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MEMORANDUM
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Ken Bierly, Deputy Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item F: Watershed Council Support
September 16-17, 2008 OWEB Board Meeting

l. Introduction

This report updates the Board on discussions of the Council Support Subcommittee and the
requests received from watershed councils who would like to apply for watershed council
support funding separately from their current funding partners. It also provides options for the
Board to consider in response to these requests.

1. Background

Watershed council support is a grant for the purpose of supporting the capacity of a watershed
council or group of watershed councils to conduct the activities necessary for the watershed
protection, enhancement, and restoration work of the council(s). Watershed councils are eligible
to apply for watershed council support grants based on the following administrative rule criteria,
adopted by the Board in 2004:

OAR 695-040-0030(1) A watershed council, or a group of watershed councils, is eligible to
apply for Watershed Council Support if:

() The council serves a unique geographic area. A unigue geographic area is one that is
not or has not been located entirely or partially within the boundaries of another existing
watershed council support grantee that has received council support funding from
OWEB;

(A) In the situation where a watershed council has been awarded shared funding for
watershed council support, but serves a watershed area that is not served by another
watershed council, that council may be eligible to apply independently if it receives
prior approval from the Board.

(b) Council membership reflects the balance of interests or is actively seeking a balance
of interests in the affected watershed as defined in ORS 541.388(2); and,

(c) The council has been designated by a local government as provided by ORS 541.388.
This eligibility criterion applies if the council formed after September 9, 1995.



In previous council support grant cycles, the Board had adopted policies attempting to encourage
watershed councils to consolidate and apply jointly for council support grants. The objectives of
these policies were to encourage similar councils to take advantage of economies of scale and to
restrict the number of councils eligible to apply for grants from a limited funding source. For
example, in April 2003, the Board adopted four funding principles that were applied to the 2003-
2005 council support grants. These principles were:

1. No staffing increases from the 2001-2003 FTE levels.

2. Limit funding for new watershed councils to $37,500 per biennium, regardless of their
merit rating.

3. Establish a financial disincentive to council splintering off from an existing group and not
fund councils that form within existing hydrologic watershed areas that have been served,
or could continue to be served by an existing watershed council.

4. Encourage staff consolidation by identifying councils that could combine operations, take
advantage of economies of scale and submit a joint council support application.

Recipients of watershed council support grant are eligible to request funding to support
coordinator salary and benefits, operating costs (rent, utilities, supplies, and equipment), risk
management and accountability assurance, and fiscal grant management costs.

I11.  Solo Funding Requests

The administrative rules adopted by the Board in November of 2004 formalized the policy to
keep councils together. The administrative rules for Watershed Council Support Grants, OAR
695-040-0030(1)(a)(A) state: “In the situation where a watershed council has been awarded
shared funding for watershed council support, but serves a watershed area that is not served by
another watershed council, that council may be eligible to apply independently if it receives prior
approval from the Board.” (Emphasis added.) Councils who desire to break off from a group of
councils and apply independently must obtain Board approval prior to submitting the application.

In 2006, in anticipation of requests for independent funding, staff developed a list of items for
watershed councils to address in their petition to the Board. The list focuses on trying to
determine whether requiring multiple councils to combine operations has resulted in any
efficiencies in terms of watershed services. The list included whether:

e The council represents unique ecological or social conditions that are significantly
different from that of its funding partners.

e Solo funding would result in a significant improvement of service to the watershed and
its residents compared to the level of service possible under the present funding
arrangement.

e There is widespread and broad-spectrum community awareness of and support for the
change.
« The split-off will not result in significant detrimental effects to previous funding partners.

In 2006, OWERB received requests from two watershed councils for permission to apply for
council support funding separately from their current funding partners: the Elk Creek Watershed
Council and the Luckiamute Watershed Council. Staff recommended and the Board approved
both requests, increasing the number of council support grant applicants by two to 60.



IV.  2009-2011 Biennium Requests

OWEB received requests from seven watershed councils who would like permission to apply for
council support funding separately from their current funding partners. The sections below
provide background information on each request, which are attached to this report. (Attachments
A-D)

A. Alsea Watershed Council (Region 1 — Attachment A)

The Alsea Watershed Council (Alsea) began with an informational and organizational
meeting in December of 1997. It joined the MidCoast Watersheds Council (MidCoast)
organization in 1998. The OWEB council support awards to the MidCoast for the 1999-
2001, 2001-2003, 2003-2005, and 2005-2007 biennia included funding to support basin
planning team staff for the Alsea.

The Alsea separated from the MidCoast as a basin planning team in June of 2005. OWEB
received a letter from the Alsea in December of 2005 notifying OWEB that it had separated
from the umbrella of the MidCoast with the intent of it becoming an independent council to
“better represent the local people and communities.” The letter also stated that it understood
that the MidCoast would continue to pay its coordinator $375/month for the remainder of the
biennium.

The Alsea adopted bylaws in December of 2006 and received its non-profit status in May of
2007. In 2008, the Alsea received watershed council recognition from Benton, Lane, and
Lincoln counties as “the” watershed council serving the Alsea watershed. The MidCoast is
recognized by the same counties, and Tillamook County, as serving the mid-coast area,
which includes the Alsea watershed.

B. Lower Nehalem, Upper Nehalem, and Necanicum Watershed Councils (Region 1 —
Attachment B)

In 1996, the Upper Nehalem was formed. The Lower Nehalem formed in 1997. Both
councils were independently recognized by local government, and there have always been
two councils with both shared and separate projects.

The Nehalem councils secured their first council support grant in 1997 and shared a
coordinator from 1997 through 2003. The coordinator worked primarily out of the upper
watershed, with only one day a week spent in the lower watershed. Until 2003, the Lower
Nehalem was able to augment staffing with watershed planner funding and the Resource
Assistance for Rural Environments program.

The Necanicum formed in 1997 and later joined what was then known as the Clatsop
Coordinating Council (now called the North Coast Watershed Association). The Necanicum,
with OWEB'’s permission, left the North Coast Watershed Association in January of 2004,
six months into the 2003-2005 biennium and joined the Nehalem councils. This move was
allowed by OWEB when the Necanicum was unhappy with the staff support arrangement at
the North Coast.



As a result, the total award to the three councils for the 2003-2005 biennium was $112,426.
The three councils applied for council support funding together for the 2005-2007 and 2007-
2009 biennia, where they were awarded $100,185 and $134,520, respectively. The three
councils qualified for the umbrella bonus, in which they received approximately $30,000
more than the average council support award.

C. Williams Creek Watershed Council (Region 2 — Attachment C)

The Williams Creek Watershed Council (WCWC) formed in 1996. The Applegate
Watershed Council (AWC) formed in 1994. Williams Creek is a fifth field watershed within
the Applegate River Watershed. The Applegate Watershed is approximately 500,000 acres
in size, with the Williams Creek watershed representing about 10 percent of that area.

The AWC has received council support funding since 1997. In 2000, the WCWC applied for
its first council support grant for the 2001-2003 biennium. The WCWC received a positive
evaluation, but OWEB took the position that it should not fund new councils that form within
a geographic area wholly encompassed by an existing watershed council. This objective was
applied to two councils in that grant cycle. Administrative rules adopted by OWEB
subsequent to the 2001-2003 biennium made the WCWC ineligible to apply for council
support funding on its own because it serves a portion of the Applegate watershed. For the
past two biennia, the WCWC has applied jointly with the AWC.

D. Rickreall and Glenn-Gibson Watersheds Councils (Region 3 — Attachment D)

The Rickreall Watershed Council (Rickreall) was formed in 1997. The council requested and
received part-time council support funding for the 1999-2001 biennium, but because of
unresolved issues between council stakeholders, it did not hire its first coordinator until 2000.
The council received funding in the 2001-2003 biennium. In 2001, the newly formed
Luckiamute Watershed Council (Luckiamute) received a council support start-up grant in the
amount of $1,000.

The Rickreall and Luckiamute councils independently applied for council support in 2002.
Through the grant evaluation process and in application of the funding principles developed
in April of 2003, the Luckiamute and the Rickreall were identified as candidates for
consolidation in 2003. As a consequence, they were awarded a joint council support award
of $85,000 for the 2003-2005 biennium.

Early in the 2003-2005 biennium, the two councils were joined by the Glenn-Gibson Creek
Watershed Council (Glenn-Gibson), which is also located in Polk County and had previously
been funded as part of the Salem Keizer Area Watershed Councils. Glenn-Gibson left the
Salem Keizer Area Watershed Councils and took its portion of 2003-2005 council support
funding from that organization to the Rickreall-Luckiamute organization, which resulted in a
total award of $100,776. This move was allowed by OWEB when Glenn-Gibson was
unhappy with the staff support at the Salem Keizer council.

The three councils formed an umbrella organization that provided coordination services for
the three groups. The councils received $108,584 for the 2005-2007 biennia, in part because
the organization qualified for the umbrella bonus. At the time, the Rickreall and Glenn-
Gibson councils shared a staff person who also worked with the umbrella coordinating body



for the umbrella organization, while the Luckiamute contracted for coordinator services
separately.

In 2006, the Luckiamute requested permission to apply for solo funding based on the
assertion that it serves a much larger watershed, has more forest land, and has different
partners than the other two councils. The staff evaluation at the time indicated that the three
groups had been effective in sharing resources and regularly collaborating on projects,
especially related to outreach and capacity building. However, the Luckiamute felt umbrella
organization diluted their efforts and hindered their “ability to implement watershed
improvement activities.” The Board approved the solo funding request and the Luckiamute
submitted a separate application in December of 2006. The Luckiamute was ranked in the
Very Good category and received $104,000; the Rickreall-Glenn-Gibson was ranked in the
Good category and received $94,000.

V. Evaluation

Attachment E contains a matrix showing how each request addresses the criteria in their petition.
Staff are not necessarily convinced that every petition makes a strong case with good evidence to
support each criteria. The following sections summarize and evaluate each petition.

A. Alsea Watershed Council

The Alsea describes the reasons for its split with the MidCoast as a basic philosophical
difference. It believes in good stewardship, but also believes that the local people should be
responsible for and help make the decisions concerning their watershed. The Alsea does not
plan to request full-time coordinator support and feels the work can be done with a part time
person. It also describes its advantage as having members who are second and third
generation to the area and have long-standing relationships with local people.

Because the MidCoast is also recognized for the same geographic area and has received
council support funds to support watershed council efforts in that watershed, the Alsea does
not serve a unique geographic area and is currently ineligible to apply independently.

B. Lower Nehalem, Upper Nehalem, and Necanicum Watershed Councils

The three councils have submitted separate petitions and one joint petition signed by the
chairs of each council. The main reason for requesting permission to apply solo is the
general feeling that they each must receive their own funding to survive. With the current
funding scenario, each council falls short of its potential to work with landowners and
implement restoration projects. The petitions also describe the different ecological and social
aspects of each watershed.

For the Upper Nehalem (345,680 acres), the community hub is Vernonia, the watershed is
mainly an upland valley watershed with diverse stakeholders and a large agricultural
community that is spread out over 60 river miles. The Upper Nehalem also involves four
counties and a number of small unincorporated communities.

The Lower Nehalem (200,172 acres) includes the Nehalem estuary and the small cities of
Nehalem, Wheeler, and Mohler. Agricultural use is concentrated in the lower reaches of the
Nehalem and is mainly dairy farms. The uplands are primarily owned by two industrial
forestland owners and the Oregon Department of Forestry.



The Necanicum (53,817 acres) has the City of Seaside as its hub and the watershed is almost
entirely owned by two industrial forest companies. There is little agricultural land and no
public forest land in the watershed. The Necanicum is a coastal watershed, but its estuary is
very different than the Nehalem estuary.

Staff and the Board Subcommittee felt that these councils had made a reasonable argument
for solo funding and were more convinced that the councils could perform better with the
opportunity to apply for funding on their own.

C. Williams Creek Watershed Council

The petition packet includes both a letter from the WCWC and numerous letters of support
from other organizations, funders, agencies, and citizens in the community. All request that
OWEB allow the WCWC to apply for council support funding to enable the council to
continue operating and implementing projects with the local community. The AWC has also
written a letter of support claiming benefit to both organizations with independent council
support from OWEB. Only the WCWC and AWC letters are included in Attachment C.

The petition claims that shared support is difficult and time consuming for both organizations
and that funding for each will increase the ability of both councils to focus on implementing
projects. The geographic distance between the Williams community and AWC, the different
constituencies served by each council, physiographical isolation of the Williams watershed,
and inability of the AWC to adequately serve Williams Creek or share adequate council
support resources are all reasons given as to why OWEB should support the request.

Similar to the Alsea Watershed Council, the WCWC is not eligible at this time to apply
independently for council support funding and staff do not recommend approval of their
request.

D. Rickreall and Glenn-Gibson Watersheds Councils

The petition requests the ability to apply for solo funding because there are ecological and
social differences between the two watersheds and because both councils would benefit
financially if allowed to apply independently.

The Rickreall watershed, at 64,541 acres, is primarily forest land in the upper watershed and
agricultural land in the lower watershed. Fish passage and habitat enhancement are the
priority issues. The council’s main partners are the City of Dallas and large acreage
landowners.

The Glenn-Gibson watershed, at 6,400 acres, is primarily residential and urban with some
agriculture, parkland, and woodlands. Stormwater issues and habitat protection are priority
issues. The council’s main partners are the City of Salem and small acreage landowners.

Staff and the Subcommittee were not convinced that the two watersheds and councils are
significantly unique and that services are affected by the current funding arrangements. Staff
and the Subcommittee are also concerned about providing independent support to a council
serving such a small area given the limited council support resources available.



VI.  Approval Options
Below are three decision options that were discussed with the Council Support Subcommittee.

A. Option 1 - Approve All Requests

Under this option the Board would approve all requests from organizations that are eligible.
Pursuant to rule, the Williams Creek and Alsea watershed councils are not eligible to apply
independently at this time and staff and the Board Subcommittee would not recommend
approval of their requests. This option would result in a net increase of three council support
applicants, for a total of 63.

The downside of approving all requests is that the action could encourage additional councils
to request solo funding permission two years from now. Staff expect non-capital funding for
the 2009-2011 biennium to be limited and possibly less than the current biennium. Approval
of all requests continues the process of “thinning the soup” of council support funding at a
time when less funding may be available than is currently awarded.

B. Option 2 — Approve Limited Requests

Under this option, each petition would be evaluated based on the funding principles and
criteria and only those councils who have demonstrated a strong case for solo funding would
be recommended for funding. The advantage of this option would be to limit the number of
newly eligible council support applicants and minimizes the “thinning of the soup.” This
option also allows the Board to address situations that most meet the criteria and policy
principles of Board and could further refine the criteria under which OWEB would approve
requests to apply independently. This option requires additional justification and analysis
and does not necessary discourage future splintering and solo funding requests.

C. Option 3 — No Approval of Requests

Under the third option the Board does not approve any solo funding requests and instead
would need to address the funding allocation issues identified in the petitions through the
grant funding allocation process in 2009. This option holds constant the number of
applicants, maintains Board principles, and does not encourage further splintering.

Under this option, it will become even more important for the Board and staff to address the
allocation formula for distributing funds before the evaluation process begins in 2009. The
Board may also need to make more difficult choices in allocating funding rather than relying
on base funding amounts or applied percentages for umbrella bonuses. One option for
addressing the issues identified in some of the petitions would be to specify amounts for
groups served in a single application; this would be new and potentially controversial.
Councils have no basis on which to trust promises that OWEB would address council
funding needs through the application and funding process, whereas there is significant belief
(because it has yet to be proven incorrect) that applying independently results in more
funding.

The Subcommittee supported Option 2 with a condition that the ability to apply independently be
conditional and those who are funded will need to show progress and improved service to the
watershed and community. The Subcommittee and staff will need to work out further details on
how this will be implemented and monitored.



The Subcommittee also discussed the reality that approval of requests to apply for funding may
make the funding decisions in 2009 even more difficult. For the past few biennia, staff and the
Board have struggled with the question of whether to not fund some applicants with low merit
scores. In the 2007-2009 biennium, councils that scored low were awarded provisional funding
as an opportunity to show improvement and merit for council support funds. If the number of
applicants increases, but the amount of funding available to allocate is static or decreases, one
option to prevent further thinning of resources is to consider not funding all applicants. Under
this approach, approval of a request to apply for funding does not guarantee funding. Staff and
the Subcommittee will have time over the coming months to further consider how to best address
this difficult issue.

VIl. Recommendation

Based on discussions with the Board Subcommittee and staff evaluation of the petitions and
options, staff recommend the Board approve Option 2 and only approve the solo petitions from
the Upper Nehalem, Lower Nehalem, and Necanicum watershed councils.

Attachments

Alsea Watershed Council

Lower Nehalem, Upper Nehalem, and Necanicum Watershed Councils
Williams Creek Watershed Council

Rickreall and Glenn-Gibson Watershed Councils

2009-2011 Solo Funding Criteria Matrix
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July 22nd. 2008

Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 360
Salem, OR 97301-1290

Re: 2009-2011 Council Support
Dear OWEB Board Members and Staff:

The Rickreall Watershed Council and the Glenn-Gibson Watershed Council request your
permission to apply separately for OWEB Council Support for the 2009-2011 biennium.
We believe this will allow each council to provide the best possible service to their
watersheds. We have addressed the required criteria below.

The watershed council seeking eligibility to apply for new solo funding must
demonstrate:

1. That the council represents unique ecological or social conditions that are
significantly different from that of its previous funding partners, that watershed issues,
biology, geography, priorities, projects types, and practices are so different as to make
continued partnership impractical,

Ecological and social conditions both vary between watersheds. The two councils work
with very different types of landowners and different municipalities. Project prioritization
and partnerships are very different in each watershed.

The Rickreall Watershed runs from the Coast Range to the Willamette River and is
primarily private forestland in the upper reaches and agricultural land in the lower
reaches. Fish passage and habitat enhancement are priority issues here. Projects here
often require partnerships with the City of Dallas and/or large acreage landowners.

The Glenn-Gibson is primarily in residential and urban areas with some agriculture,
parklands and woodlands. Stormwater issues and habitat protection are a high priority
here and projects often require partnership with the City of Salem and/or small lot
OWners.

2. How solo funding would result in a significant improvement of service to the
watershed and its residents compared to the level of service possible under the present
funding arrangement - this can be discussed in terms of project implementation,
watershed enhancement, program efficiency (organizational and fiscal), and "bang for
the buck.” :

Some background may help the Board understand the situation. The Rickreall and Glenn-
Gibson were previously (2003-2005) directed by OWEB staff to join in council support
with the Luckiamute WC as an umbrella group. At that time, assurances were made by




OWERB staff that agreement with this arrangement would bring positive benefits to the
three councils even though written requests were made by the councils for the merger not
to be forced. Even though the resulting applications were ranked reasonably well, the
funding provided left each council with reduced funding for staff support. Two of the
councils which previously had full time coordinators were reduced to less than one-third
time staff. The Luckiamute previously applied for and was granted permission to split for
the current 07-09 biennium. The Rickreall and Glenn-Gibson chose at that time to
remain linked because council support was being revamped and even though we would
lose Umbrella status, council support administrative tules also required consideration of
groups of two or more council demonstrating “operational economies of scale”. During
the 07-09 council support review, staff and board chose:

1} To ignore this rule on shared efficiencies “in part because the situations it was
developed to address have been resolved by applicants either qualifying for the
umbrella council factor because of additional partnerships, or because of
approved requests to the Board to apply independently.” In fact, the approval of
the Luckiamute split left the Rickreall and Glenn-Gibson as a two council group
with demonstrated operational economies of scale. Council members expected
OAR 695-040-0060 (4) c.) to be followed with a percentage above base award,
just as CAR....0060 (4) b.} was allotted. However no such award was given and
the incentive for the councils to split was increased.

2) To distribute council support funding among merit categories in ways that
penalize councils with shared applications. Over the last two bienniums, this has
left the Rickreall with between 0.33 FTE and 0.45 FTE support and the Glenn-
Gibson with between 0.2 and 0.3 FTE support; a mininal support level, even
though they are ranked in the middle of the pack as “Good”.

Although the Rickreall and Glenn-Gibson councils maintain a good relationship,
both councils feel it is clear that splitting would allow them to deliver better service
to their watersheds based on: 1.)Eliminating the originally forced partnership while
continuing to partner in ways that make sense (such as shared office space and
educational materials) and 2) Applying independently for council support which
under all past distribution systems would result in increased funding support for
each watershed. The current shared funding levels simply prohibit them from being
able to support a fair share of staff time for project development and management
in each watershed.

3. Widespread and broad community awareness of and support for the change.

The Rickreall and Glenn-Gibson councils are each run by a board with representatives
from the diversity of interest groups in that watershed. Each group listed this issue as an
agenda item, discussed it at their open monthly meetings, and decided by consensus of
their boards of representatives that applying for permission for solo council support
funding was m their best nterest.




4. That the split-off will not result in significant detrimental effects to previous funding
partners — the ideal demonstration of this being outright support for the split from the
previous funding partners.

This letter is a joint apphication of both fﬁ:nding partners. As discussed above, each
council independently and unanimously decided to apply for solo funding.

We thank you for your serious consideration of our request.

Sincerely,

—

David Simm'ﬁaimerson, Glenn-Gibson Watershed Council

Frank Pender, Chairperson, RickfZall Watershed Council

L I

Charles Redon, Coordinator




