Watershed Forum Follow Up Meeting Minutes

March 26, 2009
10:00 a.m. Introductions (Karen Menetrey)

· Forum committee members identified themselves

· Karen Menetrey, Jim Wanstall, Jeremy Kruger, Abe Franklin, Nina Wells, Susan Rich, Kent Reid, Barbara Coulter
10:10 a.m. Description of Purpose (Rich Schrader)

· Follow up on watershed forum issues

· Interest in forming a statewide watershed coalition

10:15 a.m. Summarize Ideas from 2008 Forum (Jim Wanstall)  

· Interest in forming a coalition

· Need to collaborate more between watershed groups
10:20 a.m. List of Current Funding Opportunities (Jeremy Kruger)

· Additional Funding sources
· Rachel Conn: Kellogg Foundation has recently prioritized funding for NM- toxics for kids; Wilderness Society- ATV in upper watersheds; Clean Water Network State Assistance Fund Grant Network, twice a year $3-5 K for watershed groups on CWA issues
· Susan Rich: Together Green Innovation Grants- support leadership developments
· Julie Alcon: USACE restoration grants

10:25 a.m. Ground Rules (Rich Schrader)

· Description of Process for this meeting
· Discuss Hot Topics in small groups. Seating has been arranged for each table to have a variety of organizations represented.

10:30 a.m. Break out Groups; Identifying Priorities and Tangible Tasks

Table #1:
Mike Bain, Ryan Bolton, Barbara Coulter, Lea Knutson, Alicia San Gil, Kathy Verhage, Peter Wilkinson

3 Topics: compiled from each member of the group

1- Funding- especially operating costs
2- Albuquerque city ordinance needed to prohibit dumping
3- Lobbying
4- Watershed monitoring efforts by citizens 
5- Volunteers and engaging public participation/networking
6- What are the steps needed to get to goals?  What is the game plan?
7- Data sharing/not re-inventing the wheel
8- Watersheds that are forested and pose a fire risk
9- Cross-jurisdictional landscape level work
10- Climate change
11- On the ground protection/restoration action
12- Priorities- what are they and where?
13- Identify and show how to minimize threats
14- Reactive rather then proactive
15- NEPA compliance
16- Funders need to get together and make getting funds more user-friendly.
17- Mission drift

Common Themes and Priorities:
1-   Streamlining funding mechanisms and application process for grants

2-  Collaborative watershed strategy; minds coming together to then lobby to make things happen

3- “Technical Toolbox”: bring data together to analyze and prioritize projects; a data clearing house; dealing with NEPA.

Table #2 and #3 (combined):
Rachel Conn, Steve Fischer, Jeremy Kruger, Mark Scheinbaum, Nelly Smith, Dierdre Tarr, Jill Wick, Julie Alcon
3 Topics:
Steve Fischer; BLM, RPMC:

1- Money needed for projects

2- Lack of operating money

3- Procurement difficulties

Nelly Smith; EPA:

1- Challenges showing results to congress

2- Need a strategy with the state to prove program effectiveness

Rachel Conn; Amigos Bravos:

1- Who needs to be at the table and who is doing watershed work?

2- Loss of jurisdiction with the Clean Water Act (due to court cases).

3- Legislation is needed for enforceable NPS regs.

Jill Wick; DGF:

1- Watershed health issues

2- Technical guidance needed for projects

3- A need to focus on keeping water in the river

Mark Scheinbaum; CWA:

1- Funding, administrative money

2- Keep the focus on clean Water

Common Themes and Priorities:

1- Administrative Funding:  Making sure that we get all of the administrative funding and reimbursements we are entitled to; making sure we get credit for in-kind work and services; taking advantage of clauses and grant provisions which give us working capital so our offices and/or staff can continue to exist between projects and grants or during times when funding is late. Being able to purchase the expertise we need from other watersheds and consultants for more efficient grant completion.
2- Prioritizing Missions:  Similar to our own discussions of water quality issues and the percentage of time and money used for the mandate of clean water as a Watershed Alliance mandate. The EPA representative indicated that many officials in Congress and the EPA in Washington feel that water quality “team: needs to redouble clean water projects and issues to stem Congressional and taxpayer criticism of some grants. She said lots of publicity focuses on “delisted” waterways and failures, while fewer than 100 codified and proven “saved” waterways have been documented in recent years. (see below)
3- Success Stories:  Taking the EPA lead, the Amigos Bravo rep reported that 90% of New Mexico Waterways are “at risk of losing Clean Water Act protection/jurisdiction. The group consensus was that we need to constantly publicize and document our success stories, no matter how small. Some of the smaller, perhaps ancillary projects (our student programs, raptors, fire wise liaison, thinning, wildlife habitat improvement etc) need to be re-packaged as “clean water” success stories for government officials and the general public.

Table #4:
Tom Morris, Gene Tatum, Barbara Johnson, Kent Reid, Nina Wells, Carol Schrader

3 Topics:

Gene Tatum; AWF:
1- Older membership

2- Funding issues

Barbara Johnson; Rio Puerco Alliance:

1- Need for operational money

2- A need for cleaning up illegal trash dumps

3- Project grant money is not an issue

Kent Reid; NMFWRI:

1- A need to reduce the risk of wildfires

2- Support for watershed monitoring needed; training

3- Gray Vireo monitoring needed due to potential of becoming listed and affecting ability to work in PJ.

Nina Wells; NM Environment Department:

1- How do we incorporate public opinion? The public need to be involved.

2- Monitoring is becoming a requirement for 319, but it is not funded to the extent of the current monitoring levels.

3- Low rainfall = timeline issues is monitoring because changes are slow.
Common Themes and Priorities:

1- Have consistent public participation with members, how do you keep them coming back, keeping consistent membership with your watershed group, keeping effective volunteers (how can you help them pay for their time; i.e. gas), thank you to volunteer groups.

2- Funding: Operating budgets needed, qualifying monitoring people.

3- Contentious issues; water in the river, beavers.
Table #5:

Karen: Susan Rich, Jeff Morton, Dave Groenfeldt, Sterling Grogan, Carol Moritz, Karen Menetrey

3 Topics:

Susan Rich: started in a watershed group, now in State Forestry implementing the Forest and Watershed Health Plan, tries to help watershed groups.

1- Funding

2- Finding ways through bureaucratic impediments
3- Getting political will. Anti-donation clause in particular is problematic; also cultural resource clearance takes a long time.

Jeff Morton: 

1- Few sources are willing to fund biophysical and social inventory, baseline, planning work: this results in piecemeal work as that can pull the funding together, results in educated guesswork.

2- Difficulty in getting funding for the entire project, e.g. monitoring, planning; has to ask for partial funding.

3- Very few funding sources that has enough funding to fund a full project.

David Groenfeldt: 
1- Difficult water policies create a delicate adversarial contest for watershed planning. 
2- Anything we want to do as a small organization runs up against the territorial control (land ownership) of whoever owns a piece of property- if it’s not a city priority, they could care less if it is our priority.  

3- We need respect. We need to be given status as an entity recognized by the state or county.  Watershed groups have the authority to represent the interest of the watershed.” This is linked to the idea of asking a Watershed Council. Example: went to US ACE meeting on watershed planning and city said “your idea is not a priority for the city.”  The watershed group clearly had no standing in the process and was told so. 

Sterling Grogan: Started Sapello Watershed group recently and received funding for a WRAS. It is challenging. They had the largest turnout of first meeting for a watershed group- 65 people.  
1- Most of the people don’t understand what a WRAS is (think it’s a mechanism for property takings) and don’t know what a watershed is.

2-  Trans- jurisdictional issue. Tried to get a CFRP grant and as soon as they mentioned private land, problem specific to US FS
3-  Lack of participation by young people (almost no young people attend the meetings).

Carol Moritz: Cuidad Soil and Water Conservation District, Middle Rio Grande Water Quality Work Group, WRAS is completed: 

1- don’t have funding to do the priority projects

2- need improved participation from stakeholders, participation tends to be from govt agencies but irregularly

3- Improved coordination from govt. agencies, duplication in projects. They have created a watershed sharing information data base newmexicowaterconnections.com Go to Ciudad Soil and Water Conservation District website and get the accurate website.

Karen: RERI:  Challenges are navigating the requirements of the funding source, conveying the opportunities of the funding source to applicants and writing a legal RFP, selecting projects that best utilize the funding, while at the same time managing the 27 processes from the past two years and compiling information for the legislature to continue. 

Common Themes and Priorities:

Jeff: One common theme includes Political will, respect, not knowing what a watershed group is, raising awareness, outreach effort that would education people, including legislature.

Dave:  Parallel with Civil rights movement. In this case it would be Nature’s rights.  There was a thought that you could not regulate morality, but found out you could, it took demonstrations;  in the absence of a legislative bill,  you can still gain recognition, maybe the state should have a mechanism for formally recognizing individual watershed groups.

Rich: The common theme above was raised.

Sterling: The principal thing that makes legislators tick is county commissions. Usually these are driven by agricultural interests.   Soil and Water Conservation Dist. are linked to agriculture.  But SWCD are not tied to the watersheds.

1- Streamline processes so more work done on the ground

2- Communication tool to get word out about issues

3- Information on what people are doing so don’t re-invent the wheel.

Table #6:

Francois-Marie Patorni, Abe Franklin, Hilary Brinegar, Ken Wilhelm, Jim Wanstall, Anne Watson

3 Topics:

Francois-Marie Patorni; Santa Fe Watershed Assoc.:
1- Biggest obstacle to progress is overcoming inertia present in Santa Fe Government.  City counselors are luke warm.  Mayor campaigned on promise of fighting for water in the Santa Fe River, but has not followed through

2- Funding and membership.  Have 150 members, but need more.
3- More formal representation at the city, state and county levels.

Abe Franklin; New Mexico Environment Dept.:
1- Developing a plan for the NMED section under my supervision.  12 million dollars, 12 people, need to focus on non-point source pollution.
2- Planning for non-point source programs based on EPA guidance.  

3- Figuring out how to various aspects of Quantify TMDLs.

Hilary Brinegar; Paso Del Norte Watershed Council:
1- Time.  Since the Paso Del Norte Watershed Council is an all volunteer organization, everyone has regular jobs outside the group that take up a lot of their time.  There is no executive director to create momentum.
2- Funding and time are linked.  Without staff person to pursue funding you can’t get funding to hire a staff person.  Funding is a constant issue.
3- Border issues with Mexico associated with water and natural resources.
Ken Wilhelm; San Ildefonso Pueblo:
1- Issues associated with Los Alamos National Labs.  This includes:

1. PCBs in streams and rivers

2. Cerro Grande Fire aftermath.  Effects on stream function and floodplain connectivity as well as water quality.

Jim Wanstall (New Mexico Dept. of Ag.)

1- Awareness and education on noxious weeds.

2- Funding for noxious weed control efforts

3- Local organization of noxious weed control efforts

Anne Watson (Biophilia Foundation)

1- Landowner participation is hard to get.  Many absentee landowners in our area.  This is directly related to education and outreach.

2- Funds and time to write a WRAS. 

3- Obtaining good data on climate change and its possible effects on the watershed.  This is key to planning for future watershed efforts.

Common Themes and Priorities:
 

1- Shortage of time.  There was a sense that redundancy of programs and information is consuming a lot of time and effort, and that there are opportunities to streamline.
2- We identified a challenge to manage holistically, for multiple natural resources or resource concerns, when individual programs are focused on narrow resource concerns. 
3- We felt that public awareness of the importance of natural resources and watershed issues, and public participation rates, are low enough to be obstacles to either effective program implementation or political solutions to environmental problems.  Thus, an increased emphasis on education and outreach is warranted.    

11:15 a.m. Report Back: Identifying Priority Topics
Table #1

1-   Streamlining funding mechanisms; streamlining application process for grants

2-   Collaborative watershed strategy; minds coming together to then lobby to make things happen

3-  “Technical Toolbox”: bring data together to analyze and prioritize projects; a data clearing house; dealing with NEPA

Table #2 and #3

1- Need for funding for operating costs; need money to support organizations!

2- Need for coalition building within the state for people working with watershed issues; a contact list; a list of who is working on watershed issue; a list to identify who can work together

3- Effectiveness and accountability; a way for groups to measure effectiveness and ability to show how well we are doing it

Table #4

4- Have consistent public participation with members, how do you keep them coming back, keeping consistent membership with your watershed group, keeping effective volunteers (how can you help them pay for their time; i.e. gas), thank you to volunteer groups

5- Funding: Operating budgets needed, qualifying monitoring people

6- Contentious issues; water in the river, beavers

Table #5
1- Awareness raising; outreach and education; legislators,  (Why a watershed is important)

2- Funding

3- Watershed group standing; how do we get “standing” as watershed groups?  How do we get a seat at the table when watershed issues are involved (i.e. Army corps of Engineers) State watershed plan (3 groups) working together.

Table #6

1- People are too busy with tasks; relating to the time and money equation; part of the cause is redundancy

2- Challenge of managing holistically when mandates of a single program is focused on a single issue. Watershed groups have to fund a very specific initiative (hot holistic)

3- Need for education

4 Priority Topics for the Afternoon Sessions:
1- Collaborative watershed strategy; coalition building, combining groups; Challenge of managing holistically (7)

2- Effectiveness and Accountability; Monitoring; Technical toolbox for compliancy (i.e. NEPA) and a data clearinghouse (8)

3- Funding; making it more streamlined and holistic (5)

4- Awareness Raising and Public Participation (7)

12:00 p.m. Lunch

1:00 p.m. Priority Topic Groups

Group #1: Funding

Mike Bain, Jeremy Kruger, Steve Carson, Carol Moritz, Rachel Conn, Mark Scheinbaum, Barbara Coulter
Perspectives:
· Better coordination of Watershed resources, contacts, personnel etc through websites such as state forestry’s allaboutwatersheds.org
· More coordination for baseline monitoring and resource lists of experts, contractors, and online access to projects of other watershed groups
· More collaborative proposals where groups such as CWA might apply for grants with 2 or 3 or more other entities with a lead administrator or co-administration. The EPA and other agency reviewers at the meeting indicated that there was a “much higher” acceptance rate for grants which were collaborative efforts than just from a single sponsor.
· Surplus necessities: the need to maintain a surplus (bank balance) for administrative needs (phones, internet, secretarial staff, office, communications etc) for watershed groups so they can be run more like businesses and less like charities. Caution on Watershed reimbursements to contractors while the Watershed awaits overdue or delayed grant payments. The consensus was that most contractors who have worked in this field for any length of time are well aware of 90, 180-day or longer delays. They take this into consideration when they nail down large government contracts, and it is “just the way business is done.” 
· Monitoring:  the EPA once every two years will send a team to Watersheds to train stakeholders and officers in efficient monitoring techniques for projects, at no cost to the watershed.
· Build in costs—pay ourselves first. CWA could serve as a consultant to ranchers, towns, subdivisions etc on issues and legally charge an hourly rate to infuse money into our administrative account. If a usual rate for something is $70 per hour we are permitted to charge, say, $75 per hour with the extra $5 boosting our admin fund. Mike Bain of Quivira Coalition pointed out that we should charge fees at the highest—not the lowest—customary rates around. “If one agency reimburses $60 or $70 an hour for professional fees, why would you use them as a guideline when New Mexico DOT charges $130 an hour and no one has ever challenged their bills or reimbursements.” This does not mean that we are setting up our own shop, but that our Technical Advisory Panel has the basic oversight experience to steer stakeholders in the right direction regarding how to solve a problem. We make a general recommendation with an approved list of experts (we don’t solicit business for anyone) from the state or feds, and we charge a modest consulting fee for this service. FYI other Watersheds have “house parties,” wine tastings, raffles, auctions, festivals, and direct mail campaigns to build up administrative funds.

Possible Solutions and Tangible Outcomes

1- Allow more administration and operating expenses in state and federal grants; accomplished by sending a letter to state and federal grant managers.
2- Create a list of industry groups to help design projects and assess costs.
3- Fundraising training and small business management training.

Group #2: Collaboration 
Susan Rich, Steve Fischer, Jill Wick, David Groenfeldt, Abe Franklin, Barbara Johnson, Gene Tatum, Ryan Bolton, Julie Alcon, Karen Menetrey

Perspectives:

· Dave- SFWA is not just a stakeholder, we really represent the interest of the watershed and we should have standing. We are interested in having some sort of certification process for watershed groups.
· Abe- There is an issue that programs have very specific purposes. Organizations share those purposes but have the challenge of managing watersheds holistically.  Specifically, NMED’s 319(h) program limits certain types of activities that can be funded.  319 has a planning requirement before other projects can be funded. 
· Barbara- This is the third watershed non- profit I have been involved with. The groups do not work together; we need basic communication first.
· Gene- his organization doesn’t fit in this group very well.  He is interested in collaboration because it helps with bringing funding. 
· Julie- Rarely go to watershed groups and let them know that groups can get funding;  Domineci used to get a lot of money for the states. Collaboration is even more important for getting funding now.
· Karen- NMED will update the watershed group contact list to try to make it inclusive.
· Susan-  Watershed Portal, interactive portal, calendar, list serv., work group in virtual work group.  Forestry Division, Forest and Watershed Institute are working on setting this up now and are looking for ideas of what is needed.  
· Steve- Coming together as a Watershed forum was really valuable.
· Barbara- You need face-face communication too, to establish a relationship, then the electronic system can help in between.
· Steve- If you don’t know what people are doing it is hard to know how to approach them.
· Karen- The watershed forum cost $100,000 and took 18 months to accomplish so difficult to do every year.
· Abe- For some reason the planning committee was all state agencies. I’m wondering whether the forum would have benefited from other organizations being involved in the planning.  Would it have been better, or more inclusive to do a call for speakers instead of inviting speakers?

· Dave- A watershed group has a need for professionalizing the watershed groups. It doesn’t mean that every watershed group has to be at a technical capacity, but what we are trying to do is to become a group that the city will come to for consultation. Part of the function of watershed groups in NM is to compensate for bad government.    Water Cabinet could give standing to watershed groups. 
· Barbara- No one can say that you are professional group, the fact that a government group bestows you standing, doesn’t mean that people will give you standing. You have to earn that standing. Having a govt. agency say that you are okay is irrelevant.
· Dave- Another option would be for ISC help develop a watershed plan.
· Karen- What about collaboration between watershed groups and soil and water conservation districts?
· Susan- The board of directors of a SWCD sets priorities. There is also a NACD, strong personalities drive it one way or another.  Also there is a state Soil and Water Conservation dist.

· Steve- SWCD’s have their own priorities. 
· Abe- SWCD have their own missions, can serve as fiscal sponsors
· Susan- They could be part of the solution, as a conduit for funds and collaborator.  There is a state authority for SWCD to form watershed groups.  There is already a Forest and Watershed Health Coordinating Group already meeting and it is currently mostly govt. agencies.
· Steve- One of your functions of that group is encouraging collaboration, right?
· Dave- I feel the need for an inventory of associations, related groups, and institutional map of resources in NM.  How do organizations connect, how do they overlap?

Possible Solutions or Tangible Outcomes:

1- Contact List: We need to get this up to date and Inclusive

2- Communication Tool: List serve through State Forestry; building a web based portal to serve many functions

1-interactive calendar

2-interactive work groups; discussion

3-the ability to sign up for information (news) to be sent out to you

3- Statewide Watershed Forum; creating and making a regular event (once a year?), then possibly use the portal in-between. A conference to exchange information for what you did that year in your watershed.  State agency ran (Karen) Perhaps ran by an organization under state funds.  Planning Committee; needs to be a balance between State, Feds, non-profits, etc.  Call for presenters.

4- Soil and Water conservation districts?

Steps Toward These Outcomes:

1- Develop an inventory of watershed groups in NM (create a contact list)

2- Develop communication tools for the aforementioned group

3- Form a state watershed forum

Group #3: Outreach and Participation
Lea Knutson, Kathy Merhege, Tom Morris, Francois-Marie Patorni, Carol Schrader, Jim Wanstall

Perspectives:
Lea

· Main effort was to integrate public schools & scientific wildlife monitoring in the Las Vegas area

· Attempted to obtain contract work related to wildlife monitoring in order to fund volunteer and public school outreach

· Difficult to find volunteers due to the nature of the contract work.  Mainly odd hours and weekdays.

· Tried several approaches over a one year period to engage and involve the public and local schools.  Had limited success.

· Found that the public school curriculum was restrictive.  It did not allow time for field based activities.  Classroom time when permitted was limited to 50 minute periods.

Kathy
· Works for the City of Albuquerque Storm Water Management Department.
· Have had success using Boy Scout troops to place storm water markers throughout the city.
· Difficulty accessing storm water information related to the desert southwest
· Benefit of having a public relations firm to do education campaign regarding storm water management.  Multiple partners including Bernalillo County, Sandoval County, AMAFCA, and Ciudad SWCD.
· Ordinances are needed regarding storm water management.  Government employees are unable to lobby for ordinances.
Tom
· Have existing education and outreach program in schools and chapter houses. One person on staff dedicated to education and outreach.
· 319 grants are the primary funding source for education and outreach efforts.
· The success of the outreach effort to gain participation in related programs has been largely unsuccessful.  Lack of participation in many programs is probably due to cultural views.
·  More success in the Eastern Navajo Reservation.  Almost none in the central and western portions
· Finding individuals to follow through with projects is difficult.  This results in a piece meal approach to problems.
Francois-Marie
· Biggest obstacle to progress is overcoming inertia present in Santa Fe Government.  City counselors are luke warm.  Mayor campaigned on promise of fighting for water in the Santa Fe River, but has not followed through.

· Those involved know what they want to do and are active.  The problem is knowing how to do it.  Finding the time is always a problem due to the volunteer nature of the group.

· Need to find out how to reach the money associated with the Santa Fe population.  How do you get them interested in giving to the watershed group?

Group #4: Monitoring and Accountability

Nina Wells, Peter Wilkinson, Nellie Smith, Ken Wilhelm, Kent Reid, Hillary Brinegar, Jeff Morton, Rich Schrader

Perspectives:
· Not enough data to identify a pollution source

· Different agencies specify different monitoring/ sampling protocols

· Agencies/ organizations often don’t want to share data

· Agencies under pressure to show accomplishments, and future funding often is based on their record

· New Mexico has essentially no data on small or ephemeral streams

· We often have good ideas, but don’t have the data to back them up

· Link between monitoring and funding varies by agency, with 319 grants more closely linked, and EQIP funding loosely linked

· Effects of a treatment often don’t show up until years later, and first- or second-year monitoring shows no difference

· No one wants to pay for baseline monitoring over large areas

· Decisions about programs, funding, and whether to continue a project seldom seem to depend on data collected during monitoring

· Data sharing and compatibility are difficult to coordinate, and subject to intellectual property concerns

Possible Solutions and Tangible Outcomes
1- User-friendly, cross-linked databases
2- MOUs with other agencies to share data
3- Understand monitoring is almost as much art as science
4- Good science has to be communicated to users and decision-makers
5- How monitoring data are used should be discussed and decided early  

2:15 p.m. Report Back From Groups

Group #1: Funding

1- Go to Agencies and Private and present with letter that outlines funding concerns (operational funds)
2- Develop contact list (state forestry’s list); who does this work, are they reliable, Also, access to contractors to discuss costs prior

3- Fundraising/Small business training; thinking like a for profit business; grant writing workshops, trainings

4- Sub-contract services out; diversify income streams….Sub-contract with one another, working with each others strengths.

Group #2: Collaboration
1- Directory of Watershed Groups

2- A need for access to a variety of programs; Tool: Watershed Portal website (Forests); should have groups and

3- Need to go beyond electronics; The Watershed Forum should continue.

4- Create a group to obtain “credibility” with legislature, etc. (Umbrella organization)

Group #3: Outreach and Participation

1- Directory of Watershed Groups

· maintain personal contacts

· meet in person

· add success and failure stories

Next meeting:

· bring outreach sources

· have a particular focus

· show up with homework

Group #4: Monitoring and Accountability
1- Established a need for baseline monitoring throughout the state

2- Measure for community involvement

3- Data Sharing (support watershedwiser.org)

4- Adequate and consistent training for people who are monitoring
3:00 p.m. Identify Next Steps
Funding

1- Create Joint letter to communicate to funders; asking federal and state agencies to restructure their ability to fund operating costs (Mike, Rich, Steve Carson)
2- Contractor list (to get bids and know who does the work) (Jeremy, Karen, Nina, Steve)
3- Fundraising/small business training- let people know what is out there (Jeremy)
4- looking for different income streams (how to contract your services out, income, subcontracting with one another)

Collaboration
1- Directory of Watershed groups: a broader list than just 319 groups that also includes the issues that they work on.
2- Need to have access to a variety of information: Major tool will be a portal that the Watershed Health and Restoration Institute is putting together with State Forestry-planning to go live in May. Still need face-to-face meetings.  The participants expressed interest in bringing information to the next meeting to feed into portal database.  
3- Method of giving watershed groups a sort of certification or legal recognition (Mike- we do need political legitimacy;  Steve Carson- yes, we need a way to get the decision-makers to pay attention; Rachel- perhaps SWCDs could help if WA were more aligned; Jeremy- umbrella organization would give clout).
4- Utilize EPA tools

Participation and Outreach
1- Directory of Watershed Groups (Kent and Jeremy)
2- Personal contacts are important too, occasional meetings are necessary
3- Success and failures stories, important, so as not to repeat failures
4- Also directory of resources for watershed groups
5- Have a meeting with a purpose, do your homework and bring accomplishments or resources to the meeting.
6- Dave Groenfeldt- need a forum to discuss successes and failures

7- Steve Carson- Acequia Associations control and use a lot of resources. They need to be brought in to outreach and education. AA’s have a lot of power to get a lot of money.

8- Nina- counties need to be brought in too: they are often in the middle of a problem and should be in the middle of a solution.

Monitoring and Accountability
1- Identifying the water problems in a watershed is important, but very few grants pay for baseline monitoring.

2- What else is there that needs to be measured for to include and incorporate community involvement. Has the potential to create appropriate and convincing presentation to the decision makers
3- Data sharing (possibly through Watershed Wiser, and Forestry portal); however, in some cases sovereign nations may not want to share data. (Kent)
4- Training for field monitoring- watershed groups are citizen based and may not have the training to do monitoring. Thus, a monitoring plan template is needed. (Kent, Rachel, River Source)

3:30 p.m. Adjourn
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