
 

Board Minutes – June 20, 2017 
 

Attendees 

Chris Smith 

Mark Schueneman 

Gabe Tuerk 

Kathy Peterson 

Julie McKay 

Chris Wiorek 

Rick Kauvar 

Ken Lenarcic 

Julie Trumpler 

Mark Williams 

Sean Cronin (arrived 2:30) 

Jessie Olson 

Yana Sorokin 

Glenn Patterson 

Scott Schreiber 

John Altshold 

Chris Carroll 

Alex Jamison, USFS, Chris Carroll’s technician 

Welcome and Introductions  

The meeting was called to order by President Chris Smith at 2:05.   

Public comments on items not on the agenda  

Rick and Sean would like to add an item about the SVCC Aquatics Committee meeting on 

stream management plans. 

Gabe would like to talk about a citizen science project on high alpine lakes. 

Update on Stewardship Handbook  

John Altshold and Scott Schreiber (TU and consultants) gave a presentation on the stewardship 

handbook.  They are working with Lefthand, Saint Vrain, Big Thompson, and Little Thompson.  

Purpose of the handbook is to create an educational resource for private landowners to better 

understand their creek-side properties and what they can do to protect and enhance it.  Project 

involves public outreach strategy, four public workshops, site selection for demonstration 



plans, and development of a handbook for creek-side landowners.  Drafts of stewardship plans 

and handbook will be ready this summer and will undergo interdisciplinary review.  

Stewardship site plans are developed for specific reaches, but have transfer value as well.  They 

can complement stream restoration plans.  Plans will include descriptions of specific actions 

that can be implemented by homeowners to protect and enhance the stream and watershed 

near their homes.  The project developed site selection criteria to help determine which 

reaches would make good plan demonstration sites, and applied the criteria to sites nominated 

by the coalitions.  Left Hand has one site for development of a demonstration site plan—Oxford 

Road Reach.  Issues include sediment management, die-off of crack-willows and cottonwoods, 

woody material in the flood plain, elevated secondary channels, potential livestock grazing, 

invasive plants, and more.  Some actions can be implemented by the landowner without the 

need for permits; others should be done by contractors under permit.  Plans can pay attention 

to likely actions and impacts involving irrigation infrastructure.   

Regarding the stewardship handbook, they have an 8-page outline for 7 chapters.  First draft 

should be ready by end of July.  Chapters cover: 

--Introduction 

--Living along a waterway—includes a part on “Know your watershed” 

--Evaluating your property—includes a stream assessment questionnaire, and information on 

determining how your part of the creek fits into a simple stream classification system based on 

incisement, slope, and bed material. 

--Step by step strategies—some for the homeowner, some for projects that involve contractors. 

--Outside Assistance—lists free and fee-based resources. 

--Master your watershed—includes additional and more technical information on stream 

classification, management, restoration, water rights, etc. 

--Stewardship site plans 

--Two mini-sections, on “Give nature a chance” (based on discussions with Rick Kauvar), and on  

“Working together to be good stewards”, which discusses stakeholder and neighbor 

engagement. 

Overall, they are trying to keep the language simple enough to appeal to a broad audience, 

despite this being a technically complex topic.  The manual will be online and will have 

hyperlinks for easy navigation within the file. 

Rick asked if the plan will mention anything about enhancing instream flows.  They tend to stay 

away from water rights issues, but they agree it might be good to include some information 

about this topic.   

 

Approval of Minutes  

Ken moved, Rick seconded, to approve the minutes of the May meeting.  Motion carried 

unanimously. 



Approval of Financial Statement  

Jessie summarized the financial information.   

For the EWP projects, we have been reimbursed for 2 of the 4, and are getting contractors paid 

by CWCB and NRCS.  There is still some delay in processing the 12.5% from DOLA.   

Grant coverage for the audit is likely to be an issue for next year.  DOLA will cover only their 

portion, so we need to work on portions covered by EWP and other funding sources. 

Kathy moved, Chris W seconded, to approve the financial report.  Motion carried unanimously. 

Stream Management Plan Grant Application 

Sean described the $5M 2017 stream management plan grant program managed by the CWCB.  

Most of these grants have been on the western slope so far.  The grants cover projects to 

protect and enhance streams and habitat.  Nikki Seltzer has funding from Gates Foundation, 

CWCB, and Nature Conservancy to help stream coalitions develop proposals.  CWCB would like 

to see high-quality proposals from the eastern slope.  Sean serves on the S Platte Basin 

Roundtable, and noted that the roundtables often provide support to these efforts, as 

envisioned in the State Water Plan.  The SVLHWCD Board in early June indicated support for 

Sean spending time to hold discussions with other stakeholders and develop plans for a grant to 

be submitted by SVLH, with opportunities for partnership with entities such as LWOG.  Sean 

plans to continue discussions and outline a grant application.  The grant from the CWCB would 

require a 1:1 match, some of which could come from the Roundtable, which would require a 

second grant application to the Roundtable.  Chris Sturm has recommended using a phased 

approach, with the first year focused on planning, and costing in the vicinity of $100,000.   

Glenn mentioned the question that came up in the recent SVCC Aquatics Committee meeting, 

about what benefit would accrue to landowners who support development of stream 

management plans.  SVLH has a storage decree that could be used to benefit both landowners 

and the creek. 

Sean described comments from Chris Sturm about flow enhancement.  Statewide (mostly 

western slope), many stream management plans led to new filings for instream flow rights, and 

about 10% of actions involved acquisition of existing water rights.  Filing for new rights makes 

little sense in Left Hand Creek, but we may be able to work out some arrangement.  The 

problem with voluntary or handshake agreements is that every water user downstream must 

agree to leave that water in the creek, or else someone will still sweep the creek.   

Sean’s hope is that several entities including LWOG would participate in development of SVLH’s 

application, and be a partner in its implementation.  LWOG board and staff comments favored 

this approach.  Chris S suggested including Longmont, Boulder County, Left Hand Ditch 

Company.  Julie M. sees opportunities for the County to be a supportive participant, too.  Chris 



suggested that LWOG board and staff could share ideas with Sean about goals and possible 

participation arrangements. 

Grants/Fundraising Update 

Jessie referred to a handout that was distributed separately from the board packet, on the 

overall fundraising strategy, to fund internal LWOG projects and activities.  As we just received 

a $2M grant for the upper watershed restoration work, and there will be work on the 63rd 

Street extension reach, the Watershed Planning and Implementation program will require at 

least 1 full FTE in 2018.  Watershed Science should require about 0.5 FTE.  Other programs 

would require additional part-time amounts, for a total of 2.5 FTE, and some materials costs.  

Fundraising target would then be $250K per year.  Jessie explained how in the past we relied 

mostly on LHWD and Boulder County for support, currently we are supported mostly by grants, 

and in the future we would like to have a more diversified set of funding sources. 

Gabe gave a good pitch for the importance of identifying appropriate targets and messages for 

the fundraising campaign, and acknowledging contributions on the web site with logos and 

thank you’s.  He also indicated a willingness to help.  Gabe also suggested that citizen 

volunteers could donate some of the time needed for some of the tasks on our task list.  Jessie 

acknowledged the importance of citizen volunteers and mentioned that her estimates are 

based on including some citizen volunteer efforts. 

Looking ahead to the July meeting and ensuing weeks, we hope to aim for a coordinated 

release of the web site, the campaign, and other public outreach. 

EWP & DOLA Projects Update  

Reach 3b work is underway just west of Route 119, with tree work and grading.  Contractors 

will be revegetating by late July and wrapping up not much later.   

Streamcrest work will extend past the deadline for changes to the flood plain maps, so we will 

probably need to submit a LOMR pertaining to post-mapping changes to the flood plain. 

We have published the RFP for 63rd St extension, there is a pre-proposal meeting tomorrow, 

and proposals are due soon. 

There was a brief discussion of relations with landowners during construction of projects.  Chris 

S has been helping with this process in recent weeks.  As the construction process is fast-paced 

and involves heavy equipment, noise, and disruption, it can be disconcerting.  Following initial 

successes we will probably see more landowners willing to tell others about the benefits of the 

projects.  Rick has been doing some of this. 

Website Update 

Gabe and Rick reported that the development process is continuing well.  We will soon be at 

the point where we could switch over to the new web page and continue development while it 



is live.  They are working on a blog-sharing arrangement that will reduce the need for sending 

large email attachments.  They are also working on the “Get involved” page, and the home 

page.  Chris S suggested that on the fundraising page we could ask potential donors whether 

their employer has a matching program for charitable contributions. 

Rick encouraged board members and staff to continue reviewing the web site.  He also 

suggested that we establish some arrangement whereby we can have continuing involvement 

by an expert such as Julie (who is donating half her time) in web development and 

maintenance, for significant substantial updates to the web site.  Yana can continue manage 

web content. 

We have borrowed a few ideas from the Roaring Fork Watershed group.  Gabe demonstrated 

how they look in the new web site. 

Sean cautioned that some stakeholders, such as the Ag community, might be sensitive to heavy 

use of photos of endangered species and similar issues. 

Board Meeting Format 

Jessie mentioned that the Big Thompson coalition alternates board meetings being led (or 

agenda set) by Shayna (the Coordinator), and the board, with speakers that they arrange.  The 

sense of the board was that we enjoy having meetings led by Jessie, but would also like to have 

occasional outside speakers.  At each meeting we could ask board members to suggest any 

topics or speakers they would like included on the next agenda. 

Adjourn 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:40. 


