
MEETING NOTES 
of the 

STORMWATER STAKEHOLDER ADVISORY COMMITTEE (SSAC) 
Lexington-Fayette Urban County Government (LFUCG) 

Meeting:  September 6, 2024 
Time of Meeting: 9:09 a.m. 
Location of Meeting: Phoenix Building – 3rd Floor Conference Room 
 
Attendees: 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
Doug Burton – LFUCG Division of Engineering  
Jennifer Carey – LFUCG Division of Environmental Services 
Jim Conner – Cane Run Watershed At-Large 
Ken Cooke – Friends of Wolf Run 
Steve Garland – East Hickman Watershed At-Large 
Jim Griggs – Boone Creek Watershed At-Large 
Don Hill – Fayette County Neighborhood Council 
Amy Sohner – Chair, Bluegrass Greensource 
Russ Turpin – Wolf Run Watershed At-Large 
Traci Wade – LFUCG Division of Planning (for Jim Duncan) 
Jerry Weisenfluh – Kentucky River Watershed Watch 

 
LFUCG STAFF AND REPRESENTATIVES 

Denice Bullock – LFUCG Division of Water Quality 
Jason Drew – LFUCG Division of Water Quality 
Brooke Gray - LFUCG Division of Environmental Services 
Gabe Hensley – LFUCG Division of Water Quality 
Becky Irwin – LFUCG Division of Water Quality 
Demetria Kimball Mehlhorn - LFUCG Division of Environmental Services 
Greg Lubeck – LFUCG Division of Water Quality 
Frank Mabson – LFUCG Division of Water Quality 
Craig Morgan – LFUCG Division of Water Quality 
Jennifer Myatt – LFUCG Division of Environmental Services 
Mark Sanders – LFUCG Division of Water Quality 
Abby Terry – Tetra Tech, LFUCG MS4 Program Management 
Richard Walker – Tetra Tech, LFUCG MS4 Program Management 
Bailee Young – LFUCG Division of Water Quality  

 
OTHER ATTENDEES 

Amy Clark – Citizen 
Molly Cummins - Third Rock Consultants 
Tanner Goff – Stantec 
Mac Hall - Third Rock Consultants 
Stan Harvey - Lord Aeck Sargent 
Nathan Krebs – Stantec 
Casey Mattingly - Third Rock Consultants 
Mary Murray – Department of Veterans Affairs 
Scott Southall – ECD/West Hickman 
Bert Remley - Third Rock Consultants  
Scott Vander Ploeg – Citizen 
Steve Vogel – Strand Associates 
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Opening Remarks 
Amy Sohner opened the March meeting at 9:09 a.m. and asked those in attendance to introduce themselves and their 
organization when speaking. 
 
Approval of 3/1/24 Minutes 
Ms. Sohner asked if there were any additions or corrections to the June 7th minutes.  There were none. 
 
A motion was made by Scott Southall, seconded by Ken Cooke, and carried unanimously to approve the minutes of the June 
7, 2024, meeting. 
 
Proposed Water Quality Monitoring Program Updates – Third Rock Consultants, LLC 
 
Mac Hall, Bert Remley, and Casey Mattingly, Third Rock Consultants, presented a PowerPoint presentation on the Proposed 
Water Quality Monitoring Program Updates.  
 
Mr. Hall introduced himself as well as Bert Remley and Casey Mattingly, and indicated their roles in this program. 
 
Mr. Hall is a professional engineer at Third Rock Consultants who has the opportunity to be in charge of quality 
assurance/quality control and reporting on the different elements from the perspective of Third Rock Consultants.   
 
Bert Remley is a Senior biologist/ecologist who oversees the biological elements of the program and reporting, and has been 
involved in LFUCG monitoring since 1996. 
 
Casey Mattingly is a professional engineer who specializes in stream design and nature-based solutions. 
 
Mr. Hall said Third Rock Consultants has been involved with the Lexington-Fayette Urban County Government’s monitoring 
program since 1999.   
 
He explained that on May 1, 2015, the Lexington-Fayette Urban County Government was issued a KPDES Phase I MS4 Permit 
that became effective on June 1, 2015, expiring in 2020. That permit was based on a five (5) year duration and has been 
administratively continued since the expiration date. In November 2019, the Lexington-Fayette Urban County Government 
sent a letter of intent to renew the permit as well as committing to finishing the Watershed Focus Monitoring Program. After 
the program was completed the Lexington-Fayette Urban County Government evaluated the monitoring program to propose 
program changes to the Kentucky Division of Water. In 2023, Third Rock Consultants was assigned to analyze and make 
informed decisions regarding the direction to move the monitoring program forward.  
 
Mr. Hall said that the objective today is to share the preliminary results of this effort with the stakeholders. None of the proposed 
updates that will be presented to the stakeholders and volunteers have been shared with the Kentucky Division of Water.  
 
The PowerPoint presentation touched on the following: 
 
Current Permit Requirements 
 Part III, Section A requires LFUCG to monitor streams receiving MS4 discharges to assess water quality and identify 
impairments. 

 Chemical, physical, and biological monitoring elements. 

 Monitoring conducted in seven (7) of the nine (9) watersheds that drain into a portion of LFUCG’s Urban Service Area. 

 Shift to a watershed-focused monitoring program. 

 Additional monitoring locations in each watershed on a rotating basis. 

 Requirements summarized in Table 8 (see Page 3)  
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Table 8 is LFUCG’s current permit as it outlines the different elements and monitoring frequencies rotating every year. 
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In addition to the dry/wet weather sampling, and biological sampling performed at the seven (7) watershed sites, the Watershed 
Focused Monitoring Program was implemented.  The charts below outline activities and schedules as well as lays the 
groundwork/baseline for each watershed. 
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Once per 0.5 miles 

of stream in watershed

Screening Year

Wadeable

Reporting

Headwater

Wadeable
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Proposed Program Updates 
 
Third Rock Consultants compiled, reviewed, and analyzed:  
 20+ years of chemical, physical, and biological water quality data collected from 115 stations 
 WFMP health grades from each of the seven watersheds 
 KDOW 2022 305(b) impaired waters within the MS4 urban areas 
 
The following charts show 20+ years of data that was compiled using the location, method, and frequency of historic 
monitoring.  
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The charts below show the data for the Watershed Focused Monitoring Program health grade.  
Color coding is based on the percentage of exceedance of parameters.  
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The below chart is a condensed version of the impaired water reaches in Fayette County.   
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Proposed Locations 
 
After digesting all the data, the ultimate objective was to make a recommendation to the Lexington-Fayette Urban County 
Government of future monitoring locations, methods, and frequencies. 
 
To determine the integrated effects of upstream conditions, more than 100  subwatershed, in-stream sites were evaluated. To 
make it feasible to continue to work with volunteers, the total number of sites was re-evaluated based on drainage 
characteristics.  The tradeoff between the resources available for data collection, and the accurate characterization of water 
quality conditions largely determines the success of a monitoring program. 115 sites were evaluated based on their proximityto 
a stream and drainage are size. 59 future monitoring sites were strategically selected for the program. 
 
The following maps show the historic monitoring sites versus the proposed monitoring sites in Fayette County.   
 
Historic Monitoring Locations – 115 sites 
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Proposed Monitoring Locations – 59 monitoring sites 

 
 
Proposed Methods/Frequencies  
 
Mr. Hall touched on the following items: 
• Quarterly water quality grab sampling by trained volunteers (scheduled sampling regardless of weather) 
 Scheduled sampling conducted regardless of weather.  
 Dissolved oxygen, pH, temperature, and conductivity collected in situ using a multimeter probe.  
 Flow estimated using the recorded depth at the staff gage.  
 Samples analyzed for total suspended solids, E. coli, total phosphorus, dissolved phosphorus, ammonia-nitrogen, total  

Kjeldahl nitrogen, nitrate-nitrogen, and nitrite-nitrogen.  
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• Annual wet weather grab sampling by a qualified sub-consultant. 
 Sampling conducted after a period of at least 72 hours of dry weather (less than 0.1 inch of rainfall) followed by a rain 

event in which 0.1 inch or greater of rainfall accumulates and stream levels rise. 
 Dissolved oxygen, pH, temperature, and conductivity collected in situ using a multimeter probe.  
 Flow estimated using the recorded depth at the staff gage.  
 Samples analyzed for total suspended solids, E. coli, total phosphorus, dissolved phosphorus, ammonia-nitrogen, total 

Kjeldahl nitrogen, nitrate-nitrogen, and nitrite-nitrogen.  
 
Bert Remley spoke about the biological elements of the proposed monitoring.  
 
He explained sampling would be done every other year following the Kentucky Division of Water protocol which involves 
collecting a ripple kick sample and multi-habitat sample.  From these samples, the seven (7) core metrics can be reviewed to 
calculate the bioassessment index, which will give a biological health rating of excellent, good, fair, or poor.  As the samples 
were collected it allowed in situ measurements and a habitat assessment.    
 
He noted the reason macroinvertebrates are good for determining biological health is they are relatively sedentary organisms, 
and they live most, if not all, of their life cycle within the stream.  Macroinvertebrates require multiple habitat types to exist 
and occupy multiple trophic levels.  
 
Bi-annual macroinvertebrate sampling and identification by a qualified subconsultant: 
 Sampling will be conducted using methods developed by the Kentucky Division of Water (KDOW 2015) during the 

appropriate index period based upon the sites’ drainage area. 
 Dissolved oxygen, pH, temperature, and conductivity will be collected in situ using a multimeter probe.  
 Stream habitat will be assessed in conjunction with the sampling effort using the US EPA Rapid Bioassessment Protocol 

(RBP) and methods developed by the Kentucky Division of Water (2022). 
 
Third Rock Consultants recommends fish sampling be conducted every year but only at the seven (7) major watershed sites 
which are located at the downstream section of the watersheds.  He explained that as far as the biological integrity of the stream, 
fish sampling will be conducted because they are more mobile and live longer and can provide more information than 
macroinvertebrates.  
 
Bi-annual fish sampling and identification by a qualified subconsultant who holds current state and federal scientific collection 
permits: 
 Sampling conducted using methods developed by the Kentucky Division of Water (KDOW 2022) during the appropriate 

index period based upon the sites’ drainage area. 
 Dissolved oxygen, pH, temperature, and conductivity collected in situ using a multimeter probe.  
 Stream habitat assessed in conjunction with the sampling effort using US EPA Rapid Bioassessment Protocol (RBP) and 

methods developed by the Kentucky Division of Water (2022). 
 
Casey Mattingly spoke about the physical monitoring of a stream. 
 
He explained that physical monitoring consists of two subcategories: geomorphic survey assessment and erosion assessment.  
The geomorphic survey is a way to tell what the stream is doing over a period of time. This will include cross-section surveys 
longitudinal profiles and pebble counts. Permanent monument stations will be created so the data can be replicated year after 
year. This will give an idea and understanding of how the stream is evolving. 
 
The erosion assessment will be based on using the Bank Erosion Hazard Index (BEHI) and Bank Assessment for Non-point 
Consequences of Sediment (BANCS) model.  This will determine the bank stress of the stream and create a prediction curve 
of how much sediment the cross-sections are contributing to the watershed.  
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Bi-annual geomorphic and erosion assessment by a qualified subconsultant collected in conjunction with macroinvertebrate 
sampling: 
 Geomorphic assessment includes cross-section and longitudinal surveys and pebble counts. 
 Permanent cross-section monuments installed during the first year at locations that best represent the associated reach to 

document the change in stream geometry. 
 Erosion assessment includes the collection of Bank Erosion Hazard Index (BEHI) and Near Bank Stress (NBS) data.  
 Bank Assessment for Non-point Consequences of Sediment (BANCS) model used to predict annual stream bank erosion 

rates. 
 
The sample chart below is an example of the geomorphic assessment. It is a way to show how much a stream has evolved by 
looking at the slope, the erosion, the riffles, and the substrate of the stream, and those parameters relate to the macroinvertebrate 
data.  Also with the volunteer flow monitoring, the flow duration curve can be recalibrated every two years. 
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The sample chart below depicts the Bank Erosion Hazard Index (BEHI) used to predict annual stream bank erosion rates. It 
looks at the height of the bank, the angle of the bank, if there is vegetation cover, and if so, how deep are the roots.   
 

 
 
Once these variables are collected that data will be inserted into the BEHI model to determine the rating of how susceptible the 
stream is to erosion. 
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The Near Bank Stress (NBS) shows what forces, and the magnitude of those forces result in erosion of the stream.  
 

 
 
The Near Bank Stress (NBS) will calculate an estimate for the bank stress associated with bankfull flows by using stream 
patterns, shape and so forth. 
 

  



MINUTES   September 6, 2024 
Page 18 

Using the Bank Erosion Hazard Index (BEHI) and Near Bank Stress (NBS) data together will create a predictability curve and 
quantify how many tons of sediment the cross-section is putting into the stream per year per linear foot for that watershed.   
 

 
 
Mr. Hall said that the Summary of Recommendations includes: 
 Employ chemical, biological, and physical monitoring methods at varied frequencies. 
 Monitor 59 stream sites across Fayette County. 
 Continue to engage volunteers to the maximum extent feasible/practical. 
 Expand physical monitoring to assess stream geomorphology and erosion rates. 
 
Questions and comments - Russ Turpin asked if any streams have a potential for delisting off the 303b list or if there are 
potential streams that might go that direction.  
 
Mr. Hall replied that Third Rock Consultants' primary motivation was to collect the necessary data for the selected sites to 
assess impairment. 
 
Mr. Turpin then asked if there were specific ones that could be shared with the audience.   
 
Mr. Hall replied not at this time and explained that they are focusing on collecting the data to make those decisions in the 
future.  
 
Ken Cooke asked if there would be other opportunities for a more detailed discussion in the future.  
 
Mr. Hall said that this is the first of many drafts of what is being recommended, and they welcome any feedback from the 
stakeholders/volunteers before submitting the recommendation to the Kentucky Division of Water.   
 
Mr. Cooke said that the volunteer part is very interesting and the terms of how the volunteers will be managed should be 
discussed. It was his opinion that the Lexington-Fayette Urban County Government can coordinate the program and does not 
need third-party involvement.  He asked what opportunities there would be to provide feedback to the program planners and 
managers. 
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Greg Lubeck, Deputy Director, Division of Water Quality responded that the idea was to present this information at the 
September SSAC meeting.  Afterward, there would be a meeting to allow breakout discussions with smaller subsets of the 
group.  Not everyone is interested in the subject, but presenting the information at the September meeting gives everyone 
something to start digesting before the formal presentation is given to the Kentucky Division of Water at the end of the year.    
 
Mr. Cooke asked if the geomorphic survey assessment, and erosion assessment of the watersheds were done during the last 
round of the Watershed Focus Monitoring Program.  
 
Mr. Hall replied only cursory ones were done to enable the stage-discharge curves to model flow. There was not a detailed 
geomorphic survey assessment or erosion assessment done.  There were some stream bed substrate characterization, but that 
was only for characterizing, not to keep track of erosion. 
 
Mr. Cooke commented that Third Rock Consultants’ recommended monitoring program is far more advanced than other 
programs that the Division of Water must regulate, and he believes the Division of Water will accept their findings.  
 
Mr. Lubeck said that Q-critical sites were reviewed by Lindsie Nicholas (former MS4 coordinator), and Bob Hawley 
(Sustainable Streams), and will be reviewed by the current MS4 coordinator, Bailee Young.  He explained that there are a 
couple of cross-sections established in Shillito Park, and the Division of Water Quality is working on retrofitting the outlet of 
a basin and reconfiguring to the recommendation.  
 
Mr. Mattingly added that if the Division of Water wanted to calibrate Q critical in the future, the geomorphology data could 
provide Third Rock Consultants with a jump start on the data. The data would not be specifically for Q critical but rather to 
look at erosion rates and to calibrate the flow data every two years.  
 
Mr. Turpin said that since the Urban Service Boundary was approved to be expanded, would it be in the city's best interest to 
include that area in the watershed sampling to establish a baseline, noting the added impervious areas, will degrade the quality 
of the creeks.   
 
Mr. Lubeck explained the Division of Water Quality has continuously monitored the water quality in the North Elkhorn/Russell 
Cave Road area.  He said that a baseline can be monitored as the Urban Service Boundary is expanded. 
 
Scott Southall commented that with the data being collected on the geomorphic survey assessment and the Bank Erosion Hazard 
Index (BEHI) has Third Rock Consultants looked at other aspects of the baseline that could be applied to tree canopy coverage 
and changes in the runoff coefficients to those watersheds. 
 
Mr. Mattingly responded in the negative, noting that Third Rock Consultants proposed attainable parameters to accomplish the 
monitoring goals. The Updated Monitoring Program will continuously evolve moving forward. 
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Greenway Master Plan – Stan Harvey, Lord Aeck Sargent 
 
Stan Harvey, Lord Aeck Sargent, presented a PowerPoint presentation on the Greenway Master Plan.  He indicated he has been 
working with several divisions within the Lexington-Fayette Urban County Government as well as the Greenspace Trust on 
the Greenway Master Plan. 
 
The primary objectives for the updated Greenway Master Plan are to 1) raise awareness and create an action plan for the 
ecologically sensitive areas of rural and urban areas within Fayette County, and 2) use the public open spaces and ecologically 
sensitive areas as the backbone of a citywide greenway trail system.  Greenways, in this case, meaning ecologically defined 
conservation greenways and more man-made greening of the city that provides mobility.  In a sense, the updated Greenway 
Master Plan is being augmented and built off the Lexington Area Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan. 
 
The PowerPoint presented touched on the following series of slides: 
 
Survey Results 
 
From April 15th through May 31st, 2024, a citywide online survey asked the community to answer questions about our ecology, 
greenway, and trail system. 338 responses were received.  
 
From those responses, the community wants: 
• a defined implementation of ecological values 
• the trail system is safe and maintained 
• The Greenway network is accessible and equitable 
• the trail is viable. Connected transportation network 
• The greenways protect natural resources and add open space. 
• The greenway network increases the tree canopy across Lexington. 
 
The community results ranked each of the following items from the lowest priority (#1) to the highest priority (#5): 
• tree canopy (61%) 
• clean water and stormwater management (60.9%) 
• preservation of native species (58.6%) 
• citywide continuous trail network (56.2%) 
• public access/access to water (50%) 
• expansion of native plants and flowers (49.4%) 
• environmental education opportunities (23.7%) 
• consideration of historic resources (17.2%). 
 
The results of the online survey showed that the community did not express that access to water, such as ponds/creeks in public 
spaces was a high priority to them. 
 
When the community was asked what structures and fixtures they wanted to see in public greenspaces, a variety of walking 
trails ranked the highest at 93.2%. The community also indicated benches/other seating (72.5%); informative signs (61.8%); 
benches/other seating (72.5); community gardens (56.2); picnic tables (39.9%); stone/rock walls (33.4%) and open field areas 
for sports (18%). 
 
The community indicated the type of greenery they prefer to have in public greenspace including: 
• wooded areas (85.2%) 
• wildflowers (76%) 
• pollinator gardens (71.9%) 
• fruit/vegetable gardens (29%) 
• open fields (22.8%) 
• no preference (4.4%) 
 
Mr. Harvey said that many greenspace areas are valuable to Lexington, but the survey shows the community favored the larger 
parks (McConnell Springs, The Arboretum, etc.) over the smaller parks (Gratz Park, Preston’s Cave Springs, etc.).   
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The demographics of the citizens who participated in the survey consisted of: 
• 9.2% - 18 years of age  
• 9.8% - 18-29 years of age 
• 27.2% - 30-39 years of age 
• 23.7% - 40-54 years of age 
• 29% - 55-70 years of age 
• 9.2% - 70 plus years of age 
 
There were hundreds of comments given by the citizens. Below are just a few as to what is wanted in the greenspace areas: 
1) making the projects inviting and accessible for the people. 
2) promoting backyard habitats along the greenspace areas. 
3) planting more tree saplings in the greenspace. 
4) holding elected officials and administrators accountable. 
 
He mentioned that the community is excited about the Greenspace Master Plan and appreciated the time it took to conduct the 
survey. 
 
Ecological Sensitivity Findings 
 
Mr. Harvey said that they have been working with Biohabitats, an Environmental Consulting Agency, to digitize, research, and 
build off assessments of work that's already been done in Fayette County. This will help develop a way to think about and show 
ecologically sensitive areas in Fayette County. 
 
Biohabitats will also help develop plans for public and private action and determine what are the best practices of maintenance 
and stewardship.  
 
He explained that using an outside source, their focus was to develop a digitized and research-oriented assessment of Fayette 
County that included the previous data that was collected. With that information, they helped to develop a way to think about 
and show ecologically sensitive areas in Fayette County, but more importantly, they helped develop action plans and what are 
the best practices of maintenance and stewardship for public and private.  
 
Mr. Harvey gave a brief description of the following slides. 
 
Final Analysis Results 
Includes: 
• Stream Buffers (and their land cover) 
• Floodplains (and their land cover) 
• Wetlands  
• Forest Patch Sizes 
• Forest Configuration Categories  
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Includes: 
• Stream Buffers (and their land cover) 
• Floodplains (and their land cover) 
• Wetlands  
• Forest Patch Sizes 
• Forest Configuration Categories  
 

 
 

Final Ecological Analysis Results with RLMP Priority Areas 
and Greenway Zones from 2001 MP 
 

 
 

Tree Canopy/Forest 
Riparian restoration 
Opportunities 
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Draft Deliverables 
 
Overall Greenway System Map 
• Conservation Greenway Corridor maps are organized around the existing watersheds in the county.  
• Ecological sensitivity analysis based on streams, floodplains, riparian corridors and existing tree canopy highlights the 

most sensitive and thus important areas for future protection/preservation in the city.  
• These sensitive areas, when protected, will help overall stormwater management in the city, improve water quality, provide 

wildlife habitat, reduce heat-island effect, and provide access to stream resources. 
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Trail System Map 
 
Alta Planning and Design has defined a system of 27 corridors that cross Lexington. Some of which are parallel to the Hub 
and Spoke Transportation system. The majority are corridors are either full or partial in the defined conservation greenway. 
 
A comprehensive trail network in Lexington would start with the conservation greenway and involve the opportunity to get a 
shared-use trail in many locations in off-road areas such as the Legacy Trail and Town Branch Trail.  
 
The Overall Trail System Map 
• The trails identified in the Greenway Master Plan focus on creating a city/county-wide trail network. The trail network 

highlights - Off-road Shared Use Trails and Paved trails (many of these are located within the greenway area), Side 
paths, Separated Bikeways (Cycle Track), and Separated Bike Lanes.   

• This system of trails will connect existing parks, open spaces, and other major destinations across the city.  
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Below are the five (5) trail types to help connect the greenway network.    
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Mr. Harvey presented the following slides and briefly described each. 
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The next steps are to discuss the Continue System Plan Refinement, Further Expansion Area Master Plan Coordination and Public Forum (September 18th). 
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Questions and comments – Russ Turpin commented that the environmentally sensitive areas, sinkholes, and Karst features 
were not listed.   
 
Mr. Harvey said that those are listed on the overlays.  For example, in the expansion area, environmentally sensitive areas are 
one of the significant issues that will be reviewed.  
 
Amy Clarke commented that three (3) things hinder a bike path: State collaboration for major roads; routes of the trail being 
in the stream buffer; and the safety of people.  She suggested having a local committee with representatives from each of the 
areas so their concerns can be heard.  
 
Mr. Harvey said that there is an overlap between the Complete Streets Action Plan (CSAP) and the Greenway Master Plan. 
There is an opportunity to work with other parties to define a particular side path system that is part of the Complete Streets 
on many of the corridors.  
 
Mr. Harvey then said that there is a list of constraints for each of the trails and greenways. The public needs to understand the 
things that happen are based on both public input and technical/economic feasibility. 
 
Mr. Harvey agreed that being aware of environmentally sensitive areas and how those areas are impacted is important.  
 
Ms. Clarke commented that there will be areas where the connection cannot be made or something will be done that is less 
favorable. It will be challenging, especially in the older areas of Lexington. 
 
Mr. Harvey said that having a defined Master Plan is beneficial and allows the city to look at how projects should be 
implemented as development comes into the area.  
 
Ms. Clarke asked in terms of the local committees, should that belong in the Complete Streets endeavor. 
 
Mr. Harvey does not want to assume how the action plan of those two efforts will go, but conversations have started. In his 
opinion, there is an overlap and there may be a way that collectively those subjects would be interrelated.   
 
Amy Sohner asked what consideration was given to low-income or economically disadvantaged people for either completing 
the survey or the prioritization process. 
 
Mr. Harvey responded that the city has background studies that can be used to highlight and show the overlay of systems. 
However, they do not have a prioritization plan, but he believes that will be part of the effort as to where they should start. 
There will be more conversations where people's input will be welcomed.  
 
Russ Turpin commented that using the information from the Proposed Water Quality Monitoring Program Updates would be 
beneficial to see the areas that impact waterways and streams and how to connect corridors.  
 
Mr. Turpin asked if the scope of the work looking at the greenway systems is only for property owners and operations of 
LFUCG, or if there is consideration for a third party that is also doing greenway connectivity. 
 
Demetria Kimball Mehlhorn responded that this is a huge effort and there are a lot of Stakeholders that have been brought in. 
They are reviewing the potential to work with Homeowner Associations for potential easement acquisition in areas that 
already have open spaces. Everyone needs to understand that this is not only a conservation greenway but a secondary step to 
the off-road bike trails. 
 
Molly Cummins asked if there was any consideration on known cultural resources and environmentally sensitive areas that 
would overlay on future developments.  
 
Mr. Harvey said that many of the environmentally sensitive areas fall in the greenway corridor, but it is more complicated in 
the Urban Service Area.  They are trying to show the destination and features, but to call them out and list them is more 
complicated.  Adding an overlay would be beneficial for the urban areas.  
 
Ms. Cummins commented that we need to look at what can be learned from and what to avoid in the future.   
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Ms. Kimball Mehlhorn replied that schools are definitely on there as destinations.  She commented that this is a high-level 
master plan and a lot of concerns have been voiced that are not part of this plan; however, they will be part of the plan as it 
moves forward.  
 
Potential Topics for the Next Meeting 
 
Ms. Sohner asked for any suggestions for potential topics for the next meeting. The following items were suggested by the 
audience: 
 
Ken Cooke requested the Kentucky Division of Water to present when the City of Lexington will be receiving the next 
KPDES Phase I MS4 Permit. 
 
Mr. Cooke also requested an update on the remedial measures plan for the sanitary sewers construction pollution control 
program for the areas within ecologically sensitive areas.   
 
With regard to stormwater, Amy Clark requested the Division of Planning present information on HB 443, which is a change 
in the KRS Chapter 100 requiring local laws dealing with subdivision plats and development plans to be set out by objective 
standards and applied ministerially. 
 
Traci Wade responded that the Division of Engineering will be addressing HB 443 at the Workshop with the Engineering, 
Development & Construction Industry held in December this year. As for the Planning Commission, there will be broader 
groups to work through HB 443 as opposed to the SSAC meeting. 
 
Ms. Clark requested notice of the December workshop be sent to the public who participate in the Stormwater Stakeholders 
Advisory Committee. 
 
Ms. Wade commented that she would pass that information on to Doug Burton with the Division of Engineering.  
 
Greg Lubeck said that the divisions have been looking at the Stormwater Manual, Zoning Ordinance, and the Land 
Subdivision Regulations, but to let the staff know if particular things are concerning.  
 
Announcements 
 
 September 8th - 11th – KY/TN Water Professionals Conference, Louisville, KY 
 September 13th – Due Date for Art by Nature submissions 
 September 14 – Household Hazardous Waste Collection  
 September 16th - Wolf Run Watershed Council Meeting Fayette County Extension Office, Room B 
 September 27th - Kentucky Water Resources Annual Symposium  
 October 11th - 20th - Tree Week 
 October 18th - Dec. 6th – Art by Nature gallery opens at Living Arts & Science Center 
 October 19th – Treevangelist tree planting training  
 October 19th – Arbor Day Celebration at the Arboretum 
 October 26th – Coldstream Planting Party  
 November 15th – ABN LexArts Hop  
 November 29th - Gobble Grease Toss 
• December 6th - Last SSAC Meeting of 2024 
• December 13th - Workshop with the Engineering, Development, and Construction Industry 
 
Adjournment  
The meeting concluded at 10:26 a.m. 
 


