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APRIL 2019 RETREAT GOALS




Discussion/decision-making regarding possible expansion of services
Discussion/decision-making regarding possible mission/bylaws updates + name change
Clarity regarding next steps and action planning

AGENDA
Welcome & Regular Business [9:00-9:30]
 Intro and goals for today
 Agenda review
 Regular Business (financial reports and board minutes, Appendix 1 and 2)
Potential Expansion of Services within Core Mission of Serving Left Hand Watershed [9:30-11:30, with
break]
 Taking stock of our strengths – where are we now, where did we start, what are we doing well
 Opportunities and challenges regarding possible expansion (presentation)
 Risks – what interests/concerns have we heard from each other so far regarding growth
 Brainstorm other opportunities and challenges (group discussion)
Brief Visioning in light of Opportunities and Challenges [11:30-12:00]
 What most excites you about our potential future?
 What’s the greatest contribution you believe that we as an organization can make to the
broader community?
LUNCH [12:00-12:30]
Discuss (and Confirm) Priorities and Services Going Forward [12:30-1:30]
 Review List of Current & Potential Future Services – Questions and Discussion
 Discuss examples of potential services
 Discuss decision making criteria for considering future opportunities
Discuss/Confirm Bylaws and Mission Statement [1:30-2:30]
 Share, discuss, refine and approve possible updates
BREAK [2:30-2:45]
Discuss/Confirm Potential Name Change [2:45-3:30]
 Share possible examples
 Review past discussions – Board members’ interests, suggestions, concerns
 Discuss new name possibilities in light of Board interests and seek agreement
Wrap Up and Next Steps [3:30-4:00]
 Confirm decisions regarding expansion of services, mission/bylaws updates, organizational
name, and future priorities
 Timeframes and next steps
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DIRECTIONS
Address: 2005 S. 112th St, Broomfield, CO 80020
Directions to Goodhue Farmhouse at Rock Creek Farm from the North - Lafayette/US-287:
1. From Longmont, Niwot, or Lafayette, head SOUTH on US-287.
2. After crossing under the NW Parkway and passing the Dillon Road interchange, continue S for about
0.6 mile.
3. Turn RIGHT at the light at the railroad tracks. (This is 15 miles S of Longmont.) There is NO sign
indicating that it’s the driveway to the Farmhouse.
4. Drive up the driveway to the parking area. The Goodhue Farmhouse is straight ahead.
Longmont 14 miles ^

US 287

W. Dillon Rd.

Goodhue Farmhouse at
Rock Creek Farm

2005 S. 112th
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ORGANIZATIONAL HISTORY AND CONTEXT
At prior board meetings, and as part of developing our 5-year strategic plan, we have discussed what we
do well, what opportunities and challenges lie ahead, and what our future would look like if we do not
grow and adapt to new circumstances. Below we summarize these discussions to provide context to set
the stage for the upcoming strategic planning meeting.

How we got to where we are now: LWOG history and context








We are one of the few watershed coalitions that existed prior to the 2013 flood and had
operated as an organization with an approximate $20K budget. We focused primarily on mine
related issues and conducting water quality monitoring.
We grew from the flood by implementing millions of dollars of projects and building a robust set
of watershed programs that holistically address and respond to watershed health issues.
Internally, this robust set of programs and services provide tremendous benefits to the
watershed compared to what was available prior to the 2013 flood.
Our board has supported growth of staff and the organization and has developed a unique niche
as science-based organization, with a business model, programs, and tools for holistically
addressing watershed health related to both the land and communities within. (See list of
unique attributes below). As a result, we have made a big impact to the local watershed.
Now, nearly four years’ post-expansion, we have an opportunity to grow again, using our
successful management system and business model to have a greater impact regionally – for the
benefit of watersheds, communities, and the environment.

Our Niche: What makes us unique, what do we have to offer our
broader community, what is our competitive advantage?









Holistic Approach – We respect the interconnectedness of the river, land, and people, and work
across boundaries to incorporate all aspects of the watershed as a whole.
Place-based, Yet Transferable – Our organization is local in scale, but our tools and programs are
proven to have broad reach and applicability for others.
Sound Science – Our staff of scientists make evidence based decisions and approach all projects
with a high degree of scientific understanding.
Science Communication – Our staff of scientists are skilled at communicating with diverse
audiences, including non-scientists, to foster collaboration and make progress.
Grassroots-Led, On-the-Ground Solutions – We use a grassroots approach for bringing together
diverse people with competing values, across multiple jurisdictions, to develop on-the-ground
solutions.
Community Science – We are leading development of tools for engaging local communities in
science through place-based, participatory learning.
Thought Leadership – We are thought leaders in the realms of science-based adaptive
management related to holistic watershed health and resiliency.

5
Page 5 of 30

What opportunities & challenges lie ahead?
In 2017 the board undertook the development of a 5-year strategic plan. As part of that process, we
discussed our strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and challenges as an organization. Since then,
we’ve better defined our internal strengths within the “Niche” section above and have had several
discussions on challenges that lie ahead. Now, we have an opportunity to re-evaluate our opportunities
and challenges as an organization. Below, we summarize the previous discussions we’ve had regarding
opportunities and challenges ahead.

Opportunities
What are the external opportunities for our organization?
As an organization, we’ve created a robust set of programs and tools that are repeatable and
transferable to other locations. We see both a broader community need and market demand for our
work in places where coalitions are struggling, municipalities have limited staff resources, and funders
are looking for broader applicability and impact of watershed work. We have already started this type of
growth by contracting with St. Vrain Creek Coalition and assisting other coalitions with implementation
monitoring programs. This growth opportunity should be considered entirely additive. It will not detract
from the benefits and services that we provide to Left Hand and will come back to benefit Left Hand
Watershed both directly and indirectly. For example, maintain a robust local organization makes us well
prepared to respond rapidly to the next disaster, mine issue, etc. We more fully discuss the current
proposed growth model in the Future Visioning section below.

Challenges
What are our internal weaknesses as organization?








Capacity issues- Although this has improved recently, we still have limited staff capacity to
carryout projects while also trying to carryout fundraising, outreach, and organizational
operations tasks.
Financial sustainability- Available grant funding is decreasing as flood projects finish up and
internal partners have limited capacity to provide financial support to sustain the current level
of program activity.
Visibility- We are not a high profile watershed such as Boulder Creek.
Recreation- We cannot offer as many recreational opportunities as Boulder Creek and St. Vrain.
Longevity- Tasks will out-live federally funded staffing grants.

What are the external threats to our organization?





Competition for funding from other non-profits and watershed groups.
LWOG previously stumbled due to miss-information among landowners in the watershed (no
longer a prevalent issue)
Branding/marketing issue- Our name “Oversight” is confusing and may prevent us from reaching
our full potential in fundraising.
Lack of education/knowledge about the watershed and/or stewardship.
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What issues have board members brought up regarding growth?






Ensure we don’t just grow for the sake of growth and/or to ‘follow the money.’ Desire for better
understanding of principled reasons to expand our services.
Even if we expand our services, interest in keeping our ‘core focus’ on Left Hand and
maintaining a Board that’s representative of the Left Hand watershed.
Desire to ensure we maintain a focus on the substantive issues we care about (mining legacy,
water quality, Left Hand watershed issues in general), even if we expand our services.
As we discuss possibility of expanding our services, desire for thorough understanding of
downsides to staying small and continuing to provide the same level of service.
Need to consider how we would work with other coalitions in overlapping geographies

What would it look like if we didn’t grow?
We’ve also discussed what the organization would look like if we did not grow or expand services
beyond Left Hand. Under the future scenarios where we focus solely on the Left Hand Creek Watershed,
we would likely slowly retreat back to the organization that existed prior to 2015, with less than one
staff member and a limited scope of work that could be accomplished with funding provided by internal
partners.

FUTURE VISIONING
In this section, we provide context for the future visioning portion of the strategic planning meeting.

What is the current proposal for growth and how does this differ from
prior conversations we’ve had about growth?
The proposed model for growth is to maintain the existing organizational and board structure/focus on
Left Hand Creek while also expanding program-level activities (services) to a larger geography. We
believe this growth will result in our ability to meet current and future regional needs, market our
activities to a larger geography, directly address internal weaknesses identified above, and evolve into a
more robust local organization.
In previous conversations, we discussed alternative growth proposals which included “merging or
absorbing” other coalitions or watershed groups. This current proposal differs from that concept in that
we would simply be expanding what we already do well here (e.g. adaptive management) to different
geographies. We are not proposing to unite other coalition boards and stakeholders to form one, large
watershed coalition that works within a defined basin or watershed.
Below, we provide a few example organizations that have aspects that we could emulate or model our
organization after. We have not found an organization that completely translates to the model we are
proposing, but there are aspects of the three organizations below that provide useful reference.
Combining key successful aspects of these three organizations may allow us to develop a robust yet
adaptable organization that can meet existing and future needs and sustain various future funding
conditions.
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Rivers Edge West
West slope based organization, formally the Tamarisk Coalition. https://riversedgewest.org/
While not a locally-based watershed group, this science-based organization offers stewardship services
and tools to other watershed groups, similar to what we are proposing. They have been successful in
leveraging diversity of funding to both directly for their own staff as well as for other watershed
coalitions. They frequently partner local, state and federal agencies to implement stewardship and
restoration projects at a meaningful scale.

Pepperwood Preserve
Northern California-based organization. https://www.pepperwoodpreserve.org/
This science-based organization provides a great example of how to use local, place based learning and
cutting-edge science to achieve their mission to “advance science-based conservation throughout our
region and beyond.” While their organization is based on a physical property with a “center” we could
utilize their model by developing Left Hand Creek watershed as a “Sentinel Site” or intensely monitored
watershed. They also have robust educational and citizen science programs and have strong
partnerships with local universities and California Academy of Sciences (and the iNaturalist app).

Roaring Fork Conservancy
Aspen/Roaring Fork based organization. http://www.roaringfork.org/
This is a successful, watershed group that actively participates in regional water planning and watershed
management activities, is able to generate funding locally to sustain the organization, and recently built
a “River Center” along the banks of the Roaring Fork. This organization provides a great example of how
developing place-based learning can be a powerful tool in creating a strong, sustainable, credible
organization. If we are able to develop a similar “River Center” where we can better facilitate placebased learning, this would aid in our future success. Another take-away from this organization, is the
importance of local fundraising and leveraging individual gifts to help sustain the organization. While
RFC is located in a globally recognized watershed, we have similar potential if we are able to better
market our programs within the Boulder community, leveraging those individuals that value their own
backyard watershed.

What might we look like in 10 years?
In an effort to inspire big-picture thinking and discussion at the strategic planning meeting, we offer one
potential scenario of what we might look like in 10 years. With a vision toward developing a sciencebased organization that has a robust set of place-based programs and activities, in 10 years, we could be
located at a center or facility along Left Hand Creek or within the watershed, which would better
facilitate place-based learning. In order to implement watershed science, stewardship, and education
programs we would employee a full set of staff as shown below. To support on-going relationship
building and fundraising necessary to support a broad set of programs, we would also include
development/fundraising staff.
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Board of
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What are the services we currently provide, and what could we
provide in the future?
Current & Potential Future Services
The table below provides a summary of our current and potential future services that we carry out in
support of our core mission. Current services are those that we currently provide and could market
more effectively to a broader audience or region. Potential future services are other that we could
provide in the future by building from and expanding our current services.

Adaptive Management
Current Services
 Use our existing adaptive
management tools to
implement adaptive
management in our
watershed and in other
Front Range watersheds.
Stewardship
Current Services
 Implement stream
stewardship at a meaningful
scale using an adaptive
management approach.
 Provide consultations,
workshops, and trainings.

Tools
 Plan and Guide
 Conceptual Model
 Monitoring Protocols
 Processes and Protocols for
Data Collection, Analysis, and
Reporting

Potential Future Services
 Expand tools for new places
and problems.
o E.g. Forest Health,
Mine Reclamation,
Wildfire Mitigation,
Fire, Trail Work, etc.

Tools
 Stewardship Handbook &
Videos
 Processes and Protocols for
Data Collection, Analysis, and
Reporting

Potential Future Services
 Expand tools for new places
and problems.
o E.g. Forest Health,
Recreation, Climate
Change, Sustainable
Water Use, etc.
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Community Science
Current Services
 Use our existing community
science tools to engage our
community in watershed
health through participation
in data collection, trainings,
workshops, and event.
Watershed Science
Current Services
 Conduct water quality
monitoring and/or analysis
(metals, sediment,
nutrients, etc.) to detect
issues or evaluate
restoration success.
Watershed Restoration
Current Services
 Use our existing restoration
tools to manage restoration
projects from start to finish,
or support partner
organizations with specific
project needs.
 Identify and pursue grant
funding for on- the-ground
restoration projects on
public and private land.
Education & Outreach
Current Services
 Serve as a hub for outreach
and communication by
sharing watershed-related
information with the
community and helping the
community understand
complex watershed issues.
Organizational Structure
Current Services
 Implement projects under
four programs using a
successful business model
and management system

Tools
 Community Science Program
Plan and Project Protocols
 Mobile Application
 Data Visualization, Database,
and Interactive Map

Potential Future Services
 Develop and implement new
tools and projects beyond
current offerings.
o E.g. Enhance mobile
app and database
capabilities.

Tools
 Monitoring Protocols
 Processes and Protocols for
Data Collection, Analysis and
Reporting

Potential Future Services
 Add upland forestry health or
invasive species detection
and response, and/or other
ecological assessment and
science services.

Tools
 Processes and Protocols for
Grant Administration,
Landowner Outreach, Design
Review, Permit Acquisition,
Construction Oversight,
Revegetation Oversight, and
Closeout, Watershed
Restoration Best Practices,
Among Others

Potential Future Services
 Expand tools for new places
and problems.
o E.g. Other locations
or types of disaster
recovery.

Tools
 Website
 Mail chimp, social media
 Conceptual Model
 Restoration Graphics

Potential Future Services
 Develop a K-12 watershed
education program.
 Leverage partnerships to
provide place-based
watershed education.

Tools
 Program Structure
(Watershed Science,
Restoration, Stewardship,
Outreach and Education)
 Organizational Policies and
Guidance Documents

Potential Future Services
 Take overall program
structure and apply to
another watershed or
location.
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Example Services
In appendix 3, we provide four examples of services and how we may expand them. Briefly, these
include:
SMART STEWARDSHIP: We could apply our science-based approach for stewardship and adaptive
management regionally to help our greater community prioritize stewardship actions at a more
meaningful scale, resulting in a more efficient, smarter path toward regional watershed health.
Client/Need: Town of Lyons participated in EWP/DOLA watershed restoration projects. Currently they
lack expertise and capacity to monitor projects to ensure that they are meeting project goals. However,
they need to make sure that necessary stewardship activities are taking place to keep projects on a
trajectory toward resilience.
Task: We could develop an adaptive management plan and conceptual model for Town of Lyons that
applies scientific understanding to define desired future conditions and monitoring framework.
Funder: Fee for Service or CWCB Grant
WATER QUALITY: Other groups can hire us to collect and/or analyze water quality data. Alternatively,
we could partner with entities such as the Forest Service to conduct regional monitoring on their behalf.
Client/Need: City of Longmont has 10 years of water quality data that they have not had time to
analyze.
Project: We could respond to RFP for water quality data analysis and monitoring recommendations.
Funder: City of Longmont, Fee for Service
CONCEPTUAL MODELS: We developed an adaptive management plan for our watershed. A key step in
this process involved developing a conceptual model to illustrate the desired (and potential) future
conditions. We help others incorporate conceptual models into their planning process to improve
illustration of project goals and allow deep thinking about potential outcomes within complex systems.
Client/Need: The Colorado Water Conservation Board is providing funding for Stream Management
Plans throughout the state, and also funding proposals to support state-wide Stream Management Plans
(e.g. to provide support with engagement). Similarly, the Gates Family Foundation, Walton Family
Foundation, and TNC is funding proposals to support Stream Management Planning efforts, and regional
“tools” used in stream management planning.
Project: We could formalize the process of developing conceptual models into a “How To” Guide, then
work with entities developing management plans (likely Stream Management Plans) to incorporate the
conceptual model process into their planning efforts.
Funder: CWCB, Gates Family Foundation, Walton Family Foundation, TNC
EDUCATION: We could hire a new staff member experienced in education and outreach to help modify
existing content in our Stewardship Handbook, Conceptual Model, and Community Science Plan for a K8 audience. This staff member would work in close partnership with educators at schools throughout
Boulder County and Boulder County Education Specialist staff to ensure content developed is
appropriate for curriculum.
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Client/Need: BVSD and SVVS schools have limited watershed science program curriculum, and limited
ability to incorporate watershed science education into their current curriculum.
Project: We could work with local educators in County and schools to develop 4th grade watershed
science/stewardship curriculum that could be implemented in schools.
Funders: CWCB Water Plan Grant, Gate Family Foundation, Private Donations

How should we prioritize our current and future services?
Part of the meeting will include discussing what the key principles should be when deciding whether to
pursue future opportunities.

Below is an example of a decision flowchart we might use to determine whether to pursue a
particular project (assuming it falls within our Services Matrix) and direct staff accordingly. Note
that the flowchart questions attempt to reflect the interests and cautionary notes Board members
have expressed regarding possible expansion of services (see page 7 above).

Is there a geographic nexus with LH watershed or surrounding communities?
No/Maybe

Yes

Pursue / consider pursuing

Would it leverage our expertise to be of service to others, e.g., applying adaptive
mgmt tool elsewhere in CO or helping others implement post-disaster EWP projects?

Yes/Maybe

No

Would it serve as an important substantive learning opportunity to apply (directly
or indirectly) to our future work in the Left Hand watershed?

Yes/Maybe

No

Is it a service we are uniquely suited to provide that helps
develop our organization’s expertise and capacity?
Yes/Maybe

Pursue / consider pursuing

Likely don’t pursue

Likely don’t pursue

No

Likely don’t pursue
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What re-branding and organizational changes may be necessary
under current proposed growth scenario?
Potential Mission Changes
Current mission statement is: To assess, protect, and restore the quality of the Lefthand Creek
watershed, and to serve as a hub for watershed issues through the fostering of stakeholder
collaboration.
Potential change could include: To assess, protect, and restore the quality of the Lefthand Creek
watershed, and to serve a leadership role in watershed science, education, restoration, and stewardship
in our watershed and in the greater community.

Potential Bylaws Changes
With agreement of changes on the mission statement, we would need to also update the bylaws with
updated mission. In addition, Article V: Operational Philosophy would need to be updated. Proposed
changes are noted in bold:


Article V, Operational Philosophy: In its actions, LWOG will embody the spirit of cooperation and
community involvement upon which the corporation was founded. In particular, LWOG will
emphasize: voluntary participation with landowners and strategic watershed partners; a
community-scale approach to its education and outreach; and collaborative coordination with
other organizations, entities, agencies, and stakeholders involved in activities within the Lefthand
Creek watershed and in other watersheds, providing that any activities outside our watershed
are consistent with maintaining the mission and viability of this organization.

Potential Name Changes
We have general agreement that Lefthand (or Left Hand) should be highlighted in our name but that the
organization would benefit from a streamlined, credible, name to reach its full potential. Under current
proposed growth plan we would continue to act as a local watershed group/council/alliance, with
science-based services that extend regionally, beyond the boundaries of our watershed. Thus, we would
want to select a name that reflects both local focus and broader science-based appeal. Options
discussed include:





Lefthand Watershed Institute
Left Hand Watershed Institute
Lefthand Watershed Center
Left Hand Watershed Center

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
In preparation for the meeting, consider the following key questions that we will be discussing at the
meeting:



What are the opportunities and challenges that lie ahead for our organization? (see p.6)
What most excites you about our organization?
13
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What is the greatest contribution we could make as an organization?
What key principles or decision-making criteria should we consider when considering future
opportunities? (see p.12)

APPENDIX
1. March Board Minutes
2. Quarterly Financial Reports
3. Service Examples
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Appendix 1
BOD meeting minutes
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Board Meeting Minutes 03/19/2019
Attendees
Chris Smith (with proxy for Sean Cronin)
Jessie Olson
Sue Schauffler
Ken Lenarcic (with proxy for Pat Cypher)
Monica Bortolini
Kathy Peterson
Gabe Tuerk
Yana Sorokin
Chris Wiorek (with proxy Mark Schueneman)
Julie Trumpler (arrived at 2:58)
Welcome and Introductions
Chris S called the meeting to order at 2:08 PM and went through introductions.
Public comments on items not on the agenda
Chris S asked for items not on the agenda. None were received.
Approval of Minutes (Chris S)
Kathy moved to approve the minutes. Monica seconded to approve the minutes. Motion
carried unanimously.
Business Plan Discussion (Jessie)
Jessie provided presentation overview of memo (see memo).
 Reviewed our history and existing before the flood.
 Discussed growing from the flood.
 Discussed leveraging the board’s cohesiveness and leadership to develop a suite of
programs and tools that are relevant both here and in the larger region.
 Explained that now we have an opportunity to grow again to have a greater impact
regionally.
 Showed that we see demand for our programs and tools, and provided examples.
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Described that the benefits we could gain would be entirely additive to what we are
already doing in Left Hand.
Described our niche (see memo): holistic, living laboratory, science and communication,
leading new and smart ideas, and doing work on the ground.
Reviewed our services (see memo): adaptive management, restoration projects,
monitoring and assessment, water quality, stewardship, community science, and
outreach and education.

Chris S asked everyone to provide their thoughts:
 Chris W. liked the approach of providing a service to others and having an impact on a
broader area while maintaining the benefits to our watershed.
 Sue liked the idea of extending the services and using Left Hand as a living laboratory as
long as we are deliberate and don’t lose focus on issues in our watershed related to
mines, fire, water quality, etc. Suggested that we also look nationally for examples.
 Ken asked what the organization would look like if we merge. Jessie and Chris S.
provided clarification that the growth approach is related to transferable tools and
programs rather than merging with other coaltions. Chris S. provided the example of
community scientists collecting data region-wide or developing an education program
that could be used region-wide but with our existing board members still in the driver’s
seat. Ken asked for further clarification and discussion ensued.
 Kathy emphasized the importance of being deliberate with this approach and also
looking at the bigger environmental community. She was glad to see planning for
longevity that also benefits the Left Hand Watershed.
 Monica noted that she has been working to add the adaptive management process to
City of Longmont creeks and that this is a good example of how it could be applied
regionally.
 Gabe asked about the plan to bring back profits from regional work to Left Hand Creek
and Chris S explained how this is incorporated into staff billing rates.
 Chris S talked about how all diverse stakeholders on the board should be bringing their
needs to the table.
 Chris W asked what would happen if we didn’t pursue this opportunity? Jessie explained
that the organization would shrink.
 There was a discussion about corporations and broader regional interest.
 Julie T thought that the Left Hand Creek Watershed will be best used as an example of
watershed health and protection to help a greater region.
 Ken requested to see a list of products that would be offered regionally and discussion
ensued about example services and how to present this information.
 Chris W asked for the planning effort to address how this would look in five years.
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Jessie turned discussion back to the questions in the memo. Chris S. asked board members to
answer questions listed in the memo. Board members agreed that we have transferable
programs and services. Board members agreed that the board wants Left Hand Watershed
Oversight Group to have a greater impact for the benefit of watershed, communities, and the
environment. Board members agreed that staff should pursue selected opportunities to expand
programs and services to others, but first want to see details and examples, and also have
further discussion at the strategic planning meeting about what these services are and what
they may look like in five years. Further discussion ensued.
Jessie turned the discussion to the agenda for the strategic planning meeting. Board members
agreed that we discuss (1) where are we now, (2) future visioning session, and (3) how do we
get to where we want to be. Also include: what we look like if we don’t do this, examples of
services, ranking affinity to transferability, decision criteria to evaluate projects, deliverables
associated with services, current demand, how would it bring benefits back to Left Hand, and
other examples of this type of organization. Jessie reviewed details of the draft agenda and
asked for feedback. Chris S asked Jessie to bring a collection of new names to the meeting.
Adjournment
The regular meeting was adjourned at 4:08 PM.
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Appendix 2
Financial Reports
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Financial Report-Summary, April 2019

2017
Actual

2018
Budget

2018 Actual 2019 Actual
Thru 12/31 Thru 03/31

2019
Budget

Notes

Carryover from Prior Year
$18,277

$70,089

$70,089

$163,781

$163,781

$175,677
$0
$11,788
$30,500

$129,758
$15,000
$18,867
$38,500

$111,263
$26,765
$17,023
$30,500

$0
$15,608
$0
$25,000

$0
$45,000
$0
$42,500

Total Revenue

$3,224
$32,108
$2,144,981
$2,398,279

$30,000
$32,108
$1,493,300
$1,757,533

$3,990
$32,108
$906,703
$1,128,352

$8,859
$8,027
$117,548
$175,041

$50,000
$32,108
$1,808,201
$1,977,809

Personnel- Fundraising
Personnel- Programs (Cap grant & Unrestricted)
Personnel- Programs/Projects (Restricted)
Personnel Subtotal
Operations-Fundraising
Operations-Other
Operations Subtotal
Contractors/Consultants/Project Supplies

$13,020
$149,275
$11,427
$173,722
$311
$71,479
$71,790
$2,100,955

$24,127
$151,969
$68,000
$244,096
$2,500
$85,597
$88,097
$1,395,300

$16,281
$97,645
$148,100
$262,025
$1,533
$85,010
$86,544
$686,091

$2,823
$16,280
$39,626
$58,729
$0
$12,525
$12,525
$73,121

$20,902
$52,312
$184,987
$258,201
$1,000
$87,741
$88,741
$1,613,650

Total Expenses $2,346,466 $1,727,493 $1,034,660

$144,375

$1,960,592

Total Carryover

Revenue Sources-2018 and 2019
CDBG-DR Cap Grant (Through June 2018)
CDBG-DR Cap Grant (Through July 2019)
CWCB Fundraising Grant
LWOG Board Partners (Unrestricted)
General Fund Donations (Unrestricted)
Rent (LHWD- In Kind)
Project or Program Revenue (Restricted)

2018 and 2019 Expenses

Balance Carryforward

$70,089

$100,129

$163,781

$194,447

$180,999

Stewardship Campaign (M&M/Adaptive Management)

$30,535

$35,000

$58,659

$60,699

$65,659

Fish Passage Feasibility Study & Education Initiative

$0

$0

$6,579

$11,579

$1,500

Community Science Plan & Implementation

$0

$0

$42,500

$40,368

$28,253

Reserve Funds Subtotal
AVALABLE UNRESTRICTED CARRYOVER
FUNDS

$30,535

$35,000

$107,738

$112,646

$95,412

$39,554

$65,129

$56,044

$81,802

$85,587

Board Designated Reserve Funds
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2017
Actual

2018
Budget

2018 Actual 2019 Actual
Thru 12/31 Thru 03/31

2019
Budget

Notes

Carryover from Prior Year
$18,277

$70,089

$70,089

$163,781

CDBG-DR Cap Grant (Through June 2018)
CDBG-DR Cap Grant (Through July 2019)
CWCB Fundraising Grant
LWOG Board Partners

$175,677
$0
$11,788
$30,500

$129,758
$15,000
$18,867
$38,500

$111,263
$26,765
$17,023
$30,500

$0
$15,608
$0
$25,000

General Fund Donations
Rent (LHWD- In Kind)
Project or Program Revenue

$3,224
$32,108

$30,000
$32,108

$3,990
$32,108

$8,859
$8,027

Total Carryover

$163,781

Revenue Sources-2018 and 2019

(1) DOLA CDBG-DR Legacy Project
(2) DOLA CDBG-DR 63rd Street Ex.
(3) DOLA CDBG-DR Three Reaches
(4) CDBG-DR Stewardship Handbook & Citizen
Science
(5) CWCB Adaptive Management

(6) LWOG Adaptive Management
(7) CWCB Community Science
(8) Community Science Program
(9) OSMP Monitoring
(10) LHWD Metals Monitoring
(11) CWCB WSRF Fish Passage

$0 Closed 6/3/2018
$45,000 Expires 6/30/19
$0 Expires December 2018
$42,500
$50,000
$32,108
Assuming extension through 2019. Assume
3K of audit and 10K bookkeeping can be
$1,597,192 expensed to the grant.
$0 Closed 7/31/18
$0 Closed 7/31/18

$0
$90,525
$1,832,654

$924,800
$375,000
$80,000

$278,165
$359,475
$119,679

$96,634
$0
$0

$185,083
$0

$46,500
$20,000

$46,496
$1,852

$1,175
$0

$45,000 Expires 6/30/19
$41,771 Expires in 2020, $176,000 budget total
Individuals, corporations, partner donations.
On-going funding campaign for stewardship
$10,000 program (and match for CWCB grant).

$30,535

$35,000

$28,124

$2,600

$0

$0

$4,493

$6,247

$0

$0

$42,500

$0

$0

$0

$3,715

$0

$1,353

$7,000

$6,354

$0

$0

$0

$860

$1,169

$10,672 Water plan grant 35K total. Expires in 2020
Gates FF (received entire grant in 2019). 10K
$10,000 TBD
2018 Received. 2019 Pending. Grant
$5,600 application due January 2019.
$0 Expires December 2018.
Currently in contracting phase. 50K grant,
$31,336 expires 2020.
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(12) LWOG Fish Passage Donations
(13) SVLH Stream Management Plan
(14) DRMS Water Quality Monitoring
(15) CWCB Science & Stewardship
(16) SVCC Fee for Service
Total Revenue

5K individual donations recieved; 5K
$5,000 committed from SVLHWCD.
$5,352 Current contract with Biohabitats

$0

$0

$6,579

$5,000

$0

$0

$3,012

$900

$4,832

$5,000

$4,999

$1,700

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$400

$2,122

$2,398,279

$1,757,533

$1,128,352

$175,041

$140,564
$35,113

$96,969
$32,789

$67,593
$43,670

$0
$0

$0

$15,000

$26,765

$15,608

$45,000

$11,788
$0

$16,367
$2,500

$15,714
$1,309

$0
$0

$0
$0

$1,232
$8,711

$7,760
$40,000

$567
$3,287

$2,823
$672

$20,902
$7,312

$197,408

$211,385

$158,905

$19,103

$73,214

$0
$0
$210
$0
$0
$270
$1,230
$0
$1,182

$7,000
$2,500
$0
$0
$600
$1,400
$1,000
$500
$1,000

$2,783
$0
$209
$0
$951
$471
$543
$0
$2,584

$1,071
$0
$86
$0
$534
$297
$463
$0
$164

$20,000
$2,500
$250
$14,000
$2,580
$1,500
$2,000
$1,000
$2,303

$4,999 Committed 2019.
$31,380 Expires 2022
Pending (one contract executed with SVCC,
$9,900 one pending from CWCB)
$1,977,809

2018 and 2019 Expenses
CDBG-DR Cap Grant (Through July 2018)
LWOG Personnel
Operations
CDBG-DR Cap Grant (Through July 2019)
LWOG Personnel
CWCB Fundraising Grant
LWOG Personnel
Operations
LWOG General Fund- Personnel
LWOG Personnel- Fundraising
LWOG Personnel- Other
Subtotal Programs

$0 Closed 6/30/18
$0 Closed 6/30/18

LWOG Operating Expenses
Bookkeeping
Tax Prep
Bank fees
Audit
Phone
Mileage
Trainings and Conferences
Field Supplies
Misc. Supplies & Service
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Insurance
Website
Software
Postage and Shipping
Printing/Copying and Office Supplies
Meeting Materials and Supplies
Event Expenses
Legal Review and Assistance
Fundraising Expenses
Rent (LHWD- In Kind)

$94
$197
$436
$21
$0
$113
$505
$0
$311
$32,108

$1,000
$300
$500
$450
$500
$750
$200
$3,000
$0
$32,108

$0
$180
$569
$291
$69
$517
$66
$0
$224
$32,108

$127
$1,625
$30
$71
$0
$30
$0
$0
$0
$8,027

$4,000
$500
$1,000
$700
$1,000
$1,000
$300
$1,000
$1,000
$32,108

Subtotal Operations

$36,677

$52,808

$41,564

$12,525

$88,741

$0
$0
$90,525

$35,000
$889,800
$375,000

$60,007
$218,158
$359,475

$25,402
$71,233
$0

$8,076
$1,824,578

$20,000
$60,000

$64,053
$55,625

$0
$0

$185,083

$46,500

$46,496

$1,175

$45,000

$0
$0

$0
$20,000

$0
$1,873

$0
$0

$28,883
$10,000

$0
$0

$10,000
$0

$3,182
$430

$0
$560

$0
$3,000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$4,336
$0

$5,806
$0

$9,247
$500

$0

$0

$2,416

$2,132

$9,247

Project Expenses
(1) DOLA CDBG-DR Legacy Project
LWOG Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(2) DOLA CDBG-DR 63rd Street Ex.
(3) DOLA CDBG-DR Three Reaches
LWOG Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(4) CDBG-DR Stewardship Handbook & Citizen
Science

$84,192
$1,500,000 includes LWOG mileage
$0
$0
$0
$0

(5) CWCB Adaptive Management
LWOG Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(6) LWOG Adaptive Management
LWOG Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(7) CWCB Community Science
LWOG Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(8) Gates FF Community Science
LWOG Personnel
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Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(9) OSMP Monitoring
LWOG Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(10) LHWD Metals Monitoring
LWOG Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(11) CWCB WSRF Fish Passage
LWOG Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(12) LWOG Fish Passage
LWOG Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(13) SVLH Stream Management Plan
LWOG Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(14) DRMS Water Quality Monitoring
LWOG Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(15) CWCB Science & Stewardship
LWOG Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(16) SVCC
LWOG Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
Projects Subtotal

$0

$0

$919

$0

$15,000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$3,715
$0

$798
$0

$5,090
$0

$288
$769

$3,000
$4,000

$2,554
$2,892

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$844
$0

$1,058
$0

$10,361
$20,000
No expenses yet

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$10,079
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$2,365
$223

$803
$0

$4,816
$150

$3,063
$0

$0
$0

$4,226
$0

$1,614
$30

$4,999
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$9,483
$20,000

$0
$0
$2,112,382

$0
$0
$1,463,300

$400
$0
$834,191

$2,013
$123
$112,747

$8,590
$0
$1,798,637

TOTAL EXPENSES $2,346,466 $1,727,493 $1,034,660

$144,375

$1,960,592

$194,447

$180,999

BALANCE CARRYFORWARD

$70,089

$100,129

$163,781
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Restricted Funds
Stewardship Campaign (M&M/Adaptive Management)

$30,535

$35,000

$58,659

$60,699

Corporations, City of Longmont, Individual
$65,659 donations

Fish Passage Feasibility Study & Education Initiative

$0

$0

$6,579

$11,579

$1,500 SVLHWCD donation, Individual donations

Community Science Plan & Implementation

Reserve Funds Subtotal

$0
$30,535

$0
$35,000

$42,500
$107,738

$40,368
$112,646

AVALABLE UNRESTRICTED CARRYOVER
FUNDS

$39,554

$65,129

$56,044

$81,802

$28,253 Gates Family Foundation, 10K TBD
$95,412

$85,587
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Services Examples
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Current Service Example: Smart Stewardship
Existing Services
(See Summary of Current and Potential Future Services)

•
•

Adaptive Management
Stewardship

The table below provides a summary of an existing service (described above) that we currently provide and
explains how and why this particular service could be offered to potential clients.
What are we actually
doing now?
Is this service
transferable?
Is this service in
demand?
What does expanding
this service look like?
How will expanding
this service benefit
Left Hand?

Target Clients

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Potential Funding
Mechanism

•
•

Example Project
Client/Need

Project
Funder

Implementing prioritized stewardship actions based on adaptive
management plan recommendations.
Yes, the framework for this approach is directly applicable regionally and can
be slightly modified for other watersheds.
Yes. Some, like City of Boulder, have already hired us (through a grant) to do
this work. Others, like City of Longmont, are using/modifying our adaptive
management plan.
Other groups can hire us to help develop science-based adaptive
management plans and help plan and implement stewardship activities.
Gain foothold as regional leaders in adaptive management and stewardship.
Increase membership.
Stand out to funders.
Town of Lyons
City of Longmont
City of Boulder
Grants/Foundations: Gates Family Foundation, GOCO, Walton Family
Foundation
CWCB Water Plan Grant
Entity (e.g. municipality, coalition, etc.) hires us directly to perform this
service.
Funder awards us a grant to assist other entities (e.g. municipality, coalition,
etc.) by providing this service.
Fundraise to provide this service for a specific entity, or multiple entities.

Town of Lyons participated in EWP/DOLA watershed restoration projects. Currently
they lack expertise and capacity to monitor projects to ensure that they are meeting
project goals. However, they need to make sure that necessary stewardship activities
are taking place to keep projects on a trajectory toward resilience.
We could develop an adaptive management plan and conceptual model for the Town
of Lyons and help them implement stewardship projects based on the plan
recommendations.
Fee for Service or CWCB Water Plan Grant
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Current Service Example: Water Quality Monitoring and Data Analysis
Existing Services
(See Summary of Current and Potential Future Services)

•

Watershed Science

The table below provides a summary of an existing service (described above) that we currently provide and
explains how and why this particular service could be offered to potential clients.
What are we actually
doing now?
Is this service
transferable?
Is this service in
demand?

•

What does expanding
this service look like?

•

How will expanding
this service benefit
Left Hand?
Target Clients

•

Potential Funding
Mechanisms
Example Project
Client/Need
Project
Funder

•
•

•
•
•
•

Collect monthly water quality sampling to detect issues related to mine
related discharge and clean up.
Yes, we could use our existing protocols could be used in others geographic
areas or to provide assistance with data analysis.
Yes. Potential clients such as City of Longmont have expressed interest in our
help with their data analysis and monitoring program needs. However, there
may be others already providing this service. For example, Trout Unlimited is
currently partnering with the USFS to conduct regional water quality
monitoring throughout several Boulder County watersheds.
Other groups can hire us to collect and/or analyze water quality data.
Alternatively, we could partner with entities such as the Forest Service to
conduct regional monitoring on their behalf (similar to the TU model
mentioned above).
Secure sustained funding source because water quality monitoring is an ongoing, long-term need for others (e.g. municipalities, Forest Service, etc.).
US Forest Service
City of Longmont
Entity (e.g. municipality, etc.) hires us directly to perform this service, or
provide a subset of this service.
Entity (e.g. Forest Service) contracts with us to be their water quality
monitoring arm regionally.

City of Longmont has 10 years of water quality data that they have not had time to
analyze.
Respond to RFP for water quality data analysis and monitoring recommendations.
City of Longmont, Fee for Service
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Current Service Example: Using Conceptual Models to Manage Forward
Existing Services
(See Summary of Current and Potential Future Services)

•

Adaptive Management

The table below provides a summary of an existing service (described above) that we currently provide and
explains how and why this particular service could be offered to potential clients.
What are we actually
doing now?
Is this service
transferable?
Is this service in
demand?

•

What does expanding
this service look like?
How will expanding
this service benefit
Left Hand?
Target Clients

•

Potential Funding
Mechanism

•

Example Project

Client/Need

Project
Funder

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Developed a conceptual model as part of an adaptive management plan to
illustrate the desired (and potential) future conditions.
Yes, our approach could be used to help other watershed planning processes
explain desired outcomes in complex systems.
Maybe not yet, but it will be. Planning efforts throughout the state struggle
tie management actions to desired goals. Adding conceptual models can help
bridge this knowledge gap.
We develop a “How To” Guide for Conceptual Models and then help entities
developing management plans (likely Stream Management Plans).
Gain foothold as regional leaders in adaptive management.
Increase membership.
Stand out to funders.
City of Longmont
City of Boulder
Trout Unlimited
Flood Control and Urban Drainage
Colorado Water Conservation Board
Grants/Foundations: Gates Family Foundation, GOCO, Walton Family
Foundation
Funder (e.g. Foundation or CWCB) awards us a grant to assist other entities
(e.g. municipality, coalition, etc.) by providing this service. Or we respond to
an RFP on a team developing a stream management plan.

The Colorado Water Conservation Board is providing funding for Stream
Management Plans throughout the state, and also funding proposals to support
state-wide Stream Management Plans (e.g. to provide support with engagement).
Similarly, the Gates Family Foundation, Walton Family Foundation, and TNC is
funding proposals to support Stream Management Planning efforts, and regional
“tools” used in stream management planning.
Formalize the process of developing conceptual models into a “How To” Guide, then
work with entities developing management plans (likely Stream Management Plans)
to incorporate the conceptual model process into their planning efforts.
CWCB, Gates Family Foundation, Walton Family Foundation, TNC
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Future Example: Watershed Science Curriculum – Fourth Grade
Existing Services
(See Summary of Current and Potential Future Services)

•

Watershed Education

The table below provides a summary of an existing service (described above) that we currently provide and
explains how and why this particular service could be offered to potential clients.
What are we actually
doing now?

•

We are developing resources (generally for an adult audience) about
watershed health, stewardship, and adaptive management.

•

In the future… These materials could be re-worked into a watershed science
curriculum appropriate for a K-8 audience by working in partnership with
schools, educators, and others who specialize in education.
Yes. Our existing resources could be readily adapted for a K-8 audience with
the help of an educator.
Yes. Content developed here could be applied throughout K-8 schools in
Boulder County, and beyond.
Yes. Local teachers and Education Specialist staff at Boulder County have
indicated that watershed health education is currently lacking and that
teachers are interested in turn-key place-based learning projects.
We would hire a new staff member experienced in education and outreach
to help modify existing content.
Gain a foothold as leaders in engaging the community in science-based
watershed health.
Increase membership.
Stand out to funders.
SVVSD
BVSC
Private schools throughout Boulder County
Grants and/or foundations with an education and science focus award us a
grant to develop this curriculum.
We fundraise throughout to provide this service.

Is this service
transferable?

•

Is this service in
demand?

•

What does expanding
this service look like?
How will expanding
this service benefit
Left Hand?

•

Target Clients

Potential Funding
Mechanisms
Example Project
Client/Need
Project
Funder

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

BVSD and SVVS schools have limited watershed science program curriculum, and
limited ability to incorporate watershed science education into their current
curriculum.
Work with local educators to develop 4th grade watershed science/stewardship
curriculum that could be implemented in Boulder County schools.
CWCB Water Plan Grant, Gate Family Foundation, Private Donations
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