AGENDA
Left Hand Watershed Center
BOARD MEETING
2:00-4:00 pm, April 21, 2020
Via ZOOM call
https://zoom.us/j/93833056861?pwd=a0piV1JzSjQyUGwrdFZkMGppNm53UT09
Meeting ID: 938 3305 6861
Password: 632725

Welcome and Introductions

Christopher Smith

2:00 PM

Public comments on items not on the agenda

Christopher Smith

2:05 PM

Financial Audit

CLA

2:10 PM

Left Hand Watershed News

All

2:40 PM

Approval of Minutes: Feb & March

Christopher Smith

2:50 PM

Approval of Quarterly Financial Report

Jessie Olson

3:00 PM

Sick leave in response to COVID 19

Christopher Smith

3:30 PM

Projects Update

Jessie Olson

3:45 PM

Adjourn

Christopher Smith

4:00 PM

NOTE: The Watershed Center will make reasonable accommodation for individuals with known disabilities at
meeting and events per our non-discrimination notice. Visitors needing accommodation are encouraged to contact
any staff member to request such accommodation 48 hours in advance of such event.

Left Hand Watershed Center – www.watershed.center

04/15/2020
To: Left Hand Watershed Center Board of Directors
From: Jessie Olson, Executive Director
RE: April board meeting agenda items

Meeting Minutes
Draft meeting minutes from February and March are attached (attachment 1 and 2) for review and
approval.

Financial Report



Our annual audit has been prepared by Clifton Larson Allen and is attached on the meeting email.
Quarterly financial reports are attached (attachment 3) for review and approval.

Project updates
1. Adaptive Management, Stewardship & Monitoring




We have attached the 2020 State of the Watershed Report, which summarizes the results from
2019 data. Congrats to lead authors Deb and Yana on putting together a fantastic report. Bring your
questions and comments on the report to the May board meeting. Deb and Yana will plan to
present at that meeting.
We are continuing planning for the upcoming field season, finalizing project budgets, contracts for
contractors, and planning for time and resources needed.

2. Adaptive Management at Scale




The contracting process has started with CWCB and we’ve also started submitting invoices to
funding partners to begin the payment process.
We were also recently awarded a Bureau of Reclamation Water SMART grant that will contribute
$100,000 toward this project.
We expect to kick off the project this summer.

3. Community Science





We’re still gearing up for Catch the Hatch to start in mid-June. We anticipate hosting virtual
trainings for volunteers and using gear pick up protocols that are in line with social distancing
requirements.
We’ve deferred our watershed science curriculum activities at Lyons schools until the fall due to
COVID. Activities now focus on planning and curriculum development.
We canceled our earth day volunteer event that was planned for this month.

4. DOLA CDBG-DR Legacy Projects

We are beginning the close out process for this grant, which expires at the end of May. Tasks have focused
on compliance, data analysis, and adaptive management. Final planting phases are also underway. We plan
to do a post project survey for all participants in May to get feedback on our approach/process.

5. Mines, Water Quality Monitoring & Analysis
We’ve incorporated the annual water quality data report into appendix G of our State of the Watershed
Report (Attachment 4). James Creek Watershed Initiative recently reported that they are continuing to
collaborate with DRMS and Jamestown on the Yellow Girl reclamation project.

6. Fish Passage Feasibility Study and Education Initiative
We continue to work on the fish passage assessment and will start planning the education component. We
will provide a presentation update to the board at a board meeting this summer.

7. SVCC & St. Vrain Partnerships


We continue to assist the St. Vrain Creek Coalition in organizational, maintenance, and monitoring
activities.
Contracting is underway for the CWCB grant that we submitted on behalf of the SVCC to continue
adaptive management and K-12 community science in St. Vrain Creek. We expect to receive the
fully executed contract in the next month.
We continue to coordinate the Boulder County permitting process for the Apple Valley repair
project.





8. Forestry Health
We continue to lead a subcommittee of the Northern Colorado Fireshed that focuses on the St. Vrain
Basin. We had another productive meeting in April (via Zoom) with core agency members (USFS, Boulder
County, City of Longmont, and Colorado State Forest Service) to discuss a draft vision and mission
statement for the collaborative (attachment 5). Comments are welcome from all board members and
partners on this draft. We will also send out to the larger group of stakeholders for feedback this month.

9. Watershed Days
We are beginning to plan our 2020 Watershed Days event (planned for September 12th), including options
to carryout a subset of activities with social distancing recommendations in place.

Other Organizational Items


We’ve decided to hold off on hiring any additional contractor staff (other than the Watershed Days
event planner) due to COVID-19.
Chris and I have discussed increasing staff sick time allocations by 80 hours in response to COVID 19
pandemic. We will discuss further at the board meeting.



Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

BOD February Meeting Minutes
BOD March Meeting Minutes
Financial Report- Q1 2020
2020 State of the Watershed Report
DRAFT St. Vrain Forestry Health Partnership Vision Statement

Attachment 1
February Board meeting minutes

Board Minutes – Feb 28, 2020
Attendees
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Chris Smith
Sean Cronin
Mark Schueneman
Kathy Peterson
Monica Bortolini
Ken Lenarcic (with proxy for Colleen
Williams)
7. Jessie Olson
8. Yana Sorokin

9. Deb Hummel
10. Chuck Oppermann
11. Lauren Duncan
12. Gabe Tuerk
13. Sue Schauffler
14. Audrey Butler (arrived at 2:15)
15. Julie Trumpler (arrived 2:20)
16. Joe Ryan (arrived at 2:30)

Welcome and Introductions


Chris S called the meeting to order at 2:05 and went through introductions.

USFS MOU


Jessie provided update that USFS and Boulder County are creating a MOU to formalize
their partnership. MOU describes vision of potential outcomes and other entities have
also joined that collaboration. At the last meeting, there was discussion about whether
Watershed Center wanted to be a signatory on the MOU. As part of this, we would
reach out to Town of Jamestown and Town of Ward as participants and/or signatories.
o Sue asked for clarification of what had been discussed. Jessie explained that
discussions have been generally high level but there is momentum among
partners due to influx of joint chief’s funding. Chris S added by reading through
draft vision and outcomes statements.
o Board members agreed that this is a good start and more focus will be needed to
get projects implemented on the ground.

Update from SVLHWCD
 Sean provided an update about what SVLHWCD is up to, what SVLHWCD is planning to
do in the future, and asked for feedback.
 Reviewed SVLHWCD history.
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Described that based on community feedback, SVLHWCD strives to use creative,
collaborative, holistic, sensible, a-political, and big picture approaches to address their
specific “just-water” mission.
Described that SVLHWCD is now transitioning from a facilitation role in water issues and
challenges to a leader role in water issues in challenges
o Focus areas include: improve conservation; stream restoration; municipal
education; fish passage; forest health; in-stream flows; strengthening
agriculture; funding of ditch repairs; water sharing opportunities; creek
improvement facilitates; multi-use projects; education at school and adult levels;
and water protection.
Described a new funding plan that requires a property tax increase in November 2020.
Reviewed tax amounts for residential and commercial properties, which will bring 4-5
million dollars to SVLHWCD. Described some of the community concerns about property
taxes. Asked for feedback and outreach suggestions.
Sue asked for detail about mill levy and SVLHWCD boundaries. Sean responded that
current levy is 0.156 and proposed is 1.5, and described boundaries.
Audrey asked about maintenance of projects. Sean explained that would be a projectspecific decision. Audrey also asked for clarification about the types of projects. Sean
emphasized the focus will be on multi-use and multi-benefit.
Kathy asked if the acreage of productive farming in the basin has changes. Sean said in
Boulder County it hasn’t changed but is declining in Weld County.
Gabe asked is any modeling has been done related to creek improvement facilities. Sean
responded that the Stream Management Plan has just scraped the surface at this point.
Board members asked for additional clarifications about focus areas and Sean explained
that most options are still on the table and decisions will be made as the plan develops.
Chris S added that the mill levy increase will help support developing plans, investigating
opportunities, and matching other funding sources. Chris S added that there has been
community support for this increase but outreach is important to grow more support.
Monica asked about storm water and if it is considered “shared-use.” Sean responded
that it has not been a focus beyond education but wanted to follow up.
Audrey asked if this money could be used to support the Watershed Center. Sean
explained that SVLHWCD could be a funding source if work aligns with the focus areas.
Sean asked for ideas about places where he could go to get community feedback.

Water Quality Data Review
 Deb reviewed water quality data at one site for zinc (see presentation).
 Showed zinc concentrations from 2011-2020, highlighting specific periods that
represent notable activities and events. These included pre-remediation, limestone
addition, post-limestone addition, release, active treatment, and current.
 Noted that recent samples exceed the concentration that the EPA is using as a reference
(the Limestone Addition period).
 Gabe suggested that current samples may be increasing and asked when active
treatment should be re-introduced.
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Chris S noted that this data shows the treatment does not suffice and others agreed.
Jessie noted that this supports our need for an EPA Technical Assistant Grant.
Lauren added that there may be other effective treatment options to consider that have
lower maintenance requirements and have been successful elsewhere.
Board members agreed that the Watershed Center should send this information to
Mary Boardman and invite her to our next Board Meeting to help answer questions.

Approval of Minutes
 Ken moved, Kathy seconded, to approve the minutes from the January 21 meeting; the
motion carried unanimously.
2020 Work Plan
 Jessie reviewed the work plan and noted that percentages have been added to reflect
proportion of staff work hours sent on each task. Also added next text related to OHV work,
water quality, and hosting events to raise funds.
 Chuck asked for an update on the fish passage feasibility study. Jessie gave a brief update,
noting that this project is high priority in 2020 but still in early stages.
 Board members noted approval of the work plan.
Summer Contractor Hiring Update
 Jessie explained that there is a need to hire additional contract employees or part-time
temporary employees. She reviewed the different roles (see handout). Clarified that these
are all worked into the budget already. Discussion ensued about hiring options.
Office Space Update
 Jessie reviewed various office space options (see handout). Sue provided clarification about
the Left Hand Fire District office spaces in response to Jessie’s questions. Timing would be
sometime next year. Also noted that SVLHWCD is increasing office space and may be willing
to share space. Timing would also be sometime next year. Reviewed other options and
Board provided feedback.

Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 4:20 pm.
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Attachment 2
March Board meeting minutes

Meeting Minutes – March 17, 2020
NOTE: This meeting was done via a zoom conference call and was not an official board meeting
with any board action taken. The original meeting agenda was modified to just cover one topic
(EPA/CDPHE update related to Captain Jack).
Attendees
1. Joy Jenkins
2. Jeannine M
3. Joe Ryan
4. Roger Loving
5. Barbara Luneau
6. Chuck Opperman
7. Lauren Duncan
8. Sean Cronin
9. Gabe Tuerk
10. Ken Lenarcic
11. Laura Dixon
12. Sue Schauffler
13. Audrey Butler
14. Jessie Olson
15. Deb Hummel
16. Yana Sorokin
Mary





Reviewed Record of Decision where remedy was separated into Surface Remedy and
Subsurface Remedy
Reviewed Cost Comparisons from 2008. Active treatment was not selected because its
not sustainable at Captain Jake due to concentration of containments and relatively low
flows.
Reviewed remedial action objectives (see slides).
o
o
o

Reduce in-stream metals concentrations
Ensuring drinking water
Support aquatic life
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Described in-situ treatment remedy, which is a novel approach (see slides).
o
o
o
o









Plug big 5 tunnel to flood the mine to minimize contact with oxygen and neutralize
impounded mine-pool
Monitor mine pool extent and WQ
Monitor surrounding surface and sub surface WQ
Reduce treatment cost

Described status:
o Phase 1, which is surface remedy, is complete.
o Phase 2, which is in-tunnel treatment, just started recently. We are currently in
this phase. This portion of the remedy is required adaptive management, and
basically adjusting based on what is learned.
o Phase 3 is in the future. This is Ex-Situ Bioreactor. First they need to see how
phase 2 improves water quality before decisions about phase 3 are made.
Described In-Tunnel Treatment Design Concepts, see slide.
Described Remedy Implementation steps, see slide.
o Described that this is the simplest approach, which is what they chose to start
phase 2. Constructed a flow-through bulkhead, recirculating mine pool through
limestone bed, and monitoring.
Described ideal scenario for phase 2 results (see slides), with the hope that this new
approach/technology can be used at other sites.
What actually happened was that in May 2018 they closed the bulkhead and water
elevation increased rapidly (no static elevation as originally anticipated).
o When they opened the valve they expected that the water quality would be near
neutral based on the surface water that they had sampled. However, they found
that water was highly acidic. This was due to more acidic water at the based on
the water column, demonstrating that surface water sampling was not
representative of the conditions in the mine workings.

Joy





Described emergency response (see slide).
o Goal is get water quality back to pre-remedy implementation conditions. But
challenge is that they are not sure what those conditions are downstream of the
site. They relied on a CPW 2015 fish survey near SW14, aka the beaver pond
area. This indicated low numbers of fish and they inferred that low populations
were due to water quality issues. They also had anecdotal information that fish
populations were good at Lick skillet Road. Used these two points as
performance standards.
Described changes in metal concentrations during drawdown (see slide) and post
drawdown (see slide).
Described seasonality difference in water quality from 2014 – 2016, before the in-tunnel
treatment system was implemented.
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o More data is available during the high flow period and less data is available in
the low flow period. Showed water quality ranges, see slide.
Described results of aquatic toxicity assessment, see slide.
o Copper and zinc are posing issues for the most sensitive organisms. Generally
conditions are acceptable for brook and brown trout but not for rainbow trout.
o Focused on monitoring data for Zn because it is a conservative metal.
Described Next Steps: Optimize and modify in-tunnel treatment system. Learning from
the first trial. Likely will need to add other organic amendments. Also changing sampling
techniques due to unrepresentative sampling. Keeping temporary treatment system at
the site as emergency backup to protect water quality in case of another issue.
Timeline: Currently working with selected contractor (MineWater) with plan to adjust
treatments by early summer. Plan to monitor for two years after implementation (20222023). Will determine if external bioreactor is needed in late 2023. Not moving on
external bioreactor now is because design will depend on how well in in-tunnel
treatment will work. They hope to get better source control so that the external system
could be more of a polishing step and would require less design.

Q&A:
Gabe: In terms of pre-treatment conditions. is the goal then to restore conditions suitable for
fish (by aquatic life standards?) at Lick Skillet and below and accept that impairment exists
potentially all the way from the adit to the Lick Skillet site (assuming then that it is a binary
answer and that fish and BM are known to be impaired above the site/observations near lick
skillet)?also would like to see where SW-11 is on the map
Joy: Showed map. SW-11 is below where the big five adit enters into Left Hand Creek
Gabe: So there's over 3 miles of road down from that to the area around lickskillet. Is the
expectation that impairment will exist all the way down even if wildly successful?
Monica: SW-11 is downstream of another tributary though.
Joy: Explained that they are looking at SW-11 in the winter due to practicalities of access for
sampling and because it meets record of decision requirements of sampling downstream of the
site. Confirmed that there is indeed a minor tributary.
Jessie: Is allowing fish to die the current trigger and is it possible to have a trigger before they
die?
Joy: Explained that with the hazard quotient does not necessarily mean that if the value equal
one then it’s a lethal impact. For example, rainbow trout can acclimate. The hazard quotient
will help indicate that changes are coming.
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Gabe: Anecdotal measurements said that people observed good fish around lickskillet but
upstream there are known impairments. Is the expectation that we should expect fish kill above
Lickskillet.
Joy: Going forward we do not expect to see a fish kill in the creek between the site and
Lickskillet Road area. However, we also do not expect to fully meet the table value standards in
that stretch of creek while we are working on the in-tunnel treatment system. Species that are
sensitive to metals, like rainbow trout, may not be able to reproduce in this segment and are
unlikely attain significant populations in this part of the creek in the near term while the
agencies are working on the remedy.
When the emergency treatment system was shut down, our best predictions were that it would
not kill fish downstream, but we had uncertainty in modeling the resulting conditions compared
to past conditions, due to lack of past water chemistry and flow data during the winter
time. The agencies wanted to be prepared for a worst case scenario. And the agencies used
the past observations of fish populations to determine the area to target to ensure
protectiveness to fish.
Jessie: How are the goals between the record decision and the TMDL different?
Mary: TMDLs are under the clean water act and are stricter, but record of decision is under
separate law which offer more flexibility. At superfund site they are required to look at relevant
and applicable standards as they become available. Record of decision accepts that it may be
possible that that there are too many preexisting conditions to attain standards in the TMDL.
Joe: How are the funding levels for future remediation at the Captain Jack?
Joy: Right now there is sufficient funding for the work needed for the calendar year, particularly
as a demonstration site. Unknowns are related to if a treatment system ends up being needed.
Roger: Requested copies of the map and thanked them for the information.
Joy: Offered to stay in contact and keep us updated.
Gabe: Asked about how introducing organic amendments will impact water levels.
Mary: Explained that lesson learned is how quickly the water level can rise and are therefore
considering only partial closures in the future.
Joy: Added that amendments will not impact the water level.
Deb: Asked for clarification about monitoring during the upcoming projects.
Joy: Added that they are at the end of the initial 3-month of monitoring after the emergency
shutdown. Then have another sampling event planned in April, which will be repeated four
times in the year. They have flexibility to increase sampling in 2020.
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Attachment 3
Quarterly Financial Report

Financial Report-Q1 2020
Summary
2018
Budget

2018 Actual

2019
Budget

2019 Actual

2020
Budget

2020 Actual
Thru 3/31/20

Carryover from Prior Year
Total Carryover

$70,089

$70,089

$160,020

$160,020

$162,732

$162,732

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

$111,263
$26,035
$17,023
$30,500

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

$0
$42,493
$0
$37,500

$0
$0
$0
$47,500

$0
$0
$0
$25,000

Total Revenue

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

$3,990
$32,108
$951,919
$1,172,838

$50,000
$32,108
$1,808,202
$1,977,810

$11,983
$32,108
$1,219,473
$1,343,557

$25,000
$32,108
$998,116
$1,102,724

$3,770
$8,027
$183,571
$220,368

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

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

$16,281
$99,843
$101,915
$218,039
$1,534
$85,549
$87,082
$777,786

$20,902
$52,312
$188,297
$261,511
$1,000
$87,741
$88,741
$1,611,650

$8,973
$47,889
$162,854
$219,716
$894
$58,992
$59,886
$1,061,243

$8,803
$11,284
$355,950
$376,037
$1,000
$94,641
$95,641
$625,447

$0
$1,310
$61,360
$62,670
$0
$18,192
$18,192
$97,349

Total Expenses $1,727,493 $1,082,907

$1,961,902

$1,340,845

$1,097,125

$178,212

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

Expenses

Balance Carryforward

$100,129

$160,020

$175,928

$162,732

$168,331

$204,888

Stewardship Campaign (M&M/Adaptive Management)

$35,000

$58,659

$58,475

$58,833

$58,833

$58,185

Fish Passage Feasibility Study & Education Initiative

$0

$6,579

$0

$11,579

$1,500

$11,579

Community Science Plan & Implementation

$0

$42,500

$22,753

$16,787

$13,386

$12,568

Reserve Funds Subtotal
AVALABLE UNRESTRICTED CARRYOVER
FUNDS

$35,000

$107,738

$81,228

$87,198

$73,718

$82,331

$65,129

$52,283

$94,700

$75,534

$94,613

$122,557

Board Designated Reserve Funds

Financial Report-Q1 2020
Details

2018 Budget 2018 Actual

2019
Budget

2019 Actual 2020 Budget

2020 Actual
Thru 3/31/20

Notes

Carryover from Prior Year
Total Carryover

$70,089

$70,089

$160,020

$160,020

$162,732

$162,732

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

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

$111,263
$26,035
$17,023
$30,500

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

$0
$42,493
$0
$37,500

$0
$0
$0
$47,500

$0
$0
$0
$25,000

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

$30,000
$32,108

$3,990
$32,108

$50,000
$32,108

$11,983
$32,108

$25,000
$32,108

$3,770
$8,027

Revenue Sources

(1) DOLA CDBG-DR Legacy Project
(2) DOLA CDBG-DR 63rd Street Ex.
(3A) DOLA CDBG-DR Three Reaches
(3B) DOLA CDBG-DR Hinman
(4) CDBG-DR Stewardship HB & Citizen Science

$924,800
$375,000
$80,000
$0
$46,500

(5) CWCB ADM

$20,000

$312,907 $1,597,192 $1,001,385
$359,475
$0
$0
$119,679
$0
$0
$4,690
$0
$0
$52,360
$45,000
$59,286
$1,852

$41,771

$26,160

$330,000
$0
$0
$0
$0

$119,679
$0
$0
$0
$0

$85,000

$18,077

(6) LWOG Adaptive Management

$35,000

$28,124

$10,000

$2,600

$10,000

(7) CWCB CSP

$0

$4,493

$10,672

$6,812

$18,188

(8) Gates Community Science Program

$0

$42,500

$10,000

$0

$10,000

Closed 6/30/2018
Expired 6/30/19
Expires December 2018

Exension through May
2020. Assume 7K of audit
and 5K bookkeeping can
be expensed to the grant.
Closed 7/31/18
Closed 7/31/18
Closed 7/31/18
Expired 6/30/19
Expires in 2022, $176,000
budget total

Individuals, corporations,
partner donations. Ongoing funding campaign for
stewardship program (and
$0 match for CWCB grant).
Water plan grant 35K total.
$3,440 Expires in 2021
Gates FF (received entire
$0 grant in 2019). 10K TBD.

Financial Report-Q1 2020
Details

2018 Budget 2018 Actual

2019
Budget

2019 Actual 2020 Budget

2020 Actual
Thru 3/31/20

Notes
2018 Received. 2019
Pending. Grant application
due January 2019.
Expires December 2018.
Currently in contracting
phase. 50K grant, expires
11/09/23
5K individual donations
recieved; 5K committed
from SVLHWCD.
Current contract with
Biohabitats

(9) OSMP Monitoring
(10) LHWD Metals Monitoring

$0
$7,000

$3,555
$6,518

$5,600
$0

$7,724
$0

$5,600
$0

$0
$0

(11) CWCB WSRF Fish Passage

$0

$776

$31,336

$5,869

$44,131

$1,452

(12) LWOG Fish Passage Donations

$0

$6,579

$5,000

$5,000

$0

$0

(13) SVLH Stream Management Plan

$0

$3,012

$5,352

$1,330

$0

$0

(14) DRMS Water Quality Monitoring

$5,000

$4,999

$4,999

$4,999

$4,999

(15A) CWCB ARUS

$0

$0

$21,380

$22,196

$58,000

(15B) CWCB WMP
(16A) SVCC Fee for Service
(16B) CWCB- SVCC

$0
$0
$0

$0
$400
$0

$10,000
$4,950
$4,950

$7,688
$5,399
$4,875

$30,000
$3,947
$0

(17) City of Longmont WQDA

$0

$0

$0

$12,591

$5,000

Assuming they would like to
$393 contract with us again.

$8,000
$21,250
$0

Assume same sponsorship
$0 levels in 2020
$146 Grant total is $42,500
$0 Grant expires 2022

(18A) Watershed Days Sponsorships
(18B) CWCB WD (Watershed Days)
(19) CWCB St Vrain Adaptive Management
(20A) CWCB St. Vrain Science, Stewardship,
and Education
(20B) Partner Contributions St. Vrain AM

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$8,000
$0
$35,061

(21A) CWCB AM at Scale

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

$0
$2,500
$0

(21B) WC-AM at Scale (Partner Contribution)

$0

$0

$0

$0

$142,000
$25,000
$100,000
$60,000

$0 Assume annually renewed
Expires 2024 Total grant
$8,457 $146,934
Expires 2024 Total grant
$1,571 $69,478
$1,550 Expires Dec 2020
$0 Expired 6/30/2019

$0 Pending, $377,241 Total
$0 Pending, 25K Committed
$0 Pending, $382,320 Total
Pending, $60,000 Annually
$25,000 for 3 years

Financial Report-Q1 2020
Details

2018 Budget 2018 Actual

2019
Budget

2019 Actual 2020 Budget

2020 Actual
Thru 3/31/20

Notes
$0 Pending, $100,000
$3,807 Expires December 2020

$0
$0

$28,000
$9,000

$1,977,810 $1,343,557

$1,102,724

$220,368

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

Closed 6/30/18
Closed 6/30/18

$45,000

$42,493

$0

$0

Closed July 2019

$15,714
$1,310

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

Closed 2018

$7,760
$40,000

$567
$4,754

$20,902
$7,312

$8,973
$5,396

$8,803
$11,284

$0
$1,310

$211,385

$161,103

$73,214

$56,862

$20,087

$1,310

$7,000
$2,500
$0

$2,783
$0
$209

$20,000
$2,500
$250

$6,587
$0
$178

$12,000
$2,500
$250

$2,463
$932
$35

(21C) USBOR AM at Scale
(22) CPRW Fireshed

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

Total Revenue

$1,757,533

$1,172,838

$96,969
$32,789

$67,593
$43,670

$0
$0

$15,000

$27,495

$16,367
$2,500

Expenses
CDBG-DR Cap Grant (Through July 2018)
Personnel
Operations
CDBG-DR Cap Grant (Through July 2019)
Personnel
CWCB Fundraising Grant
Personnel
Operations
General Fund- Personnel
Personnel- Fundraising
Personnel- Other
Subtotal Programs
Operating Expenses
Bookkeeping
Tax Prep
Bank fees

$0
Audit
Phone
Mileage
Trainings and Conferences
Field Supplies
Misc. Supplies & Service

$600
$1,400
$1,000
$500
$1,000

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

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

$8,552
$2,314
$660
$1,228
$0
$1,153

$9,000
$2,580
$1,000
$2,000
$0
$2,303

assume half of audit can be
paid for by DOLA Legacy
$3,406 grant
$618
$68
$460
$0
$778
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2018 Budget 2018 Actual

2019
Budget

2019 Actual 2020 Budget

2020 Actual
Thru 3/31/20

Insurance
Website
Software & Computer supplies & IT
Postage and Shipping
Printing & Marketing Materials
Meeting Materials and Supplies
Event Expenses
Legal Review and Assistance
Fundraising Expenses
Rent (LHWD- In Kind)
Rent (not in Kind)

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

$538
$180
$569
$291
$69
$517
$66
$0
$224
$32,108
$0

$4,000
$500
$1,000
$700
$1,000
$1,000
$300
$1,000
$1,000
$32,108
$0

$1,604
$1,847
$270
$189
$1,554
$639
$0
$110
$894
$32,108
$0

$4,000
$2,000
$5,000
$700
$2,500
$1,000
$300
$1,000
$1,000
$32,108
$14,400

$0
$959
$157
$15
$0
$200
$0
$76
$0
$8,027
$0

Subtotal Operations

$52,808

$42,103

$88,741

$59,886

$95,641

$18,192

$54,772
$84,192
$258,135 $1,500,000
$359,475
$0

$79,300
$922,085
$0

$40,000
$290,000
$0

Notes

Project Expenses
(1) DOLA CDBG-DR Legacy Project
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(2) DOLA CDBG-DR 63rd Street Ex.
(3a) DOLA CDBG-DR Three Reaches
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(3b) DOLA CDBG-DR Hinman (Contractor)
(4) CDBG-DR Stewardship HB & Citizen Science
(5) CWCB ADM
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(6) LWOG Adaptive Management
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(7) CWCB CSP
Personnel

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

$24,749
$94,931 includes mileage
$0

$20,000
$60,000
$0
$46,500

$25,485
$94,194
$4,690
$52,360

$0
$0
$0
$45,000

$0
$0
$0
$59,286

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$20,000

$83
$1,790

$28,883
$10,000

$7,888
$17,855

$65,000
$15,000

$13,329
$838

$10,000
$0

$3,182
$430

$0
$3,000

$803
$2,426

$8,000
$2,000

$0
$648

$0

$4,329

$9,247

$5,882

$16,413

$2,780
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2018 Budget 2018 Actual
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(8) Gates FF Community Science
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(9) OSMP Monitoring
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(10) LHWD Metals Monitoring
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(11) CWCB WSRF Fish Passage
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(12) LWOG Fish Passage
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(13) SVLH Stream Management Plan
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(14) DRMS Water Quality Monitoring
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(15A) CWCB ARUS

$0

2019
Budget

2019 Actual 2020 Budget

2020 Actual
Thru 3/31/20

$500

$474

$0

$0

$0
$0

$606
$2,780

$9,247
$15,000

$19,854
$5,859

$9,401
$4,000

$3,921
$298

$0
$0

$3,437
$279

$5,090
$0

$4,627
$490

$5,040
$0

$1,307
$0

$3,000
$4,000

$2,554
$3,227

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$851

$10,361
$20,000

$2,812
$2,579

$39,718
$0

$1,011
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$10,079
$0

$0
$27

$10,079
$0

$0
$14

$0
$0

$2,107
$307

$4,816
$150

$1,060
$47

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$4,108
$118

$4,999
$0

$292
$3,188

$4,499
$0

$1,416
$534

Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(15B) CWCB WMP

$0
$0

$0
$0

$9,000
$13,000

$9,088
$12,800

$32,200
$20,000

$6,675
$41

Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(16A) SVCC Fee for Service
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(16B) CWCB SVCC

$0
$0

$0
$0

$2,483
$5,000

$4,241
$3,371

$17,000
$10,000

$1,140
$0

$0
$0

$401
$0

$4,950
$0

$2,014
$3,256

$0
$3,947

$1,233
$17

Notes
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2018 Budget 2018 Actual

2019
Budget

2019 Actual 2020 Budget

2020 Actual
Thru 3/31/20

Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(17) COL (City of Longmont WQDA)
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(18A) Watershed Days Sponsors
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(18B) CWCB WD (Watershed Days )
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(19) CWCB St Vrain Adaptive Management
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(20A) CWCB St. Vrain Science, Stewardship,
and Education

$0
$0

$0
$0

$4,950
$0

$4,023
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$2,485
$7,368

$4,500
$0

$599
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$5,880

$0
$8,000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$10,000
$10,000

$121
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$18,485
$14,251

$0
$0

$0
$0

Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(20B) Partner Contributions

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$16,000
$125,000

$0
$0

Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(21A) CWCB Adaptive Management at Scale
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(21B) Partner Contributions AM at Scale
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(21C) USBOR AM at Scale
Personnel
Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)
(22) CPRW Fireshed
Personnel

$0
$0

Notes

Pending, applied for 2019

Pending, applied for 2019
$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$15,000
$10,000

$0
$0
Pending, applied for 2019

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$27,000
$70,000

$0
$0
Pending, applied for 2019

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$5,000
$55,000

$0
$0
Pending, applied for 2019

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$25,200
$0

$0
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$5,900

$3,078
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2018 Budget 2018 Actual

2019
Budget

2019 Actual 2020 Budget

2020 Actual
Thru 3/31/20

$0

$2,500

$29

$879,701 $1,799,947 $1,224,097

$981,397

$158,710

$1,097,125

$178,212

$162,732

$168,331

$204,888

$58,475

$58,833

$58,833

$0

$11,579

$1,500

Other (Contractors/Consultants/Materials)

$0

$0

$0

Projects Subtotal

$1,463,300

TOTAL EXPENSES

$1,727,493

$1,082,907

BALANCE CARRYFORWARD

$100,129

$160,020

$175,928

Stewardship Campaign (M&M/Adaptive
Management)

$35,000

$58,659

Fish Passage Feasibility Study & Education
Initiative

$0

$6,579

$1,961,902 $1,340,845

Notes

Restricted Funds

Community Science Plan & Implementation

Reserve Funds Subtotal

$0
$35,000

$42,500
$107,738

$22,753
$81,228

$16,787
$87,198

$13,386
$73,718

AVALABLE UNRESTRICTED
CARRYOVER FUNDS

$65,129

$52,283

$94,700

$75,534

$94,613

Corporations, Partners, &
$58,185 Individual donations
SVLHWCD donation,
$11,579 Individual donations
Gates Family Foundation,
$12,568 10K TBD
$82,331

$122,557
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Executive Summary
As Left Hand Watershed recovers from the 2013 floods, Left Hand Watershed Center is monitoring and assessing
the state of the watershed. We are using an adaptive management approach to answer the following question:
Is Left Hand Creek Watershed on a trajectory towards resilience
following restoration and recovery from the 2013 floods?
What We Learned
Watershed data collected at restored projects sites show that restoration and recovery efforts are helping our
watershed maintain a trajectory towards health and resilience, but inherent watershed characteristics such as
diverted flows and mine legacy impacts continue to pose challenges for ecological health and water quality.
Key Takeaways






2019 monitoring shows that restored reaches are on trajectories toward increased resilience.
Increased water quality monitoring efforts are needed to better understand watershed health.
Monitoring and management continues to be a high priority in the Plains because these reaches showed
the least improvement across all watershed health indicators.
Lack of year-to-year water quality improvement in the upper watershed shows the continuing impact of
mining activities and the importance of prioritizing monitoring and management in these reaches.
An adaptive management approach related to forest health needs to be developed to address the
growing risks to upland forests in our watersheds.

Key Results






Floodplain connectivity is maintaining the desired trajectory, but we need to increase our monitoring
effort for a more comprehensive assessment at different flows and different locations.
Channel Morphology and Habitat are maintaining the desired trajectory though locations in the Plains
are likely responding less robustly due to infrastructure, including diversions.
Riparian Condition is maintaining the desired trajectory with notable vegetation abundance at the creek
edges; non-natives are competing with native vegetation in the plains reaches showing an increased
need for ongoing adaptive management.
Benthic Macroinvertebrate Community showed continued water quality impairments, unrelated to
sedimentation, in the upper and lower watershed.

Actionable Priorities
Based on the results above, Left Hand Watershed Center is prioritizing the following management and
monitoring priorities to address data gaps and improve our watershed’s trajectory towards resilience.
Monitoring Priorities





Increase water quality sampling in the Plains and pair with Benthic Macroinvertebrate Indices (BMI) to
further study water quality impairments in the lower reaches of the creek.
Assess the performance of pool-forming structures in creating self-sustaining pool habitat, specifically at
63rd Street.
Increase fine sediment monitoring in the Plains reaches and identify potential sources.
Quantify noxious weeds within the non-native community to better prioritize management actions.
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Increase monitoring of mine-related stressors and ecologic community responses that are continuing to
impair water quality.
Improve floodplain connectivity monitoring through increased efforts and refined hypotheses.
Develop an adaptive management plan for forests, including data consolidation to understand regionwide efforts and assessment of data gaps to identify monitoring priorities.

Management Priorities





Continue weed control and re-seeding efforts to aid in native plant establishment at restored sites and
increasing weed control and re-seeding in Plains sites due to greater competition.
Address mine-related water quality impairments by working with the Environmental Protection Agency
and the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment.
Work with water owners to assess and modify diversion structures or operations to address
impairments in Plains reaches.
Produce measurable ecological benefits by identifying opportunities to create inset floodplains or side
channels in areas with disconnected floodplains
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Purpose
This State of the Watershed Report provides an annual update on monitoring results, implications, and
suggested actions. The basis for this report is the Watershed Center’s Adaptive Management Plan, which
describes how we define and assess our watershed’s trajectory toward health and resilience. This report
answers the main question posed in our Adaptive Management Plan – Is Left Hand Creek Watershed on a
trajectory towards ecological resilience following restoration and recovery from the 2013 floods? We answer
this question by evaluating the performance of key ecological parameters relative to goals reflected in a
conceptual model depicting desired future conditions. This report reflects data collected primarily in 2018 and
2019, following completion of eleven watershed restoration projects in 2016 and prior to completion of an
additional eight restoration projects in 2020. A summary of each section is provided below.

Section

Description

1. What Did We Learn About Our
Trajectory?

Summarizes lessons learned, results, and actions based on monitoring
and adaptive management in 2019.

2. How Do We Use Adaptive
Management to Assess Our
Watershed?

Describes our adaptive management approach including conceptualizing
desired future conditions and the events that led to restoration and
recovery.

3. Monitoring and Assessment
Methods

Details our Monitoring and Assessment Framework, hypotheses, site
descriptions, and data collection and analysis methods.
Details our results including watershed hydrologic conditions and
answers to the flowing key questions:



4. Results and Discussion



5. Learning and Adjusting

Is floodplain connectivity improved or maintained?
Is channel morphology and habitat condition improved or
maintained?
Is native riparian condition and the native plant community improved
or maintained?
Is benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) community, as an indicator of
water quality and sedimentation issues, improved or maintained?

Reflects on what we learned about our adaptive management approach
and how we plan to improve in the future.
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1. What Did We Learn About Our Trajectory?
Watershed data collected in 2018 and 2019 show that restoration and recovery efforts are helping our
watershed maintain a trajectory towards health and resilience, but ongoing land and water management and
use in watershed, such as diverted flows and mine legacy impacts, continue to pose challenges for ecological
health and water quality. These results are most apparent in the benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) community
(as indicated by the Multimetric Index (MMI) parameter) in the Plains reaches. Also apparent is the need to
address forest health in the context of watershed health and adaptive management due to increasing
recognition among stakeholders about the threat of catastrophic wildfires. Given these findings, below is a
summary of key conclusions in 2019.
1.1 Key Conclusions






Water chemistry is fundamental to ecological resilience and efforts around water quality sampling, data
sharing, and data interpretation must be increased throughout the watershed(s).
The Plains reaches generally had the least improvement in all performance standards over time (though
still no decreases) and as such, monitoring and management in these reaches should be a priority.
Recent and historical hard rock mining activities in Left Hand Creek continue to have drastic impacts on
water quality and BMI communities in the upper reaches of the watershed. Lack of year-to-year
improvements indicates a need to prioritize corrective actions related to mine remediation.
The growing risks to our forests from large wildfires and other natural disturbances emphasizes the
need to prioritize adaptive management related to forest health in our watersheds, starting with
increased collaboration.

1.2 Answers to Key Questions
Is floodplain connectivity improved or maintained?
Metric: Photo monitoring during high flow to observe floodplain inundation at applicable (per design
specifications and annual peak flow discharges) benches and channels.
What We Learned: Yes, that 2019 peak seasonal flow inundated appropriate benches and side channels
as expected per the design at seven monitored sites, but we need to increase our sampling effort for a
more comprehensive assessment.
Potential Actions:



Increase efforts to monitor more sites using similar methods.
Refine hypotheses to evaluate depth, duration, and timing of peak seasonal flows and better
understand what discharge functions as a flushing flow (promotes fine sediment transport and
scour and reduces encroachment).

Is channel morphology and habitat condition improved or maintained?
Metrics: Pool habitat; Percent sands
What We Learned: Yes, pool habitat and percent sands met performance thresholds at most sites, but
one Plains site had issues with pool habitat (63rd Street) and all Plains sites had an increase in percent
sands. Lack of pool habitat may be due to inherent limitations of infrastructure-confined sites with
multiple upstream diversions. We also observed shallow pools at two sites (63rd Street and Upper Left
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Hand) that may be impacted by shifts in upstream structures. The increase in percent sands in the Plains
site may indicate a sediment source issue but is also not surprising due to multiple diversions.
Potential Actions:



Increase monitoring in the Plains sites to identify site-specific sediment issues and possible
sources.
Assess pool-forming structures at restored sites to determine if they adjusted and require
improvement.

Is native riparian condition and the native plant community improved or maintained?
Metrics: Percent Native Plant Cover, Native Richness
What We Learned: Yes, percent native plant cover and richness (species number) increased or remained
the same across all watershed zones with assistance from periodic weed control and re-seeding best
management practices. Notably, the greatest increase in non-native cover non-native cover occurred in
the Plains, pointing to the challenge these sites face from non-native competition. Native herbaceous
cover and native richness were generally greater in creek edge than upland zones, supporting the
importance of maximizing restoration of lower benches and riparian edges.
Potential Actions:



Continue monitoring using similar methods and similar sampling times with particular
consideration of Plains sites, which face more competition from non-native plants.
Quantify percent noxious weeds to better under what portion of the non-native vegetation is
noxious and help guide management.

Is benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) community, as an indicator of water quality and sedimentation issues,
improved or maintained?
Metric: Multimetric Index (MMI), Sediment Tolerance Indicator Value (TIV)
What We Learned: TIV met performance standards for sedimentation, but four out of 17 sites had
water quality impairments based on MMI. Similar to 2018, impairments occurred in the upper and lower
watershed, likely due mine impacts and diversion activities. While continued impairments from mine
impacts were expected at the CA Gulch site closest to the Captain Jack Mine, a new impairment was
identified at Legacy 5. The cause for this impairment is unknown. Four Plains sites that were impaired in
2018 improved in 2019, but these improvements may be attributed to sampling during higher-flow (post
irrigation season) conditions in 2019. Two of these Plains sites, 63rd Street and 81st Street, moved from
impairment in 2018 to attainment in 2019.
Potential Actions:






Continue monitoring using similar sampling times and pair BMI data collection efforts with
water quality samples to better understand water chemistry impacts on BMI at the time of data
collection.
Collect additional water quality samples in the Plains to track water chemistry at impaired sites.
Assess and modify diversion structures or operations to address water quality impairments in
Plains reaches.
Increase efforts to monitor and address mine issues and impacts.
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2. How Do We Use Adaptive Management to Assess Our Watershed?
Monitoring watershed health as a portion of our adaptive management plan enables us to actively improve our
watershed’s trajectory toward ecologic resilience based on the collection and synthesis of relevant scientific
data. Our Adaptive Management Plan is founded on the process of iterating five key steps on an annual basis
(see Figure 1 and learn more on our website). We place particular emphasis on “process” because continual
iteration of the steps is necessary to assess our complex and changing watershed, and adjust annually based on
what is learned. This report addresses steps four and five of our adaptive management process (Figure 1).
Scientific data is essential to our process because it provides a quantitative method to assess our trajectory,
communicate verifiable information to our community, and make evidence-based decisions.

Figure 1 (Left): Figure 1: Each step of the adaptive management process. Learn more on our website.
Figure 2 (Right): Conceptual Model of future conditions in alluvial fan zone. See the complete Conceptual Model on our website.

Scientific data presented in this report are used for the basis of our assessment of our trajectory towards the
desired future conditions, as illustrated in our conceptual model (see Figure 2 and learn more on our website).
These desired conditions are rooted in consensus and setting realistic expectations. Diverse community
members and experts came together to agree on the considerations for a healthy and resilient Left Hand Creek
Watershed based on the best available science and on learning from our past. This group acknowledged that
health and resilience must be set within the reality of Left Hand Creek’s role as a working river, with flow
modifications that date back to pre-settlement. The hydrograph below shows and explains simulated historic
and present-day discharge.

Figure 3: Left Hand Creek Simulated Flow from 1950 to 2012.
Modeled Current Flow is based on simulated monthly flows
including the influence of diversions. Modeled Historic Flow is
based on simulated monthly flows excluding the influence of
diversions, prior to Left Hand Creek’s transformation to a working
river.
As evidence by this hydrograph, Left Hand Creek carries more
water than it would in its natural state due to an trans-basin
diversion located upstream of our headwaters. However, despite
this augmentation, flows are not necessarily timed with natural
geomorphic and ecological processes because they are diverted to
irrigation channels and reservoirs. This results in periodic creek dryup and poses challenges for watershed health.
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Though the conceptual model approach is illustrative, the goals, hypotheses, and parameters that were
developed based on the model are quantitative and comprise our Monitoring and Assessment Framework
(Attachment A). Our overarching goal is to maintain or improve ecological conditions and resilience following
restoration and recovery from 2013 floods. To do so, our specific project goals were to:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Maintain or improve floodplain connectivity.
Maintain or improve channel morphology and habitat condition.
Maintain or improve native riparian condition and the native plant community.
Maintain or improve benthic macroinvertebrate community.

Each goal considers key components of a healthy and resilient Left Hand Creek Watershed (noted above) and is
tied to specific scientific hypotheses based on ecological conditions. Hypotheses (found in Section 3 below) are
assessed using ecological parameters and performance standards. Performance standards are essential to our
adaptive management approach because they ensure that we remain accountable to our conceptual model.
These standards are science-based metrics which represent the acceptable range for each ecological parameter
that is needed to maintain our watershed’s trajectory towards health and resilience. When measured
performance falls outside of this range, we implement actions to help correct the trajectory. Further details
about monitoring and assessment are provided in the next section.
A last important aspect of our adaptive management approach is the problem that led to our need for adaptive
management – restoration and recovery following the 2013 floods. The floods were devastating to the
watershed and community but also brought opportunity to rebuild and recover in a more resilient way. Starting
in 2016 we designed and implemented numerous flood recovery restoration projects to jumpstart our
watershed’s trajectory towards the most resilient future possible. Eleven projects were complete in 2018 and
eight projects were complete in 2020. All projects were designed to increase flood resilience, restore long-term
stream health and stability, and improve aquatic and riparian habitat. Through our adaptive management efforts
are focused on monitoring restored project sites, we also monitor unrestored sites and assess health and
resilience on a watershed-scale.
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3. Monitoring and Assessment Methods
This section describes our framework, hypotheses, sites, data collection, and data analysis methods.
3.1 Framework and Monitoring Hypotheses
Our Monitoring and Assessment Framework is the foundation for our methods and data provided in this report
(Appendix A). The Framework is used to assess the ecological condition (physical and biological) of restored sites
to determine overall watershed health. Within each ecological category included in the Framework (Floodplain
Connectivity, Channel Morphology and Habitat, Riparian Condition, Benthic Macroinvertebrate Community, Fish
Community), we assess key monitoring hypotheses related to our restoration goals. Each hypothesis is assessed
by different methods and metrics that are tied to performance standards. Based on our results, we determine if
were are meeting each performance standard or if a monitoring or management action is needed.
We update our Framework annually based on what we learn. While the Framework includes a comprehensive
list of possible monitoring categories, some hypotheses are not be included each year based on our priorities
and capacity. Below we provide the ecological categories, questions, and hypotheses that we monitored in 2019
to assess out watershed’s trajectory towards ecological resilience. Individual hypotheses often refer to the
watershed zones (Canyons, Foothills, and Plains) that are described in detail in our conceptual model.
Category: Floodplain Connectivity
Question: Is floodplain connectivity improved or maintained?


Hypothesis: Per the design, appropriate benches and channels are inundated during peak
seasonal flows each year.

Channel Morphology and Habitat
Question: Is channel morphology and habitat condition improved or maintained?



Hypothesis: Percent of habitable pool area relative to the wetted area will be greater than
20% at restored sites.
Hypothesis: Average percent sands (substrate) in riffles at restored sites will remain the
same or decrease from 2018 to 2019. In Canyons and Foothills sites, average percent sands
in riffles at restored sites will remain less than 27.5% or 41%, respectively.

Riparian Condition
Question: Is native riparian condition and the native plant community improved or maintained?




Hypothesis: Average percent of native herbaceous and woody cover types from all restored
project types within each watershed zone will increase or remain the same from 2018 to
2019.
Hypothesis: Average native richness (species number) from all restored project types within
each watershed zone will increase or remain the same from 2018 to 2019.

Benthic Macroinvertebrate Community
Question: Is the benthic macroinvertebrate community, as an indicator of water quality and
sedimentation issues, improved or maintained?
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Hypothesis: Multimetric Index (MMI) score per site will either attain performance
thresholds based on site location (Biotype 1 or 2) or will or trend towards attainment from
2016 to 2019.
Hypothesis: Sediment Tolerance Indicator Value (TIV) score per site will either attain
performance thresholds based on site location (Sediment Regions 1 through 3) or trend
towards attainment from 2016 to 2019.

In addition to these monitoring activities, we visually assess channel morphology and riparian conditions at each
site by photo monitoring during low flow. Sample photos for sites can be found in Appendix B.
3.2 Site Descriptions
Left Hand Creek Watershed covers 132 square miles in the St. Vrain Basin and extends from headwaters just
east of the continental divide at Lake Isabelle through the high plains and City of Longmont, where it meets the
confluence with the St. Vrain River. Within the watershed, James Creek is a major tributary that also transports
trans-basin water from the South St. Vrain to Left Hand Creek. The watershed has three distinct zones (Canyons,
Foothills, and Plains) that are defined by different geomorphic characteristics. For the purpose of this report, all
sites are grouped and assessed by the three watershed zones, however, we acknowledge that tributaries within
each zone may impact site specific results.
In 2019, we implemented our Monitoring and Assessment Framework at 25 sites in Left Hand Creek Watershed:
24 sites on Left Hand Creek and one site on James Creek used for reference (Figure 4.). Sites are classified by
watershed zone and site type (restored, unrestored, and pre-project; see below for descriptions). Site and
monitoring details are provided in Table 1.

18
15
17
1
6

11

13,14,16
25 20 21

22 23

24

9, 10

2
4

3

19
12

7, 8

5

Figure 4. A map of all sites in Left Hand Watershed. Watershed zones and sample sites on Left Hand Creek and James Creek are indicated
by color. Site numbers are linked to site names listed in Table 1.
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Table 1. A list of all sites in Left Hand Watershed that were monitored in 2019. Sites are described by Number, Watershed Zone, Site
Type, Name and applicable monitoring activities. Monitoring activities by ecological category assessed at each site are marked with an
“X.” All sites are located on Left Hand Creek with the exception of one site on James Creek, indicated by an asterisk (*). Site Numbers are
linked to Figure 4.
No.

Site Type

Site Name

1*

Watershed
Zone
Canyons*

Restored*

Harms*

2

Canyons

Project

3

Canyons

4

Floodplain
Connectivity

Channel Morph.
& Habitat

Riparian
Condition

BMI
Community
X*

Upper Left Hand

X

X

X

Project

US Buckingham

X

X

X

Canyons

Unrestored

Peak to Peak

X

5

Canyons

Unrestored

California Gulch

X

6

Canyons

Unrestored

FS Meadow

7

Canyons

Unrestored

Legacy 7 US

8

Canyons

Pre-project

Legacy 7 DS

X

X

9

Canyons

Pre-project

Legacy 5 US

X

X

10

Canyons

Unrestored

Legacy 5 DS

11

Canyons

Unrestored

Buckingham

12

Foothills

Project

Streamcrest

13

Foothills

Project

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

Ranch

X

X

X

X

X
X

14

Foothills

Project

41st

15

Foothills

Unrestored

Legacy 2 DS

X

X

16

Foothills

Unrestored

Kauvar

X

X

17

Foothills

Pre-project

Legacy 2 US

X

X

18

Foothills

Pre-project

Legacy 1 US

X

X

19

Foothills

Pre-project

Legacy 1 DS

X

X

20

Plains

Project

63rd Extension

X

Project

63rd

Street

X

Project

73rd

Street

X

Street

X

21
22

Plains
Plains

Street

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

23

Plains

Project

81st

24

Plains

Project

Reach 3B

X

X

25

Plains

Unrestored

Haystack

X

X

X

Our adaptive management plan focuses on monitoring and assessing restored project sites. In 2019, restored
sites include projects that were implemented in 2017. At these sites, projects aimed to increase floodplain
capacity by broadening and lowering benches, improve instream habitat by creating pools and base flow
sediment transport channels, and increase floodplain habitat and resilience by increasing native riparian plant
diversity and stabilizing banks with bio-stabilization techniques.
Though our primary focus is on the trajectory of restored projects, we also monitor and assess unrestored and
pre-project sites using the same methods. Unrestored sites are reaches that were less impacted by the 2013
floods and not designated as priority restoration sites. Monitoring these sites helps us understand our data in
the context of the entire watershed. We include notable results about comparisons between restored and
unrestored sites in this report and additional data by ecological category can be found in Appendices C and D.
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Our pre-project sites were monitored in 2018 before construction in 2019. These sites will be included in future
reports to make pre- and post-restoration comparisons and to improve our understanding of trends at restored
sites. Notably, almost all of the pre-project sites are located in the Canyon zone and future monitoring will
improve our understanding of this zone due to greater site representation.
To provide basin-scale context we compare our results to a similar watershed. In 2019 we implemented our
Monitoring and Assessment Framework at six restored sites in the St. Vrain Watershed. We include notable
results and comparisons in Appendix C based on one year of limited monitoring at six sites (all in the Foothills).
In the future, we plan to expand these efforts to improve comprehensive data collection across watershed
zones, better understand watershed health in the St. Vrain, and enable cross-watershed comparisons.
3.3 Data Collection and Analysis Methods
Floodplain Connectivity
In 2019, we monitored seven Foothills and Plains restored sites downstream of the LEFCRECO stream gage on
6/26/2019 and 6/27/2019 when reported flows at the stream gage were between 150 cfs and 200 cfs.
Floodplain connectivity was assess based on visual (photo monitor) observations of floodplain inundation at
applicable benches and channels based on peak seasonal flows (Table 2), which vary year to year. Applicable
benches and channels are defined by our project designs, which use flow regime to determine appropriate
floodplain elevations for inundation to occur at specific locations. Our restored sites are designed to
accommodate a range of seasonal peak flows including bankfull, bench, and high flows, as described in Table 2.
However, the variable and sometimes erratic flow regime of Left Hand Creek poses challenges for selecting
appropriate elevations, reiterating the need for monitoring floodplain connectivity per designs.
Table 2. List of floodplain locations where inundation is expected at various seasonal peak flow discharges. Approximate cfs describes
estimate discharge range associated with the potential seasonal peak flow, though actual discharge associated with specific floodplain
locations varies by design and watershed zone.
Peak Seasonal Flow Description
Bankfull Flow
Bankfull Flow
Bench Flow
High Flow

Approximate cfs
15-290 cfs
15-290 cfs
200-500 cfs
>2,000 cfs

Expected Floodplain Inundation Location
Bankfull Bench
Side-Channel
Bench
Overflow-Channel

Channel Morphology and Habitat
Habitable Pools
In 2019, we initiated new physical habitat surveys of sample reaches in an effort to quantitatively assess pool
habitat at each site. In August 2019, we completed habitat surveys on seven restored and 10 unrestored or preproject representative reaches that were generally 1,000 feet in length. The surveyed metrics were
representative of each sample reach and included: total wetted area, percent pool area relative to wetted area,
average residual pool depth, and pool count. Percent pool area was standardized by total surveyed wetted area
to compare between sites. We analyzed percent pool area relative to wetted area and average residual depth
for each site and between zones.
Substrate
We have conducted Wolman Pebble Counts during low flow since 2017 and each year we have increased our
sampling effort to increase sample size (Wolman 1954). In August 2019, we completed counts at one to three
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representative riffles in each habitat survey reach. From each pebble count, we recorded frequency of particles
in each size class: sands, gravels, cobbles, boulders, and bedrock. Percent sands were calculated by dividing the
frequency of sands by the total sample count per pebble count. We analyzed average percent sands for each
watershed zone by comparing over time and to percent sand thresholds for Colorado Sediment Regions 1 and 2
(CDPHE WQCD 2014).
Riparian Condition
We have conducted vegetation surveys since 2018. In 2019, we sampled seven restored sites and seven
unrestored or pre-project sites in August. This sampling timeframe was modified from 2018 methods, when we
sampled later in the growing season (September 2018). At a minimum, we sampled four vegetation zones along
one or two cross sections per site. These zones included creek edge and upland vegetation plots on each bank.
Additional floodplain and upper riparian zones were identified and sampled at the discretion of the surveyors.
We analyzed average percent native herbaceous, woody, and non-native cover and native richness for each
watershed zone.
Benthic Macroinvertebrate Community
We have conducted benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) surveys in 2016, 2018, and 2019. In 2019, we surveyed 17
sites from September through early November. Importantly, all Plains sites were sampled after October 31,
which is the conclusion of the irrigation season. This sampling timeframe was modified from 2018 methods,
when we sampled during the irrigation season. We used Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment Water Quality Control Division (CDPHE WQCD) kick sample methods in representative riffles and
collected one sample from each site. Samples were sorted and identified to genus or species level. For analysis,
Multimetric Index (MMI), Hilsenhoff Biotic Index (HBI), and diversity scores were calculated based on sample
composition and site location (Biotype 1 or 2). Between 2016 and 2018 sampling, the MMI method was updated
from version three to four. While our 2016 scores were determined using the previous MMI version three
method, all biotype and attainment thresholds have remained the same. Therefore, we are able compare 2016
versus 2018 and 2019 scores against these thresholds and generally between years.
3.4 Data Sharing
All data presented in this report is publically available. Please submit a request to dhummel@lwog.org for more
information.
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4. Results and Discussion
4.1 Hydrology and Precipitation
Hydrology and precipitation are underlying drivers to all watershed processes and are key to understanding
changes in ecological parameters. The hydrograph of Left Hand Creek is characterized by a peak seasonal flow
from May through July (driven by snowmelt) and low flows through the remainder of the year (driven by
groundwater recharge and intermittent rainstorms). Flows in Left Hand Creek are also impacted artificially by
ditches and diversions, as they provide water for farmers and ranchers throughout the watershed. Typically,
seasonal flows peak and are sustained from late May to early July. Average peak discharge is typically between
125 cfs and 175 cfs (Figure 5). The timing, magnitude, and duration of these flows also impacts the
geomorphological and ecological condition of the creek. Since the completion of the restoration projects in
2017, peak seasonal flows in Left Hand Creek have varied (Figure 5). In 2017, peak flows had typical timing but
exceeded typical magnitude for the expected duration. In 2018, timing and magnitude of peak flows were
average, but only lasted for a week due to drought conditions. In 2019, peak flows were delayed by a few weeks
and slightly greater than typical magnitude due to colder spring temperatures that delayed snow melt.

Figure 5. Historic (based on 23 years) and 2016- 2019 annual average daily discharge (cfs) in Left Hand Creek canyon at the LEFCRECO
gage. Data record provided by the Colorado Division of Water Resources.

Precipitation also impacts watershed processes and ecological condition. Peak seasonal flows are driven by
winter and early spring precipitation, especially snow accumulation in mountainous region of the watershed.
From spring through fall, precipitation (including ice, snowfall, and rainfall) also impacts instream flows and
riparian condition. Precipitation during low flow provides critical water depths for the survival of aquatic
organisms and water for the surrounding plant community during growing season. In Left Hand Creek, water
diversion in the summer and fall exacerbate the effects of low precipitation by reducing instream flow,
potentially resulting in dry up periods.
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Since flood recovery restoration was implemented in 2016, total monthly precipitation values in Left Hand
Watershed and the surrounding region (Boulder County) have been within or just outside (less than 0.5 inches)
the recent climatic range (period of record: 1971 to 2000), with the exception of heavier precipitation in April
2016 and May 2017 (Figure 6). Total monthly precipitation values in 2018 and 2019 were relatively similar to
each other compared to previous years and both years had relatively low precipitation in August. While we can
say there have not been any outstanding precipitation events since restoration, we also recognize that variability
(within the climatic range) in monthly precipitation from year to year may impact ecological condition at
restored sites on a local, site-specific scale. Therefore it is important to consider precipitation over space and
time, especially at reaches with upstream diversions.
20
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Figure 6. The 2016 through 2019 total monthly precipitation (inches) and the most recent 30 year precipitation climatology range for
Boulder County (based on average total monthly precipitation +/- standard error from 1971 through 2000). Total monthly precipitation in
September 2013 (resulting in historic floods) indicated in red. Precipitation includes all rain, snow, and hail. Snow/ice amounts are either
directly measured or snow water equivalent of 1:10 is applied to measurements (1 inch precipitation to every 10 inches of snow/ice fall).
Data provided by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s Physical Science Laboratory.

4.2 Floodplain Connectivity
Floodplain connectivity is the accessibility of the floodplain to instream flows. Accessible floodplains offer room
for rivers to move and accommodate high flow events. During high flow events, inundated floodplains are
essential habitat for fish and wildlife because they provide protected and slow moving aquatic habitat.
Floodplains also promote deposition of fine sediment and resilient plant communities. Connected floodplains
reduce flood risk for properties downstream by attenuating (spreading out and slowing down) high flows and
sediment. We evaluate floodplain connectivity using this approach based on the flowing hypothesis:
1. Per the design, appropriate benches and channels are inundated during peak seasonal flows each year.
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In 2019, we monitored bankfull benches and side channels because our peak seasonal flow did not exceed
bankfull (200 cfs) flow (Figure 6). We found bankfull bench activation at all seven sites and side channel
activation at all three of the applicable sites (Ranch, 73rd Street, and 63rd Street) (Figure 7). A key assumption
associated with these observations is that high flow (150 cfs and 200 cfs) at the LEFCRECO stream gage
translates to flow at the monitoring sites, despite the occurrence of multiple diversion between the gage and
the sites. The gage is located at the mouth of Left Hand Canyon, which is upstream of the monitoring sites
between Legacy 1 US and Legacy 2 DS. Our assumption is supported by long-term observations by the Left Hand
Ditch Company and others that diversions have minimal impact on instream flows during peak seasonal flows
due to the overall magnitude of flows during this period.
A

B

C

D

Figure 7. Peak seasonal flow observations from 6/26 and 6/27/2019 at restored sites on Left Hand Creek. Photo description match letter
and arrow: A. activated bankfull channel at Ranch; B. activated side channel at 73rd Street; C. activated side channel at 81st Street; D.
activated bankfull channel at 63rd Street.

Floodplain connectivity depends on river form and flow regime, so restored floodplains must be designed to
meet both form and flow requirements for inundation. Our 2018 monitoring results show that restored
floodplains are lower and wider, indicating that river form was improved to reconnect the floodplain to its
channel. However, a variable and sometimes erratic flow regime confounds our ability to determine appropriate
floodplain elevations for restoration design. While we observed appropriate inundation at the seven sample
sites in 2019, multiple years of observations are needed to capture the annual variability of the flow regime and
determine whether designs are appropriate for the flow regime. Additionally, peak seasonal flows were
reported at 200 cfs or greater during just four confined windows lasting one to three days each, resulting in a
flashy and challenging timeframe for monitoring. In the future, we will continue to monitor at flows greater than
150 cfs to allow for pre- or post-peak seasonal flow observations and increase our sampling capacity at all sites.
In summary, we found that 2019 peak seasonal flows inundated all of the constructed bankfull benches and
activated side channels. However, we were unable to visit all of our restored sites during the peak seasonal flow
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period, especially during the short period of time when flows exceeded 150 cfs. In the future, we will increase
our effort to visit all restored sites when flows are reported greater than 150 cfs. By increasing our effort, we
hope to identify areas with floodplains benches that are not inundated and that may require management
action such as lowering benches or side channels. We also plan to quantitatively assess peak seasonal flows by
evaluating depth, duration, and timing of peak flows and determine what flow is considered a functional
flushing flow (transports sediment, promotes scour, reduces encroachment). Lastly, we will continue to consider
how floodplain connectivity relates to other ecological indicators throughout the watershed. For example, we
hypothesize that floodplain connectivity influences riparian vegetation and encroachment while flow regime
drives channel morphology.
4.3 Channel Morphology and Habitat
Channel morphology and habitat features are essential for supporting aquatic life and are indicators of
watershed processes including flow and sediment regime. We assessed channel morphology and habitat by
testing the following sub-hypotheses.
1. Percent of habitable pool area relative to the wetted area will be greater than 20% at restored sites.
2. Average percent sands (substrate) in riffles at restored sites will remain the same or decrease from 2018
to 2019. In Canyons and Foothills sites, average percent sands in riffles at restored sites will remain less
than 27.5% or 41%, respectively.
Pool Habitat
In 2019, we found that the average percentage habitable pool areas relative to wetted areas exceeded 20% at
all sites except the 63rd Street project in the Plains (Table 3). Habitable pools are defined as pools that can
support fish and have residual depths greater than or equal to 0.8 feet in the Canyons or 1.0 foot in the Foothills
and Plains. Throughout the watershed, restored sites vary in habitat and pool frequency. Generally, sites are
classified as step-pool (small but frequent pools) in the Canyons, pool-riffle (larger and less frequent) in the
Foothills, and pool-riffle or plane-bed (largest and least frequent) in the Plains reaches. While we assume that
pool area will fluctuate in a given reach from year to year, we expect that the proportion of pool area relative to
wetted area to be greater than 20% based on recommended pool-to-pool spacing averages for natural steppool, pool-riffle, or plane-bed reaches (Leopold and Wolman 1957, Montgomery et al. 1995). In comparison,
unrestored sites in other parts of the watershed also met the 20% threshold, with an average of 32% habitable
pool area (Appendix D). Year-to-year comparisons of pool data were not possible because 2019 was the first
year we collected pool data. Channel morphology efforts in 2018 focused on longitudinal profiles which showed
more improved pool habitat in restored compared to un-restored reaches.
One possible explanation for low pool area at 63rd Street (14.3%) may be related the restoration design of the
site. Generally, many of our sites were designed to be transport reaches because they are surrounded by homes
and infrastructure that lack space for natural deposition. Therefore, inherent design elements may prohibit
these sites from achieving the expected habitable depth found in other natural or depositional reaches. While
percent pool area at 63rd Street does not reach our performance threshold of 20%, we will continue monitoring
to determine appropriate action given inherent limitations at this location. Future management actions may
include improving any adjusted pool-forming structures.
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Table 3. The 2019 habitat survey summary or all restored sites grouped by watershed zone. Metrics for each site include percent pool
area relative to wetted area, average residual pool depth and pool count. Watershed zone averages and sample size (n) listed in bold.

Canyons

Foothills

Plains

Site
Upper Left Hand
US Buckingham
Canyons Avg. (n)
Streamcrest
Ranch
Foothills Avg. (n)
63rd Street
81st Street
Reach 3B
Plains Avg. (n)

% Pool Area: Wetted Area
45.5%
33.7%
39.6% (2)
34.5%
42.5%

Avg. Residual Pool Depth (ft)
1.0
1.9
1.45 (2)
1.4
1.4

Pool Count
9
3
6 (2)
8
8

38.5% (2)
14.3%
53.5%
50.0%
39.3 (3)

1.4 (2)
1.1
1.6
1.7
1.4 (3)

8 (2)
3
11
5
6.3 (3)

In addition to design characteristics, our results for habitable percent pool area may reflect unanticipated
adjustments to the original design intent. While we expect restored pools and pool-forming processes to
fluctuate naturally, constructed pools were designed to maintain depth and area by promoting scouring during
seasonal flushing flows (peak seasonal flows that transport sediment) (Figure 8). In 2019, we found that both
63rd Street and Upper Left Hand sites had shallow pools relative to habitable pool classification thresholds (1.0
foot in the Plains and 0.8 foot in the Canyons; Table 3). One possible explanation is that constructed riffles or
boulder cross vanes, designed to promote scour and pools downstream, have adjusted or settled We will start
photo monitoring these specific locations to identify any visual adjustments that may be inhibiting pool-forming
processes and require management action.
A

B

Figure 8. Pool forming cross sections at restored sites on Left Hand Creek. Photo description matches letter. A. boulder cross vane with
immediate downstream pool at Upper Left Hand site in Left Hand Creek Watershed. Photo courtesy of OTAK, September 2019. B.
constructed riffle at 63rd Street site in Left Hand Creek Watershed. Fine sedimentation visible immediately downstream of structure.
Photo taken 8-28-2019.

Other drivers that influence habitable pool area are flow and sediment regime. As described above, flushing
flows maintain pools by scouring sediment. However, ditches and diversions throughout the watershed regulate
the magnitude of flushing flows. Without adequate flushing flows, coarse and fine substrate may fill in restored
pools, reducing the percent area and average residual depth of habitable pools. Multiple diversions upstream of
63rd Street that may be reducing flushing flows, resulting in increased deposition (Figure 8). We also found, as
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described in the following section, an increase in percent sands in riffles at restored Plains sites that may
indicate a sedimentation issue (Figure 9). Since we have limited pool and riffle data, we will continue habitat
surveys to assess these trends over the next few years.
In summary, we found that habitable pool condition at all sites, except 63rd Street, attained our 2019
performance threshold. While there may be a potential management action needed at 63rd Street, we need to
further investigate potential drivers. We will continue monitoring pool performance at this location to
determine how conditions trend in additional years and how they relate to average pool areas at other Plains
sites. Lastly, we will continue to consider how percent pool area relates to other ecological indicators
throughout the watershed. Pool formation depends on properly functioning flow and sediment regimes. If we
continue to find reductions in percent habitable pool area and average residual depth, we may also find
increased deposition in riffles. These combined metrics may indicate an issue with sediment and flow regime in
the watershed.
Substrate
Over time, percent sands (all particles 0 to 2 mm diameter) met performance standards at Canyons and Foothills
restored sites. Year-to-year comparisons show that percent sands remained the same in restored Canyons sites
(2018 to 2019), remained the same or decreased in restored Foothills sites (2017 vs. 2019), but increased in
restored Plains sites (2018 vs. 2019) (Figure 9). We expected to see no change or decreasing percent sands over
time because, as discussed above, many restored sites were designed as transport reaches that flush sediment
downstream. In comparison, we found that percent sands at unrestored sites across all zones showed no
difference from 2018 to 2019 (Appendix D). This suggests that not all creek locations in the Plains have increased
percent sands. The average increase in percent sands at restored Plains sites may be indicative of a site-specific
sedimentation issue. In the future, we plan to look for possible sediment sources (e.g. bank erosion from bank
slumping and lateral migration) throughout the Plains zone. From there, we can focus our instream sampling
efforts at specific locations and looks for fine sedimentation issues.

n=2

n=1

n=1

n=8

n=6

n=4

Figure 9. The 2017 through 2019 percent sand and average percent sand (+/- standard error) for all restored sites within each watershed
zone of Left Hand Creek Watershed. Thresholds for Canyons (0.275) and Foothills (0.41) indicated by black lines. Sample size indicated by
‘n’ value.
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Additionally, while we know that percent sands will fluctuate from year to year, we expect the proportion to be
less than 27.5% in the Canyons and 41% in the Foothills based on suggested thresholds for Colorado streams in
Sediment Regions 1 through 3 (CDPHE WQCD 2014). We found that in 2019 average percent sands at restored
Canyons (11%) and Foothills (13%) sites attained relevant thresholds. Currently, CDPHE does not provide a
percent sand threshold for Plains reaches because these sediment regions are not yet established, likely due to
geology (many Plains streams flow through sandy terraces and deposits and are naturally sand-bedded). Due to
the lack of existing threshold and the observed increase in percent sands from 2018 to 2019, we plan to increase
efforts in the Plains to determine if certain sites have outstanding sediment issues compared to other restored
and unrestored locations.
Percent sands are influenced by watershed location, flow regime, and sediment regime. Despite the lack of
existing percent sands threshold for the Plains, we expect to see higher deposition rates and greater percent
sands in these reaches due to upstream erosion and sediment mobilization. Notably, new river restoration
projects were being implemented in the Canyons and Foothills reaches prior to the 2019 surveys and this work
likely increased the supply of fine sediment into downstream reaches during the survey period. Active
construction occurred September through November 2019, after seasonal peak flow. Future monitoring is
needed to assess the possible impact of upstream activities.
The flow and sediment regimes throughout the watershed are influenced by the operation of ditches and
diversions. Without adequate flows, fine sediment is not transported across riffles, increasing the percent sand.
Multiple diversions upstream of the Plains sites reduce flows during irrigation season, likely resulting in
deposition of fine sediment. If we continue to see increases in percent sands in the Plains, we also expect to see
decreases in percent habitable pool area and average residual depth due to deposition. Since we have limited
pool and riffle data, we will continue habitat surveys to assess trends in pool area, pool depth, and percent
sands over time.
In summary, from 2018 to 2019, we found that percent sand for restored Canyons and Foothills sites remained
the same or decreased, while the Plains sites increased. Additionally, percent sands for restored Canyons and
Foothills sites attained performance thresholds. While there may be potential deposition issues in the Plains, we
are unsure if this increase is a site-specific issue, related to upstream restoration activity, or related to issues
with flow and sediment regime. We will investigate if there are reach specific fine sedimentation issues in the
Plains by increasing our monitoring to make site-by-site comparisons and monitor year-to-year trends. Lastly, we
continue to consider how percent sands relates to other ecological indicators throughout the watershed. Riffles
are maintained by properly functioning flow and sediment regimes. If we continue to find increases in percent
sand, we may also find decreases in percent pool area and residual depth or impaired benthic
macroinvertebrate communities (see Benthic Macroinvertebrate Community section). These combined metrics
would indicate sediment issues in the watershed.
4.4 Riparian Condition
Riparian condition provides critical physical habitat for aquatic and terrestrial organisms, as well as bank
stability. It also benefits overall ecological function by serving as a buffer for nutrient and mineral cycling.
Riparian condition is an important indicator of watershed health because it depends on the interaction of flow
regime and geomorphology, including floodplain connectivity. We assessed restored riparian condition by
testing the following sub-hypotheses:
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1. Average percent of native herbaceous and woody cover types from all restored project types within
each watershed zone will increase or remain the same from 2018 to 2019.
2. Average native richness (species number) from all restored project types within each watershed zone
will increase or remain the same from 2018 to 2019.
Overall, we found that percent cover and native richness increased or showed no difference for woody and
native herbaceous cover types across all watershed zones (Figure 10; Figure 11), though these results may also
be reflective of sampling time. We expected overall cover and total richness (including all native and non-native
species) to increase from 2018 to 2019 because these years were the first two growing seasons after
revegetation in fall 2017. During this time, we also changed our sampling time from September to August. While
this change improved our ability to identify plants during peak growing season, it may have also biased our
results (e.g. identifying more native plants, observing a higher percent cover earlier in the growing season).
Additionally, we implemented weed control and re-seeding best management practices during each growing
season to aid native establishment (Figure 12). Though these activities are necessary to support revegetation
efforts by ensuring that newly planted vegetation is not outcompeted by weeds, these activities also confound
our annual monitoring results because different treatments are applied based on site-specific circumstances. For
example, 73rd Street in the Plains had dense sweet clover patches in summer 2018. We mowed some of the
denser areas and found that sweet clover was replaced by wetland and riparian vegetation in 2019 (Figure 12). If
these activities were included in a sample plot, then our cover and richness data would reflect the weed control
results in 2019.

Figure 10. The 2018 and 2019 average percent of cover types (+/- standard error) for all restored sites within each watershed zone of Left
Hand Creek Watershed. Cover types are classified as Native Herbaceous, Native Woody, and Non-Native. Sample size indicated by ‘n’
value.
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Figure 11. The 2018 and 2019 average native richness (+/- standard error) for all restored sites within each watershed zone of Left Hand
Creek Watershed. Sample size indicated by ‘n’ value.

2018-9-18

2019-8-28

Figure 12. In 2019, wetland and riparian vegetation replaced dense sweet clover patches near the creek edge of 73 rd Street restoration
project in the Plains of Left Hand Creek Watershed. Sweet clover was mowed between photo dates in fall 2018.

Additional drivers that influence native establishment include site location in the watershed and floodplain
inundation. Vegetated composition changes from the Canyons to the Plains, as watershed area increases.
Canyons plant richness and non-native competition is limited by a smaller watershed area and shorter growing
season. We found that Canyons sites had higher native richness and less non-native cover compared to the
Plains. These results suggest that Canyons sites have less non-native competition, which allows for more native
establishment. In the Plains, plant richness and potential for non-native competition is greater because of the
larger watershed area (larger seed source), longer growing season, and higher diversity of land use (e.g.
agricultural areas with existing invasive species). As expected, we found that Plains sites had the lowest native
richness in both years, and average percent non-native cover was greatest and increasing from 2018 to 2019
(Figure 10; Figure 11). These results show that Plains reaches appear to have greater non-native competition
and therefore less native richness during post-restoration establishment.
Riparian condition is also dependent on the magnitude and duration of floodplain inundation by high flows and
precipitation because water availability aids vegetated establishment. Generally, creek edge riparian zones
experience longer inundation periods than upland zones simply based on proximity to the creek. As expected,
we found that both native herbaceous cover and native richness were greater in creek edge zones than upland
zones during both years (Figure 13, Figure 14). The creek edge also experiences fluctuation of fine sediment
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deposition as flushing flows recede. In 2019, we observed an increase in naturally recruited wetland vegetation
at depositional areas along the creek edge (Figure 15). Monthly precipitation may also impact overall survival
and growth of riparian plants, especially throughout the summer and fall. While our restoration projects
included drought tolerant grasses and forbs, in 2018 and 2019, total August precipitation was less than 0.25
inches (Figure 6). Low precipitation during the growing season, especially in the upland riparian zone, may
increase mortality of establishing plants. Based on these results and observations, it is important to consider the
vegetation characteristics along the creek edge and upland riparian zones separately.
Lastly, we compared our data in the context of the watershed by comparing restored sites to unrestored sites.
Though the focus of our current adaptive management efforts are on year-to-year trends at restored sites, we
also collect data at unrestored sites to track watershed-wide changes. In future years, we plan to use this data to
account for watershed-wide variability in native composition and assess how native communities at restored
sites compare to unrestored sites. Though two years of data allows limited assessment of these relationships,
we found that native richness in 2019 was greater at restored Canyons and Foothills sites than unrestored sites
(Appendix E).
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Figure 13. The 2018 and 2019 average percent of cover types (+/- standard error) for Creek Edge and Upland riparian zones in all restored
sites within each watershed zone of Left Hand Creek Watershed. Cover types are classified as Native Herbaceous, Native Woody, and
Non-Native. Sample size indicated by ‘n’ value.
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Figure 14. The 2018 and 2019 average native richness (+/- standard error) for Creek Edge and Upland riparian zones in all restores sites
within each watershed zone of Left Hand Creek Watershed. Sample size indicated by ‘n’ value.

2018-9-25

2019-9-6

grasses/sedges/rushes

Figure 15. In 2019, wetland vegetation establishes in fine depositional area near the creek edge of Upstream Buckingham restoration
project in the Canyons of Left Hand Creek Watershed.
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In summary, we found that restored riparian condition (native cover and richness) improved or maintained from
2018 to 2019. Notably, restored sites in the Canyons and Foothills also had greater native richness than
unrestored sites. In the future, will pay close attention to restored sites in the Plains, as these sites are
challenged by more non-native competition than Foothills and Canyons sites. We will also continue to evaluate
the creek edge and upland riparian zones separately throughout the watershed, as revegetation in these zones
is different and varies based on deposition and water availability. Lastly, we continue to consider how riparian
condition relates to other ecological indicators throughout the watershed. Vegetated vigor (high percent cover
and native richness) is one critical component of overall flood attenuation capacity. If restored riparian native
cover and richness do not continue to increase or remain the same over time, we expect to see issues with fine
instream sedimentation after high flow or runoff events.
4.5 Benthic Macroinvertebrate Community
The benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) community is an important indicator of water quality and can give
indications of impairments in water chemistry and sedimentation. We assessed BMI throughout Left Hand Creek
Watershed in 2016, 2018, and 2019 by testing the following sub-hypotheses:
1. Multimetric Index (MMI) score per site will either attain performance thresholds based on site location
(Biotype 1 or 2) or will or trend towards attainment from 2016 to 2019.
2. Sediment Tolerance Indicator Value (TIV) score per site will either attain performance thresholds based
on site location (Sediment Regions 1 through 3) or trend towards attainment from 2016 to 2019.
MMI and TIV scores were evaluated in relation to applicable performance thresholds and trends over time.
While we expect annual variability in our results due to low sample size and fluctuating conditions, MMI results
suggested water quality impairments in the upper and lower watershed are ongoing. TIV results did not suggest
the creek is experiencing sediment-related impairments.
In 2019, we found that most sites attained the MMI performance threshold for Biotype 2 (score= 50) or Biotype
1 (score= 52). Two Canyons sites (California (CA) Gulch and Legacy 5) and two Plains sites (Kauvar and Haystack)
did not attain performance thresholds in 2019. (Figure 16). Most sites also increased to attainment over time.
CA Gulch scores decreased and never attained standards from 2018 to 2019, and Legacy 5 scores decreased
from attainment in 2018 to below attainment in 2019. Kauvar and Haystack attained MMI in 2016, decreased
below attainment in 2018, then increased in 2019.

MMI Score
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Figure 16. MMI scores from 2016, 2018, and 2019 at sites on Left Hand Creek and James Creek. Short dotted line indicates Impairment
threshold and long dotted line indicates attainment threshold for Biotypes 1 and 2. Impairment indicated by MMI scores below
Attainment Threshold. MMI versions (3 or 4) used to calculate HBI scores are noted next to each sampling year.

In the upper watershed, impaired MMI scores at CA Gulch and Legacy 5 indicate conditions are worse than they
were in 2018. Similar to 2018, we expect water quality impairments at CA Gulch are related to the Captain Jack
Mine. In fall 2018, an emergency release occurred at the Mine, less than a mile upstream of CA Gulch. Highly
acidic and metals laden water resulted in a fish kill in reaches greater than five miles downstream of the Mine. In
addition to the impaired MMI score at CA Gulch, we also found that diversity was impaired at CA Gulch and
Forest FS Meadow (Appendix F). This means that the current BMI community at CA Gulch and FS Meadow has
lost desired sensitive species. These results are also reflected in our water chemistry data at CA Gulch. At this
location we continue to see impairment caused by elevated metals concentrations (Zinc and Copper) that are
acutely toxic to aquatic life (Appendix G). We also found an unexpected impairment at Legacy 5 and we plan to
test water chemistry at this site for potential water quality issues. Future monitoring and management activities
may include collecting water quality data at all BMI sampling locations and increasing monitoring and
assessment activities related to mine issues that may be impairing other ecological indicators.
In the lower watershed, impaired MMI scores indicate conditions improved from 2018 to 2019, though we
expect impairments are related to diversion activities and our scores are impacted by sampling time. While four
sites (Kauvar, Haystack, 63rd Street, and 81st Street) were impaired in 2018, 63rd Street and 81st Street reached
attainment in 2019. Despite impairments at Kauvar and Haystack in 2019, both sites improved diversity and
Hilsenhoff Biotic Index (HBI) scores compared to 2018. These scores indicate the presence of more desired
sensitive species at Kauvar and Haystack in 2019 (Appendix F). As noted, sample timing may be a primary reason
for the 2019 improvements. In 2018, we sampled during the irrigation season and attributed impairments to low
flow conditions. In 2019, we sampled after the irrigation season when flows are higher, resulting in more
dilution of water quality impairments. Overall, differences point to some improvement in water quality in the
lower watershed over time, but sampling time may be amplifying results. We plan address this sampling time
issue by maintaining post-irrigation season sampling in future years. Future management actions may include
working with water owners to assess and modify diversions structures or operations to allow for base flow
during peak irrigation season.
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In 2019 and over time, all sites attained TIV performance thresholds for Sediment Region 1 (score= 6.1),
Sediment Region 2 (score= 7.0), or Sediment Region 3 (score= 6.3) (Table 4). Currently, there are no standards
for sediment regions in the Plains. This score is determined by BMI community metrics that consider the
proportion of species in a sample that are inhibited by or favor fine sedimentation. Since all applicable sites
attained TIV standards, we conclude that sedimentation issues do not impair BMI communities in the Canyons
and Foothills.
Table 4. Tolerance Index Value (TIV) scores from 2018 and 2019 at sites on Left Hand Creek and James Creek in Sediment Regions 1
through 3. No impairment indicated.

Site
Peak to Peak
CA Gulch
FS Meadow
Upper Left Hand
Legacy 7
Legacy 5
US Buckingham
Buckingham
Legacy 2 US
Legacy 1 US
Legacy 1 DS
Ranch
Kauvar
Haystack
63rd Street
81st Street

2018

2019

Sediment Region

TIV Score

TIV Score

R1
R1
R2
R2
R2
R2
R2
R2
R2
R3
R3
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

4.66
3.87
3.78
4.88
4.95
4.91
4.51
3.09
Not reported
Not reported
Not reported

5.22
4.29
4.35
4.87
4.42
5.32
4.92
4.54
4.97
5.19
5.05

In summary, we found water quality impairments in the upper and lower watershed based on MMI scores but
not sedimentation-related TIV scores. Abandoned mine drainage in the upper watershed continues to impair
water quality downstream since fall 2018. In the lower watershed, we attribute impairments related to diversion
activities. In 2019, we found that MMI scores improved between 2018 and 2019, a likely cause may be sampling
time. In 2019, we adjusted sampling time from during irrigation season (when flows were low to intermittently
dry) to after (when flows were higher). In the future, we will maintain similar sampling time and collect water
chemistry data at all BMI locations to help determine other causes of impairment. Lastly, we continue to
consider how BMI scores relate to other ecological indicators throughout the watershed. If we continue to find
impaired MMI, Diversity, or HBI scores, we expect to also find impaired fish populations, as we did in fall 2018. If
we find impaired TIV scores, we expect to also find increased percent sands or reduced habitable pool area
caused by a sedimentation issue in the watershed.
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5. Learning and Adjusting
Two years of post-restoration monitoring provided valuable insight about the strengths and weaknesses of our
adaptive management process. This section reflects on lessons learned and how we plan to improve our process
to help address key restoration questions and evaluate our trajectory toward resilience.
5.1 Refining Monitoring and Assessment
Two years of monitoring and assessment reiterate the importance of continued monitoring in future years.
Though some issue areas are obvious (e.g. water quality at mine sites), other observed trends are often
nuanced. For example, sampling time issues complicate year-to-year comparisons of riparian community data
and water quality data in the Plains. Meanwhile, limited available quantitative data restrict our interpretations
about floodplain connectivity and percent sands. Lastly, natural variability in drivers such as flow regime affect
year-to-year comparisons. Given these caveats, a key takeaway is that natural and dynamic systems such as
watersheds require many years of monitoring to understand trends and select appropriate actions. While
improvements in our approach from 2018 to 2019 helped us hone in on measurable hypotheses and
appropriate data collection methods, improvements from 2019 to 2020 will help fill data gaps that limit year-toyear interpretation. Improving the reliability of year-to-year observations will help provide strong justification
for decisions about future management and monitoring actions. Based on results in 2019, we plan to improve
our monitoring and assessment methods in the following areas:








Water Chemistry: While our adaptive management approach is centered on ecological conditions,
monitoring in 2019 revealed the importance of water chemistry in supporting potential conclusions. This
was particularly evident in our BMI sampling at Legacy Site 5, where we unexpectedly found an impaired
MMI score. Increasing our efforts around water quality monitoring water chemistry will be an important
adjustment in future years.
Plains Reaches: Most issues noted occurred in the Plains reaches of the watershed where infrastructure,
multiple diversions, and mixed land use pose challenges for restoration projects. Notable issues include
reduced pool habitat, greater non-native vegetation, potential sedimentation issues, and BMI
impairments. The frequency of these issues point to the importance of continuing and increasing
monitoring in the Plains. These issues also point to the importance of assessing and implementing
modifications to diversion structures and/or operations to improve instream conditions.
Ongoing Mining Impacts: Recent and historical mining activities continue to have drastic impacts on
water quality and BMI communities in the upper reaches of the watershed. In contrast to other noted
issues that require future monitoring, this issue is persistent over time and requires increased efforts.
Collaborating with the Environmental Protection Agency and Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment to address these issues is an important adjustment in 2020.
Floodplain Connectivity: Our assessments of floodplain connectivity are limited to qualitative
observations. In the future, we plan to develop quantitative metrics that build our understanding of
depth, duration, and timing of floodplain inundation and what peak discharge functions as a flushing
flow (promotes fine sediment transport and scour and reduces encroachment)

5.2 Expanding Adaptive Management to Forests
Incorporating upland forests health into our Adaptive Management Plan is an important next step for our
organization. Forest health is a critical issue for the region as forests throughout the St. Vrain Basin have become
dense and crowded, increasing their vulnerability to large wildfires and other natural disturbances, particularly
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in the face of climate change (Addington, et. al. 2018). Action is required to address forest health and avoid
potentially devastating impacts on our watersheds and communities, including loss of critical habitat and
reductions in water quality, caused by wildfires. However, this action must be rooted in smart adaptive
management to ensure consensus about desired future conditions and data-driven monitoring and assessment.
To start this process, the Watershed Center is currently leading a partnership of stakeholders and community
members to plan and implement forest health projects. We are leveraging our existing adaptive management
approach and modifying based on the forest-specific adaptive management approaches that have been well
researched by others (e.g. US Forest Service, Colorado Forest Restoration Institute). Understanding existing
forest health data is key to this effort. Forest health data collection efforts in the St. Vrain Basin are currently led
by Boulder County and City of Longmont on their respective properties. As we work collaboratively to address
forest health, data consolidation and assessment of data gaps are necessary next steps. We plan to address this
need in future iterations of our Adaptive Management Plan.
5.3 Expanding Adaptive Management to Include Other Efforts
Incorporating information from existing data collection efforts, management plans, and monitoring tools related
to watershed health is an important future step for our Adaptive Management Plan. In 2019, we began working
with partners to improve our shared understanding about the types of watershed health data collected
throughout the St. Vrain Basin through initiation of a new “Adaptive Management at Scale” project. This project
enables us to work with partners throughout the basin to incorporate data, plans, and tools into a shared
adaptive management framework. A preliminary list of relevant on-going efforts includes St. Vrain and Left Hand
Stream Management Plan, Keep It Clean Partnership 319 Basin Plan, City of Boulder Grasslands Plan, Boulder
Creek Master Plan, Mile High Flood District adaptive management planning efforts, City of Longmont Channel
Maintenance Plan, Stream Quantification Tool, Stream Health Index, and Ecological Integrity Assessment and
Floristic Quality Assessment tool. We plan to expand and refine this list during the project.
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ST. VRAIN FOREST HEALTH PARTNERSHIP
Federal, state, and local partners have long recognized the St. Vrain Basin as a critical landscape at risk
for catastrophic wildfire, yet lacked resources to address the issue. However, the USFS and NRCS’s
recent award of the Joint Chiefs funding provide a new catalyst (and the necessary resources) for
partners to address this issue. In 2019, partners formally joined to restore landscape-scale forest health
and resilience throughout the St. Vrain Basin, with a strong foundation of community support. Today,
the partnership includes participation from diverse federal, state, local, and community representatives
throughout the St. Vrain Basin.

Why here, why now
Our partnership focuses on the 625,000-acre St. Vrain Basin, which is at risk for catastrophic wildfires
that will have devastating effects on landscape values. The basin is a vital resource for our ecosystem
and community. The headwaters extend to the continental divide in Rocky Mountain National Park. A
large portion of the basin is a Research Natural Area (RNA), which is designated for nomanipulative
research, education, and the maintenance of biodiversity. The basin also serves as a critical corridor for
big horn sheep migration. Within the RNA, prescribed fire may be used to improve habitat for bighorn
sheep to perpetuate and restore natural conditions. In the heart of the basin, Button Rock Preserve is
the primary water source for 100,000 domestic water users and provides regional recreational to over
60,000 visitors annually. Yet our montane forests have become dense and overcrowded, increasing their
vulnerability to large wildfires, insect epidemics, and disease, particularly in the face of climate change.
As catastrophic wildfires become increasingly common in the west, this threat is acutely evident in our
basin where a major wildfire has not occurred in 20 years. Experts also note that high incidents of
lightening in the area make the area particularly susceptible to a future wildfire.

Vision
Our vision is a healthy and resilient watershed that can sustain wildfire and other natural disturbances
to protect communities, keep water supplies reliable, and support diverse flora and fauna for current
and future generations.

Mission
Our mission is to bring together diverse stakeholders and community members to collaboratively plan
and implement cross-jurisdictional landscape-scale forest restoration in the St. Vrain Basin that prepare
the landscape to receive wildland fire as a natural part of the ecosystem.

Goals
In the coming months, we plan to identify goals based on our shared mission and vision. Our mission
and vision were identified in February 2020 based on discussion about desired outcomes or future
conditions related to forest health in our basin. Now, we are refining specific goals that will provide clear
and tangible guidance about steps that are required to reach our mission. Our short-term goals (two
years) relate to partnership building and environmental planning. These include defining specific
requirements that will prepare our partnership to receive and utilize federal implementation funding.
Examples include achieving broad support among basin-wide communities or developing
communication strategies for key scientific concepts. Our long-term (five to ten years) goals relate to

implementing forest restoration projects to achieve desirable forest structure based on our mission and
vision. These will identify specific characteristics of a resilient forest such as tree density or species
composition.

Partnership Structure
The Partnership involves over 30 stakeholders including USFS, NRCS, State Forest Service, Boulder
County, City of Longmont, Rocky Mountain National Park, Colorado Parks and Wildlife, local towns,
conservation districts, water districts, fire districts, police departments, schools, environmental groups,
and landowners. The Watershed Center, a nonprofit that works to protect and restore watersheds for
people and the environment using a collaborative and science based approach, leads partnership
coordination. However, the informal governance structure fosters a collaborative leadership and
ensures participatory engagement from a diversity of partners. While decisions are made by individual
entities, the partnership allows collaboration across boundaries to create the greatest impact and
landscape-wide benefits. Additional partnership building will entail reaching out to new stakeholders to
maximize basin-wide representation and formalizing partner roles and responsibilities.

Current Partners
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Left Hand Watershed Center
USFS
NRCS
Boulder County
Boulder Valley and Longmont Conservation Districts
Colorado State Forest Service
City of Longmont
St. Vrain and Left Hand Water Conservancy District
Town of Lyons Ecology Board
Allenspark Fire District
Lyons Fire District
Boulder County Sherriff’s office
Left Hand Fire District
Left Hand Water District
The Nature Conservancy
16. Local landowners and community members
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