Gathering for Supporting and Strengthening
New Mexico Watershed Groups & Restoration Work
Watershed Forum Follow-up Meeting 2 
May 11, 2009
Introduction (Karen Menetrey)
This meeting is the second of three follow up meetings after the September 2008 watershed forum.
Announcements (all)
Rachel Conn: River Clean up in Taos, Centinel Bank, June 6, 2009, 8am

Mark Schienbaum:  son needs work, project management, golf course tending;

Also Osprey habitat unveiling at Eagle Nest State Park, July 4, 2009 weekend
Alan Huerta, CWA: Turbidity and temperature sampling on the Ponil Creek 

Rachel Conn: Upper Red River Watershed, riparian enclosure work and campout

Kina Murphy: May 16, 2009 Monica Lucero Park 

Roland Pentilla: September 2, 2009 on the Galisteo

City of Albuquerque’s MS4 permit expired. Thirty day comment period will start in June.

Carol Moritz: Wed, May 13th, Middle Rio Grand Watershed Group Meeting, City of Albuquerque Open Space Visitor Center on Coors

20% of State Revolving Funds from the stimulus package can be spent on “green projects” but the RFP that went out in March 2009 from the Construction Programs Bureau did not include notice on the “green projects.”

Other stimulus funding may include funds for watershed groups from the federal Omnibus spending law, termed the Cooperative Watershed Management Act.
Watershed Portal (Jeremy Kruger; New Mexico Forest and Watershed Health Office at NM Energy Minerals and Natural Resources, Division of Forestry)
allaboutwatersheds.org
An information clearing house for dissemination of information and collaboration about forestry and watershed health information.  Key feature is its capacity: you will be able to upload and download large files from it. Categories on the portal include: educational documents, GIS collections, tools, files, and interactive calendar.  Jeremy showed a demonstration of the portal, including an event on the calendar for a Quivira Coalition workshop in November 2009. Newsfeeds send out an email to all who have signed up and let them know that there is new information on a topic, for example there is a plan to have a newsfeed for funding opportunities (new RFPs issued). The Groups feature allows people to form a new group for collaborative efforts, projects, etc.  You can work collaboratively online and have information that is not seen by the public but only by group members, or you can put information into the public portion. The online groups can be long term or just for the life of the project. 
Jeremy showed an example group of the New Mexico Watershed Forum, and added a folder called Meeting Notes.  Abe noted that the NMED SWQB Non-Point Source Management Plan (new draft) contains a commitment for the Watershed Protection Section to assist with the portal. Peter Wilkinson: can you expand library beyond New Mexico so that we can also find out what is going on in other states?  
This portal is not on the state government system.  The ongoing IT support is through Ferguson Lynch through a contract from the NM Forestry and Watershed Restoration Institute. The funding was from a state of NM legislative appropriation through severance tax bonds.  Kina Murphy asked if wetlands information can be included. Jeremy said yes, but nothing has been uploaded for wetlands yet. 
Letter to Policy Makers on Watershed Funding (Rich Schrader and Mike Bain)

The letter raises three issues of concern to Watershed Protection Organizations (WPOs): 

1. Funding focuses primarily on implementation, leaving many group to struggle to pay basic operating expenses and legacy costs such as monitoring and repair; 

2. Most funding programs require fixed estimates in the initial proposal, which requires design costs to be covered a-priori by the WPO and can lead to inadequate vetting of costs and requirements;

3. WPOs make a best estimate of costs yet can find that actual costs for restoration are much higher than the original budget.

Solutions/actions steps requested in the letter

1. Invest in people capacity

2. Allow conservation groups to bill burdened rates for staff people.

3. Offer grants that fully fund restoration design work technical assistance, and assessment work.

4. Allow grants funds to pay for a full and reasonable estimate of time for consultation, collaboration and coordination activities.

5. Offer a revolving loan fund.

Discussion of the issues and process for issuing this letter:
· There is a problem with being able to planning at a watershed scale, limitations in each funding source for topic that can be addressed, the problem with projects are that they are a piece of the whole watershed. We are somebody, we offer something that no other organization can provide- comprehensive watershed planning. “We are providing an irreplaceable service, in considering ground water, multi-sectoral, multi-jurisdictional. “
· It is the breadth and scope of the watershed groups, but the restriction on funding means you have to cobble together funding from different priority sources, while at the same time we are talking about holistic and comprehensive watershed planning.  Let’s include these other issues because we may only get one chance at getting people’s attention on this.

· Let us also have discussions with people who are directly related to how the money is distributed. These people have objectives, agency priorities, and limitations.  We need to understand these issues; we are partners and we need to address these issues together. We don’t want to create a division between the implementers and the WPOs.
· This is a process, not a letter. I suggest targeting state legislators. 
· One of the common complaints from funders is that large NGOs don’t need these big overhead costs, but for small NGOs they may not have other revenue sources.
· On the solutions bullets, the administration costs is the big issue for groups I work with.  We need to describe what “burdened rates” means. 
· A “burdened rate” is a rate that loads the salary costs so that it includes all of the costs to run the organization.
· The burdened rate would also cover uncertainties or contingencies, and you have to determine risks of the unfunded tasks.
· If funders don’t cover the work of the WPOs upfront to write the proposals then they aren’t covering costs. People are volunteering and putting in their time and that needs to be recognized.
· We need to emphasize that this is a stakeholder process. There should be grant writers who watershed groups can go to.
· We need a white paper emphasizing some of these points. This letter will go to the administrators of legislators. An important point to make: “What if we did not exist to fulfill federal and state agency priorities? “ And a case study with the dollars, the in-kind, the matching funds, where had we not been there as voluntary organizations, what would have happened with added financial burden and damage to water.”  
· In terms of process, you can have executive directors agree to have their names and organizations listed.
· If you want to get Soil and Waters Conservation Districts to sign on, you have to add agriculture into the letter.
· If anyone has specific comments that they want in the letter, please provide them in the next week, then we will give several weeks for WPOs to decide whether they want to sign on. Rich and Mike will ask who will sign on, and who is willing to meet with policy makers and continue the discussion.
· It still does not address all the different stakeholders there are in small or large organizations.  They have no idea how big we are.
· We can ask how many people are represented by the organization.
· I would go for the diversity of types of people rather than numbers.
· I don’t know how many groups work with stewardship groups, but maybe we could get those groups to sign on.

· The letter should be clearer about the issue of projects being under funded.
· I am interested in sitting down with Abe, Karen, Steve Fischer and other people who are close the funding sources.  
· I will make a folder in the portal to start this discussion effort.
· You only get one shot at getting a governor’s attention and it must be a final draft.

.  
Mike, Rich, Alan, Dave, Kina, Rachel, and Jan-Willem agreed to be in a work group for this letter.
Statewide Watershed Assembly (Rich)
What would be the benefit of a watershed assembly? How do you see a watershed assembly working?

· There is a need to have a resource that watershed groups can go to that gives information on different grants, also to have a professional grant writer.
· A vehicle for a common voice, as a way more powerful voice for making change that we can all resonate with.
· We are stronger in unity.
· Could share our WRAS and communicate with each other.
· How do we get to the point where those are operational items? Are we talking about a commercial entity that helps the group get together then cut the strings later? How is it sustainable? Is there open membership? How do you make sure it represents everyone?
· Establishing best practices and standards that we can aspire to. For example, I am interested in storm water management, what would go into such a plan, what are BMPs? The model for me is the Wisconsin River Alliance, a center, and organization. The river alliance exists to support these other groups.

· Former Gov. Anaya gave an interview on the stimulus package. He said all of the projects need to have collaboration and sustainability. It is this collaboration that we need an assembly for. We are all working toward the same thing. If I was in Santa Fe I would want the SWCD involved in the watershed group. Collaboration gives you more punch.
· We need the framework to support the desired function of a watershed assembly. Wisconsin may have resources that NM does not have. Let’s not shoot too high.
· Amigos Bravos has had an interest in this type of effort. The River Alliance of Wisconsin operates similar to River Network. We may need a different model for NM, one unique to NM.
· There are a lot of models- Watershed Coordinating Committee in Montana, Colorado Watershed Assembly
· The organizational framework is important but it needs to meet the purpose. Do we want something for everyone or just to focus on NGOs? Colorado’s model is geared more toward the NGOs, whereas Chesapeake Bay is for everyone.
· The partnerships in watersheds are dependent on the watersheds. In larger order streams it is driven by agencies, smaller order watersheds it is driven by small NGOs.
· Only if we can compete with you fairly on the funding.
· We need to figure out what works.
· One purpose should be to promote real watershed groups. SWDCs are not real watershed groups, although they can create watershed groups. The assembly should stimulate the formation of watershed groups.
· There are two broad needs: to support independent groups with administrative functions; and identify what are the threats to our watershed. How can this group help agencies address those issues in a public arena? A unified group would bring a lobbying force to help address some of these issues. 
· The whole point of pulling people together is for lobbying. The way to secure the funding is to have the voice big enough to get it.
· It really important to identify methods that work for different types of systems.
· The state agency is mandated to deal with TMDLs, but we have other priorities.
· An example is the Mutual Aid Society. I don’t think there is pride of authorship in the smaller groups. We want to take the burden off the small groups.
· Could the role of the organization also be to do restoration in areas hat don’t have active watershed groups? 

· Would like to reiterate finding what works in NM, as we often get left out of national policy decisions.
· My recollection of earlier discussions of a statewide group would be for it to serve as a fiscal agent. But I am not sure that a new organization is required for this particular function.
· In Alaska, they have a watershed coordinator, but the leader rotates among watershed groups.
· I’d like to go beyond the list of BMPS and see the group be able to provide technical assistance, especially for groups that are trying to get started.
· I’d also like to see a Best Governance Practice. 

Membership  
Who would be members? Who are the clients? Who would be specifically served?

· Everyone.
· What about state and federal agencies?
·  NM has little water that is being demanded by more and more people.  I respect agency folks but we need the organization for NGOs.
· The client is the river.
· INC is made up of a bunch of diverse people and organizations that have different levels off representation.
·  Focus in on agriculture and environment. They are dealing with natural ecosystems.
· I would like to see reference to a healthy ecosystem. In Paseo Del Norte Watershed, we have an executive council that makes decisions.
· There’s no reason to have different memberships level. 501(c) (3) s can’t really lobby- we call it education. It seems that this should be about what is good for NM and we shouldn’t limit to environment and agriculture.
· If we divide our focus into two categories: ecosystem services and protecting ecosystem health.
· We need to diversity, we need to be inclusive. There is a benefit to state agencies in being involved in groups like this. Stick with purpose, form a partnership, make it easy to join, easy to pull out, everyone chips in what they can.
· Let’s be careful about individuals and constituencies.  People hold many titles in a small state like this. Open the doors. People who are willing to work on this are the people we want.
Next Steps 
· If NMED funds a watershed forum, can they also role in the organization of the watershed assembly into the organization of the watershed forum?
· It depends on whether it is a whole new organization. Maybe there could be steering committee proposing a process, then a planning board that came out of that. They would look at the purpose and at various funding streams, and then contract out with an existing organization.

· Need to develop structure first.  Let the group come back with some type of framework.
· Have the planning group come up with a description of what other states are doing and present it to the group, then come up with recommendations. This is a critical juncture; the next step needs to be a smaller group giving it structure.
· I’d rather see several alternatives.
· The planning committee looked at different models, but we need to look at which are effective.
· The largest assembly is the forum. Can we empower the forum as the decision-making body?
Committee for Statewide Watershed Forum; Karen, Mark, David, Susan, Brian, Dee, Peter, Kina, Alan
The first meeting will be via a conference call at 1 p.m. Tuesday, May 26th.
2:30 pm Sharing Success Stories in Watershed Work

Notes: 4 Tables

Table 1:
Steve Fischer: RPMC: La Ventana Project (196?); hwy 44, 11 miles S. of Cuba, reroute of hwy resulting is the cutting of the river from 2.2 miles to 1.1. In 1997 a congressional action was established (authorized but no appropriation) to look at project.  RPMC and DOT agreed to build 2 bridges; costs came in at 2x estimate but were still carried out with the help of a BLM labor crew.  Still working on re-vegetation (WEG and RERI grant). Lesson: long-term groups committed to a project can be successful despite lack of funding.
Brian Hanson: PDN Watershed Council; when first established sought model. Researched groups throughout nation, IDed problem, then how to solve. Early 2000s Problem statement for Elephant Butte to Presidio TX unnatural managed flows and extraction for ag uses. This generated reactions by irrigators and irrigation districts-alienating major stakeholders.  Lesson: Be careful how you ID problem and invite all stakeholders to be involved.

Dee Tarr: EBP came out of EB regional water plan with a focus on recharge. 4 SWCDs applied for $ to thinning, trees, erosion control structures, seeding, and monitoring.  Now in it’s 6th year, steering committee to add in agencies (NMSF, FS, FWRI as facilitator and tech assist), land grants, TNC.  Using 3rd parties for project inspection and monitoring. Lesson: A collaborative effort can lead to increased stakeholders, increased funding, and increased science.

Rich Schrader: 8 group joint proposal to network; established by a grant asking “How do you relate to others”.  3 meetings formed between groups. Lesson at the end:  Groups need a revenue stream and strong leadership to keep the momentum of an organization going.
Susan Rich: Subdivision review; started a focus on capacity building and projects. Lesson: Success can come from seeming near failure, but with local support and perseverance, it can be attained. 
Table 2:
Abe Franklin: 2001 San Juan Basin-Largo Canyon Watershed (2 years).  Target: Sedimentation. Who: Quivera, NMED, BLM, ISC. Barriers: Not much interest, resistance to collaboration, effective outreach. Results: Roads education project/workshop. Lessons: The right people at the right time with continued persistence can get things done.

Jose Varela-Lopez: La Cienega Riparian Restoration (4 years). Target: non native vegetation removal. Who: SWCD, County. Barriers: convince County of need for chemical treatment. Results: tree removal and channel stabilization efforts. Lessons: Sharing success, persistence, education, community involvement.

Barbara Johnson: Torreon Wash Project @ Ojo Encinco (5 years). Target: Water Quality. Who: Quivera, Rio Puerco Mang. Com., Rancher’s Com, Graduate Student, summer youth program. Barriers: EPA funding delay, upfront time investment.  Opportunities: Collaboration, Education.  Results: 16.5 miles of road treatment for sediment redux (1/2 completed); monitoring protocol for ephemeral streams. Lessons: Local involvement, sustained funding.
Table 3:
Ken Wilhelm: Cerro Grande Aftermath; reseeding and Bosque restoration. Funding dried up and, thus, upkeep and maintenance suffered. Lessons: Fostering relations can be tough (flow of information).

Kina Murphy: Galisteo Basin; helping landowners, schools, etc. to establish a working watershed and a working, integrated landscape.  Through several demo and pilot projects community and stewardship groups were established.  However, Youth, tribes, ranchers were missing from the effort. After 10 years there is still significant erosion, development, and mining.  Lesson; involve all stake-holders, create community involvement.

Mark Scheinbaum: Coli form bacteria contamination in Angel Fire.  Started fact finding (monitoring). Results: Birds were #1 source of pollutant (naturally occurring source of pollution.) Much money was spent on fencing, etc. that ultimately didn’t help because pollution was human caused. Lesson: Fact finding is important before project implementation.
Table 4:
Alan Huerta: Failure: Having the right equipment is key, something as simple as having the right stadia bar.

Rachel Conn: Success: Introduction of River Otters into the Rio Grande Watershed.  Time period:  8 years.  Performed extensive surveys to see if there were otters, public information campaign, outreach to outdoors groups. Challenges: impacts on fish populations, southern part of the state was a push against. There was great collaboration with the Pueblos, which is where the otters were released. New Mexico friends of River Otters.  
Bumps along the way: Monitoring issues with the Pueblo.  Now, they want to reintroduce more.

Mike Bain: Challenges: Successfully engaging a district ranger. Former district ranger didn’t do NEPA on projects. 1 ½ year process to engage the ranger to become interested in what the quivira coalition was doing.   What got her attention was a note to her supervisors.  Not done in a harmful way, just asking questions on why there was not more engagement.  Take away: sometimes you have to push back on things.  Also, knowing the correct pressure points and the right time to put pressure.    Ultimately, the whole situation has turned out to be positive.

If doing a federal grant, get into their funding cycle begin by getting compliance issues of the way first.
Rachel Conn: Policy success; Rio Fernando. Upper watershed land owner concerned about the effect of agriculture on the river.  He started sampling and NMED downgraded the standards because the steam was dry.  The result was that Amigos Bravos got involved at the policy level to show that the perennial standards should apply. EPA suggested that the stream get listed for perennial.

Alan Huerta: Success; Linda Ford pushed hard to get her community fire-wise.  Because of her efforts, there are now 7 fire-wise communities. Colfax County now has community plans for each community.  This is an example of how one woman could start an entire movement.

Cimmaron Watershed Alliance owes much of its success to competing interests.  
Rachel: But competing interests can lead to inaction because only the small, easy items are addressed. 

Mike Bain: Quivera often does not speak out because they want to remain neutral.  Thinking that a watershed group could take on that responsibility. That way the coalition could take a stance without being too accountable.

Rachel: Sometimes taking a softer stance is effective. It would be useful in the Forum to discuss how different groups handle those situations.

Karen Menetrey: Had a difficult time getting RERI projects.  Had to come up with a laundry list of positives. 

3:15 pm Discuss action items, next steps and date for third meeting
Next gathering:
· Get information on what the letter looked like, getting it approved, and getting people to sign on (Finished by the 3rd week of June)

· Look at information that was compiled by the Watershed Assembly (Meeting should take place prior to next meeting) Look at an outline.

· Possibly invite policy makers to attend 

· Watershed Forum Planning

· Portal How To Session (Jeremy)

· Next Watershed Forum Follow-up Meeting date:  July 21st, BLM office at 435 Montaño, Albuquerque at 9:50 am.  
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