be targeted? Does scoring or funding criteria need to adjust for funding?

Lee stated that there was a need at the local level for information on funding sources. He intends to have DOW planning staff compile a reference on funding sources. Once this had been compiled, the intent is to look at the available funds vs. the needs, and determine where gaps exist. Gaps might lead to funding requests in the 2002 General Assembly.

This was followed by a brainstorming session to list possible sources of funding. The following is a summary of this list:

Brainstorming List of Funding Sources

	Funding
· Water withdrawal fees (KRA)
· CWAP - Clean Water Act Conservation Reserve Enhancement (CREP) – in the Green River Basin
· The Nature Conservancy
· Forest Service Restoration and Improvement
· Clean Water Act Money:
· Wastewater State Revolving Loan (SRF) Fund
· 319 Nonpoint Source Grants
· Drinking Water SRF – drinking water loans (covers Land Acquisition of source water protection areas – available through KIA)
· Clean Water Action Plan Grant (incremental)
· Water customers
· TEA – transportation grants
· Forest Stewardship Incentive Program (SIP)
· PRIDE (E. KY.)
· TVA (assistance available in all of power service area; funding and in-kind; match required)
· Heritage Board (land purchase)
· Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP – NRCS)
	· Soil and Water Conservation Commission (requires cost-share)
· Pesticides collection program
· Farmers Home Administration (FmHA)
· Community Development Block Grants - water, wastewater, and special projects
· NAWQA and National Parks monitoring (USGS)
· Funds for private landowners
· Appalachian Regional Commission
· KY. Fish & Wildlife
· Habitat improvement
· Wetland
· 206 Aquatic Ecosystem restoration
· Clean Streams (OSM, COE)
· Recovery (Section 6) T&E - US Fish & Wildlife
· Abandoned Mine Lands
· Carbon sequestration - tree planting by utilities for Clean Air Act
· Lakes restoration (COE)
· Foundations - VEE etc.
Services
· Volunteers
· In-kind resources from agencies
· Coal mine tech guidance 


Following this listing exercise, there was some concern raised that the discussion should not begin with funding and that we were bending the money to the wrong purpose. Pamla Wood stated that the question was whether or not we could bend the money to the basins. Curtis Absher said that the priorities and money should be targeted to areas where there is combined interest and agreement as to the problems – the money should follow the interest. Others agreed with this sentiment that money should not be the driving force. The is much information and monitoring data on where the environmental needs are; the "interest areas" are less-well documented.

Lee followed these comments by asking "How do we make the money follow the interest? Are there things we need to do now, in anticipation of requests for funding in priority watersheds, to open the door in our project selection and funding criteria to allow the money to follow the interest?" However, it is more difficult to identify the areas where there is interest and willingness to address the issues.

Jon Walker reminded the group that the prioritization process is actually a two-pronged approach of (1) prioritizing based on monitoring data and need, then (2) targeting based upon interest, local leadership, capabilities, etc. Hugh Archer chimed in on this by stating that pristine/least impacted areas in need of protection may need a different approach. Lindell suggested the possibility of mapping funding availability, as some of it is geographically limited.

Lee posed another question: How and what changes are needed to make our funding sources more flexible so that they can follow the interest and needs? Changes need to be made well in advance of targeting, as some funding sources are required to go through public or interagency review processes prior to making changes in their funding process. Lee suggested that not all funding needs to be targeted to the priority watersheds under the watershed cycle, since significant needs arise elsewhere; he gave the example of the Nonpoint Source 319 money that will give bonus points to priority watersheds, but other areas may quality.

In summary, DOW will distribute a survey form for agencies to complete and DOW will prepare a directory of funding sources for use at the local level. This may be presented as a matrix of funding availability against what is eligible and needs. This will lead to an analysis of funding gaps for possible future legislative support (Example: North Carolina has a $15 million trust fund; Section 319 is only $1.7 million).

Finally, it was suggested that a survey be distributed that attempts to learn more about and summarize the funding sources available.

Curtis suggested that we may need to help individuals develop their plans and provide other assistance besides funding, such as technical assistance. Everyone was asked to further consider how well they can target the personnel and other non-dollar resources to areas of interest and need.

Lee then asked the committee if the money should follow the interest, then (1) Are we monitoring the interest? and (2) Are we out there selling the notion that there is a need and trying to raise interest, i.e. education and outreach? The answer was a resounding "No. But the watershed approach gives us a platform to do a better job."

Basin Coordinators Reports

Kentucky River Basin Report

The monitoring for the basin has been completed and laboratory work done. Interpretations and assessments are currently underway. Hugh asked if we would get the information as a map, and not just a list of numbers. Lindell said yes. Stream assessments should be done by end of December and the assessment report done by the end of March. He pointed out that we are six months behind in this stage. This is being complicated by the fact that Nell Ruffin, who worked for Lindell, is leaving for a new job. The next phase will be for the River Basin Team to prioritize watersheds and prepare a prioritization report listing sub-watersheds where we target our attention.

Licking River Basin Report

The monitoring is nearing the end of the year’s collection efforts. However, the drought has limited biological sampling; 50% of DOW sites were not sampled. Pam was not sure about KDFWR sites. Pam spoke highly of the Licking River Watershed Watch; they have a new Steering Committee. This group may be able to help do habitat assessments. She continues to look for opportunities to survey historical data search. She has distributed a questionnaire and is compiling a bibliography. The only "surprise" response to the survey was Commonwealth Technology, which offered names of clients who could authorize release of data. The group is also planning a publication on hydrology and drought, as a follow-up to the status report and introduction to the assessment report, since it will be a drought assessment. The group has also made note of the many drought impacts – issues include lots of bulldozing and wetlands logging going on. The team has managed to host its meetings in different parts of the basin to gain better familiarity with it. They even held one on a pontoon on Cave Run Lake. At a meeting in Falmouth, several non-team members of the local public were invited to Falmouth meeting. Other issues and themes the team has identified are dealing with include: dams, two-acre wetland exemption, septic/lagoons, data (what will be included in assessments), and who incorporates Water Watch and Licking River Watershed Watch data (extreme chemicals and habitat assessments)?

Salt River Basin Report

Sampling has been on-going since spring of this year. Some data has come back and USGS is working with data. Pictures of all ambient sampling sites are available. Much of the recent work has centered on the design and organization of the assessment report. Considerations included who the audience is and the ability for it to be used in the field (a short two-page hand-out style) vs. use by the team in prioritizing (three-ring binder style). Other outreach efforts include a video project to be produced by the KDFWR – it will emphasis wildlife and watersheds in a generic fashion (will not focus on Salt River basin). Other team members are working on Internet web projects with school students. Allison Shipp has also been to various meetings and conferences. One team member is still interested in signs for streams (though this has not made much progress). Also, the group is providing themselves as a speakers bureau.

Cumberland/Four Rivers Basin Report

Since DOW is still having difficulty hiring the additional basin coordinators, Lee and Pam are serving as interim coordinators for the Cumberland/Four Rivers basin unit. (See more on basin coordinators, below) (Note: Four Rivers refers to the Lower Cumberland and Purchase areas to the west of LBL. Rivers are the Cumberland, Ohio, Mississippi, and Tennessee.) Their activities have focused on the development of the basin status report and the monitoring plan. The biological sampling strategy maps are underway; they are being done in such as way so that when assessments are done, we simply have to add attribution for 305(b) assessment purposes. The surface water network sites have been identified and have been mapped. Peter Goodmann said the groundwater sites are being assigned randomly and are still being finalized. The status report has approximately 80% of the text completed, most of the maps completed, and most of the graphics selected or prepared. The teams will meet again in January. Bob Wise has been hired under contract with the Purchase RC&D (some may know Bob Johnson from that office) to serve as basin coordinator assistant; Mr. Wise is a retired DOW employee.

Basin Coordinators

It is not an issue of "if" they will be hired, just "when" and "how." Lee expects them to be on by this spring. These people will be located out in the basins: the Big Sandy office will be in or near Grayson; the Cumberland & Purchase unit office will be located the DOW London Office; the Green / Tradewater unit office will be in the DOW Bowling Green Office. In addition to these positions, the DOW currently has a MOA with the Purchase RC&D (Mayfield) to fund a part-time basin coordinator assistant, to provide eyes, ears, and legs in the western portion of the unit.

Participation

Support and active participation by team members that attend the meetings has been good; but attendance has been sometimes lagging in the basin in year two to three. We need more support from agencies for cooperative work in between the various products. We should use the teams where possible. There is concerned that during slower periods the team members will lose interest; yet, we don’t want to create "make-work."

Source Water Assessment and Protection Program (SWAPP) Susceptibility Analysis

Pam presented a slide show summarizing the SWAPP Susceptibility Analysis that was recently approved by EPA. (Copies of the overheads or the guidance document are available upon request.) Pam and Pete Goodmann made the point that the current guidance document was prepared with EPA as the audience. A more user-friendly version will be prepared in the coming year with local water utilities and water planners in mind.

After the presentation, questions and comments were taken. Russ Barnett raised several issues: lack of flexibility to adjust high - low ratings; lack of comparability between water systems; inadequate clarification of nonpoint area, ranking by size; should unmanaged woodlands be ranked at all; landfarms - why do landfarms have a high release ranking; and lack of comparability between systems.

He then asked whether there was the intent to use this susceptibility analysis in setting priorities? Pete answered that the susceptibility guidance was to be used at the local level to help them determine protection priorities; it would not be used to prioritize among water systems or across the state or basin. Lee agreed and said that the Watershed Priority formula was to be used at the larger scale for targeting resources, but was not specific to just water supplies. Susceptibility, on the other hand, was for use at the local level. Furthermore, because the issue here is water supply, some threats to the watershed or water resources may not show up in a "water supply" susceptibility analysis because some pollutants are so easy to treat. Lee also added that this process can be used as an opportunity to raise awareness among the water supply planners and within the utility, but also with the public because everyone cares about drinking water.

Peter made the point that the susceptibility scheme must balance flexibility and consistency. The priority is for Water Suppliers to address this local situation, not to compare situations. The goal is to develop management strategies for that well or intake. He asked the group to consider whether the matrix confines the user or assists them?

Russ repeated his question of how this is put into the watershed process? Allison and Lindell explained that the existence of a SWAPP area (one of 15 indicators) raises this watershed in the priority forumla. Hugh reminded the Watershed Steering Committee that it had changed hats from a steering committee to one of a technical advisory role with the SWAPP and susceptibility guidance.

Allison said that EPA is finally realizing they’ve set up different priority systems in different programs and that it is getting confusing and even conflicting.

Lee asked that the group provide any ideas that they might have to improve understandability.

Closing

Next meeting

Scheduled for May 31. We will regularly schedule meetings for May and November, at least. This will provide a good touch point before beginning work in the next basin.

Assignments/commitments

Steering Committee Members: look for impediments to your funding processes for targeting funding.

Lee: will provide work plan for funding analysis and survey form for funding sources. 

