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Watershed Approaches: What Have We Learned?

Highlights from the Watershed Innovators Workshop

by Peter Lavigne

nvironmental protection and
E management efforts in the

United States and Canada are in
the beginning throes of revolution and
reinvention. At least two contradictory
forces drive this turmoil. First, for at
least the last 15 years many
environmental protection activists have,
in varying ways, called for more
comprehensive approaches to
environmental protection and
management. During the same period
of time many extraction industries,
developers, government officials
(notably the agriculture and
transportation agencies and their
clients), big and small businesses and
some landowners have coalesced into an
anti-environmental protection
revolution that has captured the
majority of the U.S. Congress. This
“brownlash” movement is campaigning
to radically roll back our existing legal
and regulatory environmental
protection structure.

Turmoil often creates major
opportunities for change. Creative
individuals in environmental protection
across the continent are meeting these
opportunities for change with responses
that are proactive, fair, understandable,
comprehensive and cumulative. Many
of these approaches focus on an old
environmental concept—the watershed
approach to environmental protection.

Acknowledging the value of the
watershed approach is the first step.
Figuring out how to do it is more

difficult and perhaps daunting. In an
attempt to gain a better understanding
of what is happening in watershed
conservation, Ted Smith, executive
director of the Henry P. Kendall
Foundation in Boston, made an
informal request to River Network in
June 1994 to “consider organizing an
East-West gathering to talk about how
to plant and cultivate grassroots
watershed councils.” The concept
evolved into identifying individuals,
both in and outside of government,
who are ‘making things happen’ in

comprehensive, ecosystem based,
watershed protection, restoration, or
management programs. The nominated
individuals held positions that ranged
from line staff to chief executives.
About 40 individuals from
regional, state and federal agencies,
tribes, and leading non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) as well as
business were identified by their peers.
Twenty-six individuals accepted the
invitation to join three charitable
foundation representatives, one small
business, and one  continued on page 5

Watershed 2000

resulting in a healthy stream.

River Network’s 1996-2000 Strategic Plan

River Network is pleased to present our 5-year strategic plan, Watershed -2000.
The plan is based on a vision of citizen watershed action to reverse the decline
of rivers and watersheds. Our long-range goal is to have vigilant and effective

citizen organizations in each of America’s 2000 major watersheds.

Watershed 2000 is a national strategy for building on the American river
conservation movement. We see River Network as a catalyst to bring this vision
into a working reality. The wvision for Watershed 2000 has the following elements:

* An active citizen watershed council in every one of America’s 2,000 watersheds.
» Each watershed council with a definite, science-based strategy for watershed action

 Each watershed council engaged in a working relationship with key interest groups
that affect land use within the watershed.

e Strong, technical support for these watershed councils.

« Networking among these citizen groups so that they can support each other.

e Active campaigns by watershed councils to persuade the public that their own
well-being depends upon the health and productivity of rivers and watersheds.

See page 22 for more details.




River \bices

1 Watershed Approaches: What Have We Learned?
by Pete Lavigne
Watershed 2000

3 Letter from the President
by Phillip Wallin

4 Sidebar: The Swift River Principles

by Kevin Coyle

6 Basic Elements of Local Watershed ConservationPlans
by Kevin Coyle

8 Watershed Counties
by Theodore M. Smith

9 Letters from the Network

10 The Henry’s Fork Watershed Council
by Kirk Johnson

12 Black Earth Creek Watershed Association
by Steve Born

14 Lessons from 62 Watersheds of Washington Campaign
by Joy Huber

16 Integrated Watershed Management; The MA Experience
by Bob Zimmerman

18 Diversity and Watershed Management

by Suzi Wilkins
20 References and Resources
23 Does your group need help fundraising?

24 1996-1997 River Conservation Directory

River Voices is a forum for information exchange among
grassroots, state and regional river groups across the country.
River Network welcomes your comments and suggestions.
River Network grants permission and encourages sharing and
reprinting of information from River Voices, unless the
material is marked as copyrighted. Please credit River
Network when you reprint articles and send us a copy.

Editors: Rita Haberman, Kathleen Krushas

Editorial Assistance: Jana Richardson

Proofreaders: Jean Hamilla, Kathy Luscher, David Wilkins
Design and Layout: To the Point Publications, Portland, OR

River Network

P.O. Box 8787
Portland, Oregon 97207
(503) 241-3506 or
(800) 423-6747

Fax; (503) 241-9256
rivernet@igc.apc.org

Eastern Office

9623 Scotch Haven Drive
Vienna, Virginia 22181
(703) 255-1131

River Network is a national nonprofit organi-
zation whose mission is to help people organize
to protect and restore rivers and watersheds.

We support river and watershed advocates at the local, state
and regional levels, help them build effective organizations,
and promote our working together to build a nationwide
movement for rivers and watersheds. River Network also
acquires and conserves riverlands that are critical to the
services that rivers perform for human communities:
drinking water supply, floodplain management, fish and
wildlife habitat, recreation and open space.

River Network’s program includes the following six

strategic initiatives:

 Identify and support active citizen watershed councils
— 400 by the year 2000, and 2,000 by 2020.

 Build a River Source Center to provide state-of-the art
information to river and watershed advocates.

e Implement a LEADERS Program to support and
organize strong river councils in 30 states or major river
basins to work on statewide river issues and support
local watershed councils.

« Assemble five regional networks of state river councils
and local watershed councils through annual rallies to
address common regional river issues.

e Conduct Safe and Sustainable Watersheds Campaigns
to help watershed organizations increase public aware-
ness of the value of rivers to their communities.

< Working Rivers Campaign to help the public acquire
riverlands that serve vital functions to communities.

River Network staff

President: Phillip Wallin

Vice President: Kevin Coyle

Program Managers: Pat Munoz, Rita Haberman
Riverlands Conservancy Director: Sue Doroff
Development Director: Maureen O’Neill
Special Projects Director: Pete Lavigne
Administrator: Lindy Walsh

Office Manager: Jean Hamilla
Administrative Assistant: David Wilkins
Interns: Kathy Luscher, Jeff Muse, Jon Stahl
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From the President

ometimes | feel nostalgic for the days when saving rivers meant
beating the Corps of Engineers. It wasn't easy to stop a
big dam, but at least there was a single obvious target.

© photo by Linda Kliewer

But now the era of big dams is over, and we find that our rivers are
dying from a million small wounds. Herbicides, acid mine
drainage, farmland erosion, urban runoff, loss of streamside
vegetation, channelization, road-building — the list goes on and
on. How can a citizen activist get a handle on this myriad of
problems, rooted as they are in land-use decisions and charged
with “property rights” issues?

That’s what this issue is about. Watershed action requires a

fundamental alteration of the way we approach rivers. It requires looking at whole systems. It
requires “constructive engagement” with a whole range of private interests and public agencies. It
requires integrating river conservation into the economic and social life of human communities.

This is not to say there is no place for litigation, legislative battles, confrontation. There will always
be a need to confront bad actors. Rather, it is to say that adversarial tactics cannot in themselves
save rivers. We have to achieve voluntary changes in behavior (and specifically land-use practices)
that are compatible with people’s values and livelihoods. When we confront the bad actors, we have
to do so in alliance with all the people of good will who share the values of watershed health.

River Network has taken on a five-year campaign called Watershed 2000. Our long-term goal is to
see an active, informed citizen watershed council in every one of America’s 2,000 major watersheds.
We have developed a six-point program to bring that goal within our reach. It is a goal worthy of
extraordinary efforts. We invite your participation, and your support.

As always, the play goes on but the cast of players changes. As of January 1, Kevin Coyle, our vice
president for partnership programs, will be leaving River Network to serve as the president of the
National Environmental Education and Training Foundation in Washington, D.C., a job closer to
home and family than his “circuit riding” role at River Network. | also suspect that Kevin wanted to
know, before he died, what it’s like to give away money rather than perpetually ask for it.

River Network will be hiring the very best replacement for Kevin we can find. We invite your help
in that search. The other good news is that Pat Munoz will be shifting full time to helping our
Partner organizations fundraise and build their memberships. Her former role as River Network’s
director of development will be taken by Maureen O’Neill, who formerly held that position at the
Land Trust Alliance. Maureen will coordinate our efforts to raise the funds to carry out our
Wiatershed 2000 campaign.

Our special thanks to all the people who participated in our “Watershed Innovators Workshop” and
to the Henry P. Kendall Foundation for funding that workshop. Kendall is one of a growing
number of foundations who are putting their resources behind the watershed stewardship
movement. Thanks also to the National Park Service’s Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance
program for its support in producing this issue of River Voices.

Sincerely, . . .
Our long-term goal is to see an active, in-
~~ formed citizen watershed council in every
Philip Wellin one of America’s 2,000 major watersheds.

ATTENTION
RIVER
VOICES
READERS

This issue of
River Voices will
be the last issue
you receive
unless you are a
River Network
partner, member
or donor.

Please see pages
22-23 for
information on
joining River
Network.
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Watershed Conservation in America:

The Swift River Principles

by Kevin Coyle

he following principles emerged

from the Innovators workshop (see
cover story). The workshop was attended
by a combination of state, local, private
and federal watershed “innovators” who
discussed general rules and a number of
specific cases of success (and set-backs) in
watershed conservation in America. The
workshop was held at the Swift River Inn
in Cummington, Massachusetts.

The two days of discussion were
sometimes theoretical and sometimes
specific. The participants were neither
afraid to state there own views, nor to
challenge the viewpoints of others. As
with most discussions occurring among
20 or more intelligent people, the ideas
flowed freely and the topics ranged
widely. But what came out of it all? Were
there any themes or basic rules that could
be identified? Indeed, as the smoke
cleared, a few distinct principles emerged
and are presented below.

1. INCLUDE A MIXTURE OF TOP-DOWN
AND BOTTOM-UP STRATEGIES:

Extensive discussion ensued
regarding whether watershed conservation
strategies should evolve from the people
or from a more centralized source— such
as a government agency. Consensus in the
group was that top-down strategies no
longer work, as they might have 20 years
ago; however, reliance on bottom-up
approaches alone will not work either.
Instead, emphasis must be on local
actions and management, combined with
partnerships and incentives provided by
federal and state programs. Having the
right partnership is the goal.

2. ENCOURAGE CONSENSUS
APPROACHES, NOT BOMB-THROWING:

We seem to be in an age of consen-
sus more than political bomb-throwing.
This is particularly important to under-
stand regarding watershed management;
we are seeking to change the land use

behaviors of individual landowners and
local officials and to promote an ethic of
conservation. Watershed planning and
management creates opportunities to
build partnerships and consensus among
potential adversaries, including busi-
nesses, landowners, farmers, and
environmentalists. The emphasis is on
balancing uses and creating sustainability.

3. “REINVENT” WAYS
T0 CONSERVE RESOURCES:

Conference participants agreed that
the concept of watershed conservation
must be to remove it from the clutches of
“big government” and place it in the
hands of local people. Government must
develop a more flexible set of tools to
respond to each situation; it must
provide funding and incentives that
empower local people and overarching
nonregulatory guidance. Government
must also learn to trust local partner-
ships. There will be a larger role in the
future for non-government organizations
(NGO:s) in this reinvention if they work
as brokers in establishing partnerships for
balanced watershed management.

4. A ONE “COOKIE-CUTTER”
APPROACH WILL NOT WORK:

There are significant differences in
the nature of watershed issues between
urban and rural areas and a clear need for
more regionally specific approaches.
Watershed conservationists must learn to
recognize and work with these differ-
ences, and with different government
“infrastructures” (e.g., local land
regulations or the lack thereof) in
designing appropriate strategies for their
watersheds.

5. INVOLVE KEY “STAKEHOLDERS”:

By stakeholders, the conference
participants meant those parties or
individuals who have a real stake in the
long-term management of a given

watershed. The group agreed there
should be significant emphasis on being
inclusive. Gathering all the parties to the
table when possible is important—even if
their views and interests are somewhat
opposed. Beware of stakeholder “blind
spots” (e.g., people of color). It is
important to avoid making important
stakeholders feel “on the outs.” It is wise
to get key stakeholders involved at the
very first meeting of any watershed
conservation effort or program.

6. FOCUS ON INDIVIDUALS AND
WORK ON “RETAIL” APPROACHES:

We must learn to focus on the
behavior of the individual through all our
programs: watershed awareness, purchas-
ing decisions, and so on. Great reliance
on hands-on activities is needed and more
involvement of volunteers is one great
strategy for achieving this.

7. BE CREATIVE ABOUT
WHO FOQTS THE BILL:

We need to be more innovative
about who pays for the costs of watershed
conservation. WWe need more partnerships
with different levels of government and
with the private sector. Less emphasis
should be placed on raising expenses for
taxpayers by expanding regulatory
programs, and greater emphasis on
providing incentives that encourage
desirable actions at all levels and increase
partnerships.

8. TAKE ADVANTAGE OF
EMERGING SCIENCE—BUT
DON'T EXPECT IT TO BE PERFECT!

It is important to base decision-
making about watershed management on
sound science. Remember that watershed
science, however, does not have to be
perfect to be reliable. We can make
sound decisions on adequate science. It is
vitally important to look expansively at
science in the watershed context. For
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example, people rely on watersheds
for jobs, food and drinking water, and
so we should seek to join natural and
medical science in addressing
watershed issues.

9. REMEMBER THE NEED
FOR WATERSHED EDUCATION:

The professional conservationist
is not served well by an all-too-
common tendency toward denial
about how little the public really
knows about the natural world and
watersheds. It is difficult for profes-
sionals in the field to accept this fact.
Fewer than 1 in 20 Americans have
any understanding of the functioning
of the natural world, and an even
lower percentage know what a
watershed is.

10. IT'S ABOUT BROKERAGE
AND GAP FILLING:

All successful watershed
conservation programs have a leader
or groups of leaders. Sometimes
called “fixers,” these people are adept
at looking at a process, identifying the
weak links in the chain and strength-
ening them. Leadership is the key
ingredient and should never be
overlooked.

The above principles have great
strength in their wisdom. They
reflect more than 300 years of
watershed management accumulated
by some of the most accomplished
experts in the nation. The above
principles are also quite simple. They
can be summed up by saying that
watershed conservation is about
partnerships. It is perhaps also about
an emerging age of environmentalism
in the nation that looks at our
environmental problems through the
lens of land use and land manage-
ment. &<

Watershed Approaches: What Have We Learned?

continued from page 1

major corporate funder for strategy
discussions about the current status and
future prospects of watershed approaches.
Their challenge involved discussing five
tough issues facing anyone taking a
watershed approach: key players, role of
science, promising strategies, innovation
and reinvention, and measuring success.

“l Don’t like the
word ‘stakeholder’.
When | hear that |
know who has been

excluded.”

Bill Redding, Sierra Club Ecoregions Program

Key Players

Of all the themes and concepts
discussed by the group, the role and
selection of key players provoked the most
disagreement and discussion.

In an effort to transform specific
anecdotal information into general
principles, Steve Born, president of Black
Earth Creek Watershed Association in
Wisconsin posed the following outline:

1) Know that you have to have a
variety of people involved: both those who
live in the watershed and are directly
affected; and those who are indirectly
affected or can affect the watershed.

2) Understand that watershed projects
involve a wide variety of socio-economic
issues.

3) Identify roles and functions: Who
speaks? Who represents? How do you get in?

4) Effect behavioral change in target
populations through regulation, signal
pricing, technical change, education and
information sharing.

5) Identify what we are concerned about
in terms of influencing behavioral change.

Ted Smith of the Kendall Foundation
summarized the discussion with guidelines
on several points:

1) Some players should represent the
interests of future generations.

2) There should be enough representa-
tives in the process to make the outcome
stick.

3) Ways must be found to balance
power at the table using money, technical
help, and voting and veto structures.

The Role of Science

Public understanding of watershed
processes and their importance in our
everyday lives is minimal. This lack of
understanding was starkly demonstrated in
a “Study of the Public’s Awareness and
Attitudes Towards Environmental Issues
Related to America's Rivers,” presented to
American Rivers in 1994 by the survey
research firm D'Arcy, Masius, Bention and
Bowell. Less than one in 20 people
considered themselves “very
knowledgeable” about river issues (3%).
Only one-third of those surveyed thought
rivers were the major source of drinking
water supply in the U.S. (Approximately
70% of the nation’s drinking water comes
from rivers.)

These findings illustrate the critical
role of science and science education. As
Steve Born states, “The role of scientists is
critical in many of our watershed
management issues. For instance,
atmospheric circulation models are an
important part of the answer to water
quality problems in the Midwest....\We are
looking for the application of science, in a
compressed kind of way, for action-oriented
programs, which gets the best of what’s
there and moves ahead.”

Several participants touched on the
role of government and NGOs in
performing, recruiting, and explaining
science. Ed Himlan, executive director of
the Massachusetts Watershed Coalition,
explained: “The NGOs' role is raising
community awareness and bringing the
sense of meaningfulness of science to
everyday people so they can use it in their
daily decision-making.” »
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Wiatershed Approaches: What Have We Learned?

continued from page 5

Mike Domenica of Water Resources Associates
acknowledging the importance of public knowledge and
awareness, added “If we're going to change the behavior of a
person, we need to pay attention to terminology. If we can't
explain clearly what a watershed is, how can we get people to
relate to eutrophication or dissolved oxygen sag?”

Promising Strategies

What does a watershed approach mean on a practical
level? It means redirecting our work. An effective watershed
approach involves a step-by-step process, allocating precious
resources and limited staff. It means identifying the critical
issues—the global issues for the watershed. For citizen groups
it means making tough choices. It means spending less time
fighting whatever comes in the door and more time and
effort on political change and embracing comprehensive
approaches to solving broad issues. Watershed approach
means educating decision-makers about regional issues and
discovering useful and innovative methods to adapt existing
governmental boundaries to river basins.

Some of the identified strategies are:

1) Communicate both the crisis and ongoing problems
in clear, plain language;

2) Involve opinion leaders and watershed residents early
and throughout the entire process;

3) Develop an ethic of “servant leadership” by govern-
ment agencies;

4) Use market-driven incentives;

5) Develop education programs to teach watershed
values to decision-makers;

6) Build implementation actions into planning processes
about the value of watersheds.

“We’ve brought our rivers
back to life. We need to
bring them back to health.”
Jerry Schoen, Massachusetts Water Watch Partnership

Innovations and Reinvention

If you could reinvent your agency, what would you do?
What kind of changes would you make? The reinvention of
agencies and citizen efforts to protect and restore natural
systems is what the watershed approach is all about. It is clear
that trying to deal with water quality issues without consider-
ing land use, air quality or water quantity issues will not
suffice to protect natural systems.

Reorienting and reinventing agencies and nonprofit
citizen groups is a big challenge. Bureaucratic inertia, human

Basic Elements of Local
Watershed Conservation Plans

by Kevin Coyle

hat does watershed conservation really mean? It

can be difficult to determine how such a broad-
based concept—Ilooking at the impact of land use in a given
basin on water supplies and ecosystems—applies in the real
world. Perhaps the easiest definition of a watershed is to
describe it as “that land area which drains rain water (or
snow) into a certain river or stream.” Watersheds are also
sometimes described as “drainage areas.” They range in size
from the Mississippi (41% of the land area of the lower 48
states) to your local stream valley, which might be just a few
hundred acres. Everything that goes on within the
boundaries of the watershed can affect the stream that
drains it. Priority activities within most watershed
conservation programs are as follows:

* A good map of the area and an effort to make the
public and community leaders aware of the boundaries and
what tributary drains into what;

* A professional resource assessment of what resources
exist within the watershed (from rare natural habitats to
prime development sites) and overlays of where there might
be conflicts;

* An effort to locate and address the major pollution
outflows coming from factories, sewerage plants and other
“point sources”;

* A program that identifies the key polluted run-off
sources in the watershed (such as farming, suburban
parking lots, timber cutting, lawn spraying, etc.) and
attempts to work with landowners to minimize the impacts
of judicious management;

* A program to protect and restore natural vegetation
along streams (riparian areas), to serve as buffers to polluted
run-off, and to serve as a habitat for stream cooling and
aquatic species food;

* A program to protect as refuges the very best natural
areas that remain in the watershed, and to conserve higher
elevation headwaters areas;

* A program to have adequate water flows with a
natural hydrograph that corresponds as closely as possible to
historic flow patterns.

A watershed plan that has these basic elements and
local advocacy to support them will be highly successful. ®<
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nature and resistance to change, as well as
clients with a specific interest in the way
business is currently done, inhibit drastic
reform. Despite these obstacles, a number
of state and federal agency initiatives are
forcing changes in the traditional
organization of environmental protection.
Efforts in Massachusetts and U.S. EPA
Regions 1 and 5 lead the way.

Reinvention ideas came down to a
series of questions, answers and wish
lists:

1) Why watersheds? Message
development is key and message
marketing is critical. The ability to
reach people on their terms and where
they live is essential.

2) How do you reach your
constituency? Advertising companies
have expertise in message development
and delivery, but the ability to retain
experts in message delivery does not
exist in most current agency efforts.

3) Reinvention efforts need to
show quick results. Reorganizing
agencies for one-stop information and
permit shopping is one way to accom-
plish quick results.

4) Train scientists in cooperative
programs with the agencies. Groom
scientists with communication and
social science skills in addition to their
scientific expertise.

5) Simplify lines of authority and
regulation throughout the agencies.

6) Mike Domenica put it best, “If
bottom up processes—watershed
councils—really set the goals, that
means authority, funding, training,
resources, and rewriting regulations to
meet the goals they want to obtain.”

Measuring Success

Agencies, nonprofits, and voluntary
associations need to better communicate
their successes early and often. It is also
important to recognize and reward the
people who made the successes possible.

Tools to measure success include:

1) Outcome—measuring resource
and communication outcomes as well as
constituent satisfaction, i.e.. Is the water
clean? Is there improved participation?

Watershed Innovators Workshop-June 1995

Back row: Ed Himlan, Peter Lavigne, Jerry Schoen, Dave Fierra, Mike Domenica, Gary
Tabor, Ted Smith. Second row: Ralph Goodno, Jack Imhoff, George Constantz, Ed
Schmidt, Bill Redding, Kevin Coyle, Steve Born, Chuck Padera, Jan Brown, Chuck Fox,
Paul Hoobyar, Jan Marsh, Carl Gustafson, Bob Zimmerman. First row: Janet Taylor,
Maria Van Dusen, Sharon McGregor, Elizabeth Ainsley-Campbell, Arleen O’'Donnell,
Joy Huber, Trudy Coxe, Suzi Wilkins. Not pictured: Cecily Kihn.

“When the irrigators
start doing things for
the fish because they
know it’s the right
thing to do—and they
know it intuitively and
no one has to sue them
to do the right
things...Success is
people taking
responsibility for their
behavior...That’s the
goal in 10 years.”
Janice Brown, Henry’s Fork Watershed

Are the players happy with the outcomes?

2) Surveys—a fundamental way to
measure public understanding and the
effectiveness of education programs.
Surveys can often be conducted at low
cost through distribution with utility
bill and other road reach mailings.

3) Common environmental
indicators—U.S. EPA and other
agencies have made efforts to develop
useful indicators.

4) Report cards on compliance

with environmental standards— used
successfully by both NGOs and
government agencies throughout New
England. Report cards create competi-
tions to do better and media focus on
successes and failures.

5) Defining economic values of
naturally functioning river systems—
valuing the “free work” that river
watersheds do in flood control, food
production, etc.

River Network and the Kendall
Foundation hope that the long-term
results of the Watershed Innovators
Workshop are more than the sum of its
parts. Like many similar gatherings, the
details of the discussion are perhaps less
important than the cross-fertilization of
ideas and the connections made by
bringing together environmental
NGOs, government agency representa-
tives, philanthropy, and representatives
of the private sector. It is our hope that
this meeting will influence and greatly
expand the development of watershed-
based approaches to ecosystem protec-
tion for many years to come. ®-

For a complete copy of the proceed-
ings, contact River Network.
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ADOPTING A NEw PERSPECTIVE

Watershed Counties

by Theodore M. Smith

Constitutional Convention in the

summer of 1889, Major John
Wesley Powell, 19th century scientist-
explorer of the American West,
recommended that the new state’s
county boundaries be drawn on the
basis of watersheds that could be self-
governed. This step, he implied, would
establish a model for other states
forming in the West. The Montana
Territory delegates, many of them
horsetraders by nature, ignored Powell
and formed counties on the basis of
“political drainages.” Consequently,
none of Montana’s 56 counties is a
“watershed county” today.

Political boundaries drawn across
the vast land often severed watershed
arteries, either down the middle or
straight across. Statehood founders said
they did not like the way God “orga-
nized” the resource base, and decided
that a higher “logic” of human organiza-
tion would dominate. The early
decision to ignore the integrity of
watersheds when forming boundaries
makes watershed management an
extremely complicated task today.

Rivers, streams and lakes were
surprisingly slow to gain standing in the
environmental movement’s portfolio of
issues. Various crises helped to raise
awareness, but their impact is ephemeral.
The Cuyahoga River once burned its way
through Cleveland; Love Canal, unbe-
lievably poisoned, provoked outrage;
sewage from Boston Harbor’s watersheds
became a presidential campaign issue;
and dams on the mighty Columbia River
are extinguishing salmon species. \We
appear to need sustained crises to
command even modest public attention
for watersheds. We are so insulated from
nature that few of us understand that we
live in a specific watershed area and that
the watershed is our personal ecological
address.

I n an address to Montana’s

The reason for
focusing on water-
sheds lies in the
potential scarcity of
clean water for a
growing population.
Although federal and
state agencies do well in
controlling industrial waste
piped into rivers and streams, they
are much less adept at reducing
chemical run-off from farm fields,
sediment from upstream construction of
roads and buildings, and multiple
nasties from urban street, lawn, and
sewer run-offs. These are local chal-
lenges that fit smoothly with the general
mood in America today of favoring
governance closer to home; however,
local governments are not staffed,
funded, nor legally mandated and
empowered to protect watersheds
adequately.

As a foundation officer, my first
task is to piece together patterns of
social, political, economic and ecosys-
tem change. Once this picture is
drawn, the challenge is to define an
investment strategy that will “make a
difference.” “Doing good” is not good
enough.

The Kendall Foundation is
dedicated to furthering ecosystem
management. As a comparatively modest
environmental funder ($1-$1.5 million
annually), the Foundation is seeking to
define its market niche. While funding
individual watershed conservation
efforts in 50 states is not possible, the
foundation seeks to provide funding for:

« grassroots organizations with
innovative, field-based entrepreneurs;

« regional approaches to river
basins (partly because they inspire
measured contempt for current political
boundaries); and

« public policy analysis that
generates ideas for incentives to alter

The reason for focusing
on watersheds lies in
the potential scarcity of
clean water for a
growing population.

individual and organizational behavior.

The contribution of network
organizations lies in the value-added
ideas and efficiencies they offer.

Where does the Kendall Founda-
tion stand? We like Major Powell’s 19th
century perspective and are seeking to
understand how the watersheds of this
country can be protected—in some
cases restored—to provide abundant
clean water. In striving to see a decade
ahead, we believe that :

 new forms of public/private
partnerships are part of the strategy;

« increased citizen stewardship is
essential;

« agencies must surrender elements
of their “sovereignty” over resource
decisions; and

* new mechanisms must be
designed to bring untied funding to
forums established and “owned” by
watershed stakeholders at the watershed
level.

If we fail to invent high-perform-
ing watershed organizations and are
unsuccessful in generating the relatively
modest funding they require, nature
will lose and, eventually, so will we. ®-

Theodore Smith is the executive
director of the Kendall Foundation in
Boston, MA.

8 RIVER VOICES « FALL/WINTER 1995



OuRr READERS RESPOND

Letters from the Network

A note from the National Park Service

On behalf of all the staff of the Rivers, Trails and
Conservation Assistance programs of the National Park
Service, we are pleased to collaborate with River
Network in producing another issue of River Voices.
This is indeed a “watershed” issue — a collection of
dynamic conservation efforts from across the country
that are working to integrate resources and people in a
comprehensive, equitable, and sustainable manner.

The Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance
(RTCA) program is currently assisting similar undertak-
ings — from promoting greater public understanding of
resource management in Santa Margarita River
Watershed in California to providing technical support
for new watershed councils to develop action plans in
rural Pennsylvania.

Readers of River Voices wishing to learn more about
how the RTCA programs might be able to assist their
river corridor/watershed conservation efforts are
encouraged to contact one of the regional NPS offices
listed on this page.

Michael Linde
Chief, Partnership Programs/NPS Seattle, WA

River Voices Summer 1995
Using the Information Superhighway to Save Rivers

Just read your article on “Using the Information
Superhighway to Save Rivers.” Great job with good
ideas.

Here in Montana, Desktop Assistance, working
with the Brainerd and Bullitt Foundations, has devel-
oped WestNet, the “information service for people with
a passion for this place.” The end result is supposed to
be an environmental network to encompass the Pacific
Northwest.

Please place me on your list of potential partici-
pants. Perhaps we can help each other out.

Don Kern, Montana River Action Network
dkern@desktop.org

Chuck Hoffman responded: We are aware of the WestNet
and its beginnings. It is a model that we can draw from in
designing something for the rivers movement.

(continued on page 17)

- ) - - ’S - -
Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Offices
Washington, D.C. Chesapeake System
Recreation Resources Asst. Div.  Support Office

PO. Box 37127
Washington, D.C. 20013-7127
202-343-3758

Colorado Plateau System
Support Office

PO Box 25287

Denver, CO 80225-0287
303-969-2855

Appalachian System
Support Office
75 Spring Street SW
Atlanta, GA 30303
404-331-5838

Southwest System

Support Office

1220 St. Francis Drive

PO Box 728 Santa Fe, NM
87504-0728
505-988-6723

Alaska System Support Office
2525 Gambell Street
Anchorage, AK 99503-2892
907-257-2650

Allegheny System

Support Office

200 Chestnut Street, Suite 306
Philadelphia, PA 19106
215-597-1787

Great Lakes System
Support Office
1709 Jackson Street
Omaha, NE 68102
402-221-3350

New England System
Support Office

15 State Street
Boston, MA 02109
617-223-5123

200 Chestnut Street, Ste 306
Philadelphia, PA 19106
215-597-1787

Atlantic Coast System
Support Office

75 Spring Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30303
404-331-5838

Great Plains System
Support Office
1709 Jackson Street
Omaha, NE 68102
402-221-3350

Gulf Coast System
Support Office

75 Spring Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30303
404-331-5838

Pacific Island System

Support Office

600 Harrison Street, Ste 600
San Francisco, CA 94107-1372
415-744-3975

Rocky Mountain System
Support Office

12795 West Alameda Parkway
Denver, CO 80225-0287
303-969-2855

Pacific/Great Basin System
Support Office

600 Harrision Street Ste 600
San Francisco, CA 94107-1372
415-744-3975

Columbia Casacades System
Support Office

909 First Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104-1060
206-220-4113 =
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WORKING TOGETHER

Henry’s Fork Watershed Council

by Kirk Johnson

he Henry’s Fork Watershed
Council is a consensus-based
forum composed of diverse

interests. The Council has citizen
leadership in the form of co-facilitation
by two former adversaries, Henry’s Fork
Foundation and Freemont - Madison
Irrigation District. The Council’s
mission is to advance the ecological
health of the Henry’s Fork Basin and
the economic sustainability of its
communities. Participants include
farmers, conservationists, agency and
community representatives, elected
officials, and others who “reside,
recreate, make a living and/or have legal
responsibilities” in the 1.7 million-acre
basin in eastern ldaho.

In the early 1990s, the Council was
formed as an alternative to the conflict
and polarization that had marked
resource management debates in the
basin for at least two decades. The
Council’s founders drafted a charter and
mission statement that was adopted by
the Idaho Legislature in 1994. That
mission statement highlights the
following goals for the Council:

« to serve as a grassroots, consen-
sus-based, problem-solving forum;

Photo by Kitty Vincent

The Upper Mesa Falls

« to better understand and manage
the watershed and its resources;

« to cooperate and coordinate with
one another and abide by all local,
state, and federal laws.

The charter identifies four related,
major duties of the Council:

* to promote cooperation across
jurisdictional boundaries;

« to review and prioritize proposed
watershed projects;

« to identify and coordinate fund-
ing for research, planning, implemen-
tation, and monitoring programs; and

« to serve as an educational
resource on the Henry’s Fork Basin.

In working to implement these
goals during the past two years, the
Council has come to be seen as one of
the nation’s leading experiments in
new, more responsive, and potentially
more effective ways to manage and
maintain healthy ecosystems while
integrating the needs and desires of
people. These efforts have arisen for a
variety of reasons, including pressure to
reform how public agencies interact
with the public; a growing concern
over the long-term effectiveness of
traditional interest group advocacy
tactics; and a movement among
resource managers toward more
complex ecosystem or watershed
management approaches.

This evaluation of the Henry’s
Fork Watershed Council assesses the
Council’s progress in achieving these
goals, and in forging a new approach to
watershed management that holds
lessons for practitioners throughout the
country.! The evaluation of the
Council’s progress is based on a series
of structured interviews with Council
participants and observers, as well as
visits to two Council meetings and an

extensive review of written information
about the Council.

Findings and
Recommendations

The Henry’s Fork Watershed
Council is an impressive effort.
Perhaps its greatest accomplishment
has been to encourage once-bitter
adversaries to work together, in a non-
hostile setting, to develop common
goals and objectives for the Henry’s
Fork Basin.

The Council provides a “safe” and
“friendly” forum for discussing
potentially contentious issues.
Through its process of group education
and consensus-building, the Council
provides participants a broader
understanding of problems—and of
possible solutions—than any one
individual or group could generate.
The process is helping residents of the
Henry’s Fork Basin expand their
capacity to discuss, evaluate, and
resolve issues and conflicts on their
own—in other words, their capacity for
self-governance.

One of the Council’s first and
most important tasks was developing
its “Watershed Integrity Review and
Evaluation” (WIRE) criteria. Format-
ted as a checklist, these 10 criteria of
watershed health and vitality are used
to evaluate the merits of projects or
programs brought before the Council
by agencies or other Council members.
The important and painstaking process
of “WIREing” projects has become one
of the main functions of Council
meetings. It is an especially effective
means for ensuring cooperation and
coordination among agencies and the
various projects and initiatives under-
taken in the basin.

1 This article is a modified version of the “Executive Summary” of An Evaluation of the
Henrys Fork Watershed Council. The complete evaluation is available from the Henry’s Fork

Foundation, P.O. Box 852, Ashton, ID 83420.
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The Council also serves as an
educational forum for Council members
and the broader community on various
complex and contentious resource
management issues, from salmon
recovery in the Columbia-Snake river
system to road access to the Targhee
National Forest.

Additionally, the Council is
defining a new and innovative role for
itself as a facilitator of improved
dialogue between local, state, and federal
resource and land management agencies
and the public. The Council can be
especially helpful in encouraging
coordination on issues that go beyond
the jurisdiction and understanding of
any one agency. It has great potential to
find voluntary, cooperative, and
incentive-based ways to encourage
private landowners to take part in
ecosystem management efforts, a task
many public agencies would find
difficult to achieve.

Although agencies have so far been
reluctant to hand over what they view as
their legally derived decision making
responsibilities. In future years, the
Council may play a key role in shaping
the new, evolving relationship between
public agencies (especially federal) and
the public that they serve.

Major Challenges

The Council has been quite
successful in its work toward establishing
a new approach to watershed manage-
ment; with success, however, also comes
challenge. For instance, although the
Council desires to build community,
find consensus and demonstrate success,
Council members must not avoid raising
disagreements. Disagreements must be
addressed or the Council will risk losing
its credibility among its constituents. At
the same time, the Council is a young
and still fragile institution, and if it
confronts issues that are too divisive, it
may destroy a highly productive and

Photo by Jan

valuable process. The Council
can address this tension by
continuing to solidify relations
among Council members,
while making sure that
Council participants commu-
nicate closely with their
constituent organizations
about the Council’s work and
perspective.

Another challenge the
Council faces is that although
the Fremont-Madison Irriga-
tion District is well-represented
on the Council, participation
among other farmers and farm
groups is less satisfactory. Their
participation should increase if

the Council wants to become a
more broadly representative
forum for airing a wide range of
issues critical to the economic and
ecological sustainability of the water-
shed and its economy. Greater partici-
pation in the Council by local commu-
nity leaders and elected officials would
also be desirable. In general, their
attitudes appear to be increasingly
favorable. Even so, local community
leaders and elected officials are still
overshadowed in numbers by represen-
tatives of the co-facilitator organizations
and agencies.

Among some agricultural interests
in the watershed, the Council faces a
serious perception problem. Some see
the Council as an offshoot of the
Henry’s Fork Foundation and thereby
overly concerned with environmental
issues. To address these various con-
cerns, the Council should continue
working to broaden participation and
to project a more accurate image of
itself in the community. It should
increase its outreach efforts in the local
watershed, particularly among farming
interests and formal and informal
community leaders. Encouraging
involvement from a broader cross-

Science-based, collaborative research is conducted on the
Henry’s Fork.

section of the basin will make consensus
more difficult. But it will also help to
better root the Council in the basin,
ensure that it is truly reflective of the
residents there, broaden its scope to
include a wider range of agricultural
and other issues, and ultimately make it
a more influential organization locally,
regionally, and nationally.

Conclusion

The Henry’s Fork Watershed
Council is among the most exciting and
innovative consensus-based efforts. It
provides an example and specific lessons
for other watersheds facing similar
challenges. It is helping to shape how
this country, and especially the West,
will address the interrelated issues of
managing complex ecosystems and
negotiate the complex relationships
between federal, state, and local
institutions and their constituents. -«

Kirk Johnson is a policy analyst with
the Northwest Policy Center at the
University of Washington in Seattle.
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INFORMATION, EDUCATION AND COORDINATION

Black Earth Creek Watershed Assoclation

Building a stewardship ethic for a premier, Midwestern trout stream

by Stephen M. Born

he Black Earth Creek
Watershed, only a few miles
west of Wisconsin’s capital city,

Madison, is a microcosm of the many
issues and interests involved in river
protection, land use development and
growth management. The spring-fed
creek is a nationally recognized trout
stream within casting distance of more
than 300,000 people. Its watershed
contains an Ice Age Reserve and related
scientific areas, important riparian
corridors and wetlands, and the
unglaciated bedrock bluffs and
agricultural valleys of western Dane
County. It is a scenic beauty of the first
order.

The Madison metropolitan region
is the fastest growing region in the state,
casting its expanding shadow over the
watershed. Growth and development
pressures are threatening the creek from
its headwaters westerly some 20 miles to
its eventual union with the Wisconsin
River. The stressed farm economy is
adversely affecting farmers in this largely
agricultural watershed; selling their land
for development is often farmers’ only
viable financial route to retirement or
economic security.

This fragile spring creek, this
special place, is under siege. The
outcome is anything but certain, despite
the efforts of individuals and groups
such as a progressive state environmen-
tal agency, which undertook its first
stream habitat improvement project on
Black Earth Creek in the late 1940s; an
aggressive local chapter of Trout
Unlimited, whose 500 members see the
stream as their “home waters”; and
concerned local governments, landown-
ers and citizen groups. The watershed
“community” is complex and diverse,
and no single entity was concerned
about the future well-being of the
watershed as a whole until 1987.

In 1987 the Black Earth Creek

Watershed Association (BECWA) was
formed in response to a number of
events including: 1) citizen concern
about a soon-to-be designated
Superfund landfill in the watershed; 2) a
University of Wisconsin workshop
which synthesized issues and problems
in the watershed and outlined a
management framework; and 3)
designation of Black Earth Creek as a
Priority Watershed Project eligible for
substantial state funding to combat
water quality problems caused by
polluted runoff.

Following a public meeting of
citizens and interested groups (and
aided by agency and university resource
professionals), BECWA was incorpo-
rated as a nonprofit organization to
promote planning and action for wise,
long-term stewardship of the land and
water resources within the watershed.
The Association serves as an informa-
tion clearinghouse for citizens, interest
groups, and governments. It supports
educational programs and tries to better
coordinate the many programs and
activities effecting the watershed.

BECWA is directed by a volunteer
Board of Directors comprised of local
citizens, farmers, officials, conservation-
ists, and business persons. Unlike many
hard-core advocacy groups composed of
individuals that share values and
attitudes, BECWA, from its inception,
has tried to provide a neutral and
objective forum for the many unlike
interests in the watershed. This has been
a risky strategy. BECWA, with its broad
goals regarding long-term protection of
the creek and its watershed, has steered
clear of divisive local issues, and
advocates sometimes have difficulty in
passionately committing to entities that
provide neutral ground for discussing
issues. Nevertheless, during the past
eight years BECWA list of accomplish-
ments include:

« leading public involvement in the
planning and implementation of a $1.7
million Priority Watershed Project to
address agricultural and urban nonpoint
source pollution problems;

« initiating educational activities,
including a watershed signage program
(“Welcome to the Black Earth Creek
Watershed”), collaborating with UW-
Extension in conducting residential well
testing programs, holding training
workshops for school teachers and
community leaders, and organizing an
annual stream cleanup event;

« leading efforts to fund and
conduct studies of the regional ground-
water system and critical wetland and
habitat areas;

« coordinating various state and
local governmental programs, and
preparing a periodic summary of
“Who’s doing what in the watershed”;

« serving as an information
clearinghouse for citizens and as a
forum for resolving conflicts. (Issues
addressed over the years include landfill
closing and remediation efforts,
floodplain management, fishery
management, leaky underground
storage tanks and land redevelopment
potential, wastewater treatment, sand
and gravel mining, transportation
projects, urban stormwater management
planning, development proposals,
hilltop development and scenic resource
protection, and reviews of governmental
monitoring and survey activities).

While it is difficult to determine
what would have happened without
BECWA, it seems clear that the
Association has played an important
role in strengthening long-term
“grassroots” stewardship and public
awareness in the watershed.

The Black Earth Creek Watershed
Association is now facing its biggest
challenge and its greatest opportunity to
foster long-term resources protection for
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While it is difficult to determine what would have happened without BECWA, it seems clear that the Association has
played an important role in strengthening long-term “grassroots™ stewardship and public awareness in the watershed.

the creek: Development proposals in the
watershed have grown increasingly
contentious. A flashpoint was reached a
year ago in a battle over the location of
a $30 million printing plant and new
industrial park in a streamside area
proposed for annexation to the village
of Cross Plains. Concerns about the
impacts on the creek and the commu-
nity divided residents and others, and
the plant was ultimately sited elsewhere.
Bad blood still flows from that contro-
versy, but many of those involved now
believe it is time to rethink the way
development decisions are made. To
that end, BECWA, building upon its
several years of work and its neutrality
credentials, is committed to serve as a
convener and forum for a development-
environmental protection mediation
effort in the watershed. Currently, local
units of government are enacting
resolutions indicating their commit-
ment to participate in the consensus-
building initiative, an accomplished
mediator has consented to facilitate the
effort, and fundraising is underway.

Warren Myers, consulting engineer
for the three villages in the watershed,
likens the effort to family counseling.
Watershed citizens and interests do not
have the option of a divorce—they're all
part of the community of interest. They
need to get some help to improve
relationships and stop dysfunctional
behavior among the many parties in the
watershed.

While there is no guarantee of
success, watershed interests increasingly
recognize the linkages between land use
decisions and stream/watershed
protection, and the need for a more
positive, future-oriented means for
making decisions that effect the quality
of life in the region. Many observers
agree that it is time to reduce conflicts
and work together towards a shared
vision for the watershed.

BECWA is well established to
play the catalytic role. Some of the keys
to success in the Black Earth Creek
Watershed:

* BECWA has taken the time to
build on past relationships and
strengthen ties among farmers and
fishers, rural and urban citizens, and
business and conservation interests.
Critical to coalition building is
eliminating tendencies to see things in
“we-they” terms and facilitating
personal interaction among folks with
different interests and views.

 From its inception, BECWA has
focused on heightening awareness of
the watershed and its problems
through public events and an active
media strategy. Major newspaper
stories have focused on the natural
resource and community values in the
watershed and the efforts at cooperation.

« An active and organized environ-
mental presence, the local Trout
Unlimited chapter and other environ-
mental groups, has assured strong
representation of these often dispersed
concerns.

* BECWA has gained support by
serving as an access point for citizens
and landowners to agency and govern-
mental staff and programs. The
supportive and technical assistance role
of an interagency, intergovernmental
work group has been essential.

* BECWA has staked out the
entire watershed and adjacent areas
affecting the watershed as the
“problemshed” and has supported
integrative approaches to planning and
problem solving. These efforts to
interrelate the many activities and
actors in the watershed have helped
distinguish BECWA.

Some of BECWA's accomplish-
ments are less than tangible. For
instance, how do you evaluate the
dramatically enhanced citizen and

Photo by Robert Queen

Angler enjoying pursuit of wild brown
trout in Black Earth Creek.

community awareness regarding the
value and health of Black Earth Creek
and its watershed? There has been a
substantial increase of involvement—
in fact shared stewardship—by civic
groups, school kids, business interests
and others in projects and decisions
affecting the stream. There is also an
expressed consensus by watershed
citizens and leaders that Black Earth
Creek and its vulnerable life-support
systems must be protected.

The future prospects for this small
pastoral stream filled with wild brown
trout have come a long way in the past
decade. Fighting complacency and
sustaining a watershed constituency
are unending jobs, but in the Black
Earth Creek area citizen activism—
aided by dedicated government natural
resource managers—is helping to
protect this treasured spring creek
from the ravages of “progress.” <

Steve Born is a professor of Urban &
Regional Planning and Environmental
Studies at University of Wisconsin-
Madison. He is also the president of the
Black Earth Creek Watershed Association.
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GRASSROOTS DEMOCRACY

Building a statewide watershed movement:

Lessons from the 62 Watersheds of Washington Campaign

by Joy Huber

n Washington state, we are continuing to experiment

with citizens’ watershed councils. We are learning that

the councils can be more effective than top-down
government in shaping a community’s relation to water and
other natural resources. They seem to be a new form of
grassroots democracy and could hold the key to building a
sustainable society, linking the political process to the natural
ecosystem.

There are 62 major river basins, or watersheds, in Wash-
ington state. When the Rivers Council of Washington began to
create a state network of watershed councils two years ago, only
three of the 62 watersheds had a council. Today, there are
watershed councils in at least 26 watersheds.

The Rivers Council of Washington and environmental
advocates are not the only people talking about watersheds
these days. State legislators from both parties and the profes-
sional associations of cities, counties and water utilities are
drafting bills to authorize watershed planning. Even the state’s
agri-business leaders are looking to watershed councils for
locally tailored solutions to costly water problems. The issue is
not whether but how watershed planning will be practiced in
Washington state.

The existing councils are bringing diverse local interests
together and finding common ground for addressing issues of
water and land use. The councils have created practical, yet
innovative watershed plans. The biggest challenge has been
sustaining public support in the face of government delays to
implement the plans.

The composition and inspiration of each watershed
council is different. The Yakima River Watershed Council, for
instance, was started by irrigators. It has about 50 board
members, 100 working committee members and 1,000 general
members who have contributed nearly $500,000 in private
funding. By contrast, the Nisqually River Council was enacted
by the Legislature and is staffed by the state water agency. It is
bicameral, with one board for business and community
representatives and another board for agency representatives.

Despite their many differences, the watershed councils
have come to some common conclusions:

1. The geographic unit for planning and management
must be the natural watershed—regardless of political
boundaries.

This single characteristic shifts the context of water
resource management from strictly human considerations to
the whole web of life in the local ecosystem. A shift of this
magnitude in governance has profound social and economic
implications moving toward a future that is more realistic and
enduring.

2. All water interests must be represented at the table.

Every watershed council in Washington strives to achieve
the broadest possible representation of local interests, includ-
ing those with an interest in using water for economic
purposes as well as those with an interest in conserving water
for recreational or environmental benefits. Tribal interests have
always been included because of their extensive senior water
and fishing rights. In a few cases, the councils have even
reached outside their local watersheds for environmental
representatives of the greater public interest.

Several older watershed councils were formed with eight
“caucuses”’—environment, recreation, fish, business, agricul-
ture, local government, state government, and tribal govern-
ment. The younger councils attempt to reflect the local
population, as skewed as that might seem toward one sector
such as business. One example is the group in Yakima, which
has equal numbers of representatives for irrigators, growers
and shippers, processors, general business, financial institu-
tions, forestry, electric utilities, community organizations,
environmental organizations, government and the Yakima
Indian Nation. This type of representation has the potential to
produce an unbiased result because decisions are made by
consensus (See #5 below).

3. Council representatives should be the “best
spokesperson” for their water interests.

One way of selecting council members is to accept the
people who attend a public meeting and declare themselves to
be spokespersons for a particular water interest. Unfortunately,
there have been several cases where, at the end of a lengthy
planning process, the spokesperson’s work is disclaimed by the
community leaders they claimed to represent.

The councils work better when members have been
carefully selected. Council members must have the ability to
analyze data, articulate solutions, work cooperatively, commu-
nicate openly and inspire public confidence in the council.

4. The work should be done by community volunteers
with financial support from local contributors.

The watershed councils appear to function best when
composed of private citizens, with the government providing
technical advisors only at the working committee level. Local
support and funding is another key to success. When a
significant portion of the operational funding is raised from
local donations, it is a good indication that the work of the
council has been well-communicated to the local community.

We have learned that watershed councils should arise
voluntarily from the interested water users in the local
watershed; they should not be appointed by a government
agency. For this reason, any state legislation to be passed next
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Far different from the adversarial emphasis of traditional environmentalism, the focus of
the watershed approach is to work cooperatively to build healthy watershed communities.

spring should authorize such advisory councils to create a
local watershed plan and interface with a public entity for
implementation. However, the Legislature should not
mandate creation of such councils nor prescribe their
behavior; it should simply describe basic characteristics such
as diverse representation and the minimum requirements for
comprehensive planning.

5. Decisions should be made by “consensus”
rather than “majority vote”.

In Washington, decision-making by consensus is often
referred to as “the Chelan process”. This process has been used
at the state level to reach agreement on timber, fish and
wildlife issues with tribes and to conduct the State Water
Resources Forum. Consensus is the process by which a group
of people work together until they reach a common solution
by mutual agreement.

The consensus method is used, with varying degrees of
success, by all the watershed councils in Washington. An
expert facilitator is essential for success.

Unfortunately, there is less consensus about consensus, as
the legislative session approaches. Some state legislators,
county commissioners and business interests believe that the
watershed councils should operate by a majority or super-
majority vote. While the voting method would ensure that
representative views are made known to their constituencies,
it would eliminate the participation of tribes at the table,
since they cannot put their interest to a council vote without
compromising their status as sovereign nations.

The more obvious problem with the voting method is
that one or more interests can lose. Water interests, rights,
uses, regulatory procedures and jurisdictions are exceedingly
complex, and unless the issues can be resolved for all interests,
any partial solution simply takes away from another. This
produces an adversarial situation that leads to endless
litigation and bureaucracy from which no comprehensive and
lasting solutions will arise.

The point is to find permanent solutions. Consensus will
not bring about permanent solutions if an interest group
hides or withholds its fundamental disagreements until later,
and then breaks ranks when it’s too late for the whole group
to backtrack and find another solution.

The Rivers Council of Washington agrees that council
members should be held accountable at the end of the
planning process for the agreements they've made along the
way. Perhaps a solution is to combine the best of both
methods—Iet the decisions be made by consensus, and let
each council member make a series of “personal declarations

3-Year Strategic Objectives of the
Rivers Council of Washington

The Rivers Council of Washington has adopted the following
strategic objectives for the next three years.

1. Change state water policies —

a. create or empower citizens’ watershed planning councils in
the 62 watersheds and direct public and private resources to
local stewardship groups;

b. conserve streams and aquifers by asserting the recreational/
cultural value of waterways and by protecting riparian and
tribal water rights.

2. Create watershed models —

a. demonstrate economic partnerships outside the
environmental movement, especially with agricultural and timber
property owners;

b. develop financial support from new economic sectors such
as computer and biomedical technologies.

3. Reach new constituencies —

a. empower an affiliated network of local stewardship groups;
b. create a state river registry that promotes public
involvement and recognition.

4. Teach watershed values —
a. consciously invent watershed symbolism and social methods;
b. promote minimum-impact river recreation. <

of support” in writing at critical junctures during the plan-
ning process.

Far different from the either-or abstractions prescribed by
the usual electoral, regulatory or courtroom procedures of
government, the watershed plans created by the watershed
councils are locally appropriate solutions to immediate
community problems.

The task of the watershed council is not only to develop
and promote the implementation of a comprehensive water
resource plan for its watershed, but to reinvent government
and the environmental movement from the grassroots up.

Far different from the adversarial emphasis of traditional
environmentalism, the focus of the watershed approach is to
work cooperatively to build healthy watershed
communities. ®

Joy Huber is the executive director of the Rivers Council of
Washington.
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INITIATING A NEW APPROACH

Integrated Watershed Management:

The Massachusetts Ex

by Bob Zimmerman
I fostering grassroots watershed management in

Massachusetts. Marion Stoddard took on polluters in the
Nashua River watershed, and Rita Barron did the same in the
Charles River watershed. They were and remain tough,
charismatic people who simply would not succumb to the
pressures of the times, and their successes are chronicled in
“river rescue” journals written to extol the virtues of grassroots
river activism. Much of our success in Massachusetts and New
England is a tribute to their efforts, and the awareness of
rivers they cultivated.

Americans in the '60s and '70s were environmental
neophytes, and early attempts to manage natural resources
using watershed boundaries floundered. The concept was too
big, the political will not present, and the problems our rivers
faced too obvious to build any real watershed management
constituency. When rivers run in toxic colors, extolling the
virtues of managing each of our backyards is likely to be an
unsuccessful strategy. Attacking hazardous and toxic pollution
at its source is more likely to produce results, and as we all
know, the regulatory structure we created over the last 20
years was designed and remains calibrated to do exactly that;
identify and attack polluters.

As a consequence, point source discharges are no longer
the major cause of pollution to our rivers. They have been
replaced by a much more insidious problem, nonpoint source
pollution (or polluted runoff) from agriculture, urban streets
and other sources. Acknowledging that a watershed approach
is necessary to address sources of polluted runoff, in 1992,
many watershed associations banded together to push for
watershed management. A Watershed Awareness and Policy
Initiative was created through the consolidated efforts of the
following associations: Charles River Watershed Association,
the Merrimack River Watershed Association, the Nashua
River Watershed Association, the Massachusetts Watershed
Caoalition, and the Massachusetts Water Watch Partnership.
In 1993, others joined the effort to develop a comprehensive
watershed management system for statewide implementation,
including Environmental Secretary Trudy Coxe, the Massa-
chusetts Department of Environmental Protection as well as
state and federal regulators, corporations, cities and towns,
and citizens.

As a result, pilot watershed management programs were
undertaken statewide. These programs include:

« a collaboration of the Massachusetts Executive Office
of Environmental Affairs, the Department of Environmental
Protection and the Neponset River Watershed Association.

n the middle 1960s, two women were responsible for

nerience

Using local “stream teams” to identify issues, this collaborative
project on the Neponset River tested the extent of state
agency contributions to comprehensive basin assessment.

 Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management created a
partnership with local citizens to determine objectives for
pollution abatement efforts on the Parker River, focusing
primarily on Best Management Practices for storm water runoff.

* On the Merrimack River, efforts were focused on
creating the Volunteer Environmental Monitoring Network, a
dispersed network of volunteers monitoring the river for basic
water quality data.

« Monitoring and computer modeling capabilities on the
Charles River were developed by the watershed association so
that a Watershed Council, composed of local officials and
citizens, could identify priorities and remediation strategies.

These pilot watershed management programs continue to
operate today. Collectively, these efforts and others have been
fashioned into a Watershed Initiative Management Methodology,
and a watershed initiative implementation strategy has been
developed to extend watershed management across the state
during the next five years. Funding for this effort will come
from the Massachusetts Open Space Bond bill, which recently
passed the Massachusetts Legislature.

Watershed nonprofits will bid competitively for state
matching grants. Once selected, the watershed nonprofit will
convene a Watershed Community Council to discuss issues
facing the watershed and specific river reaches. Using the
Community Council, a river and tributary monitoring plan
will be developed, seeking data to understand what is
happening and how it can be remedied. In each selected
basin, the state Department of Environmental Protection will
provide in-kind monitoring and computer modeling support
to the data collection and priority identification process.
Once issues are understood, the Community Council and
state and federal regulatory agencies will work to implement
remedial strategies.

From inception to implementation in each watershed,
the process will take two years—if our pilot efforts are any
indication.

A total of six watersheds will be investigated each year.
One watershed will be reviewed as comprehensively as the
Neponset River or Charles River pilot projects, while the
remaining five will be assessed for a few specific problems as
identified by the Watershed Community Council. This
management process is intended to continue indefinitely.

Wiatershed Awareness and Policy Initiative partners will
be working to establish strong, independent watershed
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The meandering upper reach of the Charles River, parts of which are known
for their natural valley storage capactiy, an alternative flood control strategy.

The intensely urbanized Charles River as it flows through Boston.

associations in each of Massachusetts 27 basins in the next few years;
many associations already exist as volunteer organizations. It is our intent
to raise their capabilities so that they can convene and oversee watershed
management efforts.

The challenge before watershed advocates is considerable. Something
similar to the recycling revolution we have witnessed during the last
decade must occur if we are to manage our water and natural resources
effectively, allowing for human and environmental needs, as well as
protecting the quantity and quality of water flowing in our rivers.

The Massachusetts experience has shown that it is now possible to
move into this next stage of the clean water effort at local, state and
federal levels. Like the first efforts of Marion Stoddard and Rita Barron 30
years ago, it will be led by grassroots organizations raising awareness and
building the constituency to succeed. ®«

Bob Zimmerman is the executive director of the Charles River Watershed
Association.

Letters from
the NEtWOI’k (cont. from p. 9)

I would agree that an online network
would be very useful to us...the most important
use for me would be for researching informa-
tion for various issues.

You could have the information on the
subject and/or a bibliography on where to get
information. One example from Michigan: We
have a natural gas boom going on here. The gas
industry is fragmenting the watersheds and
crossing streams with roads and pipes. An
online network may help us find information
on what harms this industry is causing to our
rivers.

Mike Brock, Michigan Council of Trout
Unlimited, mikebrock@aol.com

I am very interested in and encouraged to
hear about your proposal for a Rivers Online
Network. | think it is a wonderful idea! It
would be great for me to easily access informa-
tion on what other groups are doing around the
country, both politically and technically, to find
out what'’s working and what isn't. Being able
to do database searches and locate appropriate
documents and talk to others in the same field
would greatly aid in the work we are doing. We
would also be more than willing to share our
“story” with others, including events, data,
technologies, etc.

Deborah McKie, Jones River Watershed
Association, jonesriver@aol.com

Your Internet edition is very well done,
and | enjoyed the analytical approach taken in
some of the articles. However, | was surprised
that you made no attempt to list existing
websites that might interest your readers. A
quick search using Webcrawler turned up
3,112 entries containing the word “Rivers.” |
suggest that someone take a couple of hours to
look as such sites, and that you publish a “Top
10" list.

Matt Chew, Arizona State Parks,
mchew@prpo01.pr.state.az.us

It is a great idea. River Network is developing a
web page that will include links to other web sites
of interest to river activists. Please send
recommendations to rivernet@igc.apc.org
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CoALITION BUILDING

Diversity and Watershed Management:

The Mississippi River Basin Alliance Experience

by Suzi Wilkins

eople and resources have shaped
P the Mississippi River Basin

Alliance since its inception in
1992. The Alliance is a coalition of
organizations and individuals that
joined together to protect and restore
the Mississippi River. The citizens who
helped form the Alliance knew that if
the organization were to succeed, it
must comprise a richly diverse group of
citizens. They knew that only an
organization that reflected the diversity
of the river and its basin could begin to
address its diverse and complex
problems. Some keys to the success of
the richly diverse MRBA include the
following:

Leadership

The Alliance today is composed of
more than 40 organizations from both
the traditional conservation community
and the environmental justice move-
ment. Many will say that the Alliance
exists today thanks to the persistence of
one person—-Bill Redding. A staff
member of the Sierra Club’s Midwest
Office in Wisconsin, Bill has long noted
that the conservation community’s

Photo by Ransburg Studio

Bill Redding at MRBA's Mississippi
River Conference in Memphis, TN.

constituency has been too narrow. His
vision has been one that moves resource
conservation beyond middle class
suburbia to embrace the interests of the
urban poor. Raised in St. Louis on the
banks of the Mississippi River, Bill has
always cared about the future of this
river.

Financial Support

In 1992, the Minneapolis-based
McKnight Foundation directed a multi-
year, multimillion dollar commitment
to improving the Mississippi River.
Fortuitously, this decision coincided
with the Alliance’s formation. Founda-
tion support enabled a diverse group of
people to gather for the Alliance’s initial
series of meetings. Funding from the
McKnight Foundation enabled the
citizens to travel and meet fact to face
and begin building understanding and
trust, the foundation for the MRBA.
Indeed, the Alliance and many of its
member organizations continue to
flourish, thanks in part to McKnight's
bold commitment to the Mississippi.

Dialog

A broad cross-section of people
came to the Alliance’s initial organizing
meeting in February, 1992. An incident
occurred at that first meeting which tells
the story of the Mississippi River Basin
Alliance:

One Alliance founder was discuss-
ing the need to protect the endangered
sturgeon found in the river. Another
founder, Florence Robinson from North
Baton Rouge, Louisiana, spoke up
immediately: “Why should | care about
endangered fish; I've got endangered
people in my neighborhood.” (Florence
had long fought toxic conditions in her
community that severely impact the
health of her friends and neighbors.) As

the meeting continued, Florence gained
a better understanding of the relation-
ship between the health of river species
and humans. She is now a strong
advocate for river critters. Conversely,
rural and suburban citizens who had
little experience with urban hazardous
sites and their resulting human impacts,
now had a sober understanding of the
pain and havoc that toxics cause
unsuspecting citizens nearby.

Skillfull Meeting Facilitation

As the Alliance struggled to
ascertain its identity, a skilled organiza-
tion—The Institute for Conservation
Leadership (ICL)—aided the group.
Based in Washington D.C., ICL
provides a wide range of citizens with
organizational training. With the
patient guidance of ICL trainer, Dianne
Russell, the Alliance determined its
purpose statement and programmatic
direction.

The Alliance’s purpose is to
“protect and restore the ecological,
economic, cultural, historic and
recreational resources in the basin; and
to eliminate barriers of race, class and
economic status that divide us in the
quest to achieve these purposes.”

Governance Reflects Diversity
During its initial meetings, the
Alliance drafted bylaws that ensure that
its 15-person governing Coordinating
Council will reflect the heterogeneous

population found in the Mississippi
basin. The Council’s work is reinforced
by seven subcommittees, which hold
formal teleconferences to reach consen-
sus on pending issues and matters.

To address the problems confront-
ing the Mississippi River, its basin and
people, the Alliance directs its efforts in
Six areas:
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« establishing a communications
network;

e training basin grassroots organiza-
tions;

« improving water quality and
decreasing toxics;

« restoring basin wetlands;

« improving sustainable agriculture in
the region; and

 ensuring environmental and social
considerations in Corps of
Engineers planning.

Technical and
Financial Support

Limited resources impede the
Alliance’s progress. Despite the signifi-
cant financial commitment by
McKnight Foundation and a few other
foundations, most foundations are
reluctant to invest in a new entity. Until
the Alliance can convince a broader
range of funders of the importance of its
work, the Alliance’s efforts will be
limited.

Despite those challenges the
Alliance has been able to share its
resources with member organizations
and empower those grassroots groups.
In the past year, the Alliance provided
financial support that allowed a wide
cross-section of citizens to attend the
Alliance’s annual conference. This
meeting, held in Memphis last May,
provided attendees with a wide range of
opportunities: organizational skill
building (how to fundraise, use volun-
teers more effectively, and access
computer data, etc.) as well as informa-
tion on river issues. The Alliance
appreciates all those trainers, including
River Network’s Pat Munoz, who
worked so diligently with basin citizens
at the conference.

This
summer, the
Alliance also
awarded small
grants to
some of its
member
groups so that
they could
participate in
tap water
testing. This
project allowed
local groups
throughout the
basin to obtain

Sarah Lauterbach

information

about pesticide levels in their

drinking water and to undertake follow
up educational and advocacy work in
their communities. This information is
valuable to the cities where the data was
collected and provides people through-
out the basin with an understanding of
the interconnectedness of the basin;
Pesticides that are spread on agricultural
fields in lowa and elsewhere in the basin
appear in New Orleans’ drinking water.
In the future, the Alliance will also
provide funding for additional com-
puter and organizational training for its
member groups.

The Alliance will continue to be
challenged with a need to keep those
involved with this huge watershed (33
states in size) communicating with one
another and aware of those issues that
connect and tie the mountainous areas
with the delta, and the headwaters with
the mouth. It is, after all, one resource —
one people — one system. -«

Suzi Wilkins is the executive director
of the MRBA based in St. Louis, MO.

“...only an
organization
that reflected
the diversity of
the river and its
basin could
begin to address
its diverse and
complex
problems.”

one resource — one people — one system
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WHERE TO FIND IT

Resources and References on Watershed Approaches

Toward a Watershed Approach: A
Framework for Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration, Protection and Management.
A well-written, four-color booklet with
great graphics, terminology definitions,
watershed approach examples, quotes
and statistics. Available from Coastal
America, 1305 East-West Highway,
SSMC 4, Room 11141, Silver Spring,
MD 20910.

The Watershed Sourcebook: Citizen-
Initiated Solutions to Natural Resource
Problems, by the Natural Resources Law
Center, University of Colorado. This
sourcebook examines the watershed as a
geographic and political unit for natural
resources management.

It is written for those first acquainting
themselves with the concept of
watershed management and those who
are familiar with or involved in water
management. Available for $25 from
NRLC, University of Colorado School
of Law, Box 401, Boulder, CO, 80309,
(303) 492-1286.

The Watershed Innovators Workshop
Proceedings (Swift River Inn,
Cummington, MA, June 1995) by Peter
Lavigne. Summary and highlights of a
two-day, facilitated gathering of some
30 leaders in watershed work from U.S.
and Canada. Major themes addressed

lf,,

Sarah Lauterbach

include: key players, role of science,
promising strategies, what has not
worked, innovations and reinvention,
future challenges, and measuring
success. Available from River Network:
$6 for Partners, $8 for others.

Wiatershed Management Workshop
Summary (Boise, February 1994) A
workshop held by the Western
Governors’ Association and the Western
States Water Council to analyze and
discuss the potential of using the
watershed as a unit for resource
management and decision-making.

Five detailed case studies demonstrating
the diversity of watershed efforts are
outlined. Major conclusions try to
answer the question: “How can we best
govern western water resources?” and
are discussed in this report. Available
for a nominal fee from Western
Governors’ Association, 600 17th

Street, Suite 1705 South Tower, Denver,

CO 80202-5452. (303)623-9378.

Know Your Watershed Campaign by the
Conservation Technology Information
Center. “Know Your Watershed” is a
national campaign to increase the
awareness of watersheds, ecosystems,
nonpoint source pollutants and
pollution prevention activities. CTIC
produces numerous resources on water
quality, agricultural and natural
resources management and watershed
management including: “Watershed
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Management Kit in a Box” which
includes five guides (Getting to Know
Your Local Watershed, Building Local
Partnerships, Leading and
Communicating, Managing Conflict,
Putting Together a Watershed
Management Plan), a video
(Partnerships for Watersheds) and
brochures. Information is basic and
useful, intended to orient the layperson.
Available for $15 from CTIC, 1220
Potter Drive, Room 170, West
Lafayette, IN 47906-1383. (317) 494-
9555.

The Watershed Guide for Cleaner Rivers,
Lakes and Streams: Actions You Can Take
to Control Nonpoint Source Pollution. A
37-page publication of the Connecticut
River Joint Commissions for the
layperson with emphasis on best

Py
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management practices and actions
individuals can take. Most useful for
New England audience, but helpful to
others as well. Available for $5 from
CRIC, PO. Box 1182, Charlestown,
NH 03603. (603) 826-4800.

Clean Water in Your Watershed: A
Citizens Guide to Watershed Protection,
produced by the Terrene Institute in
cooperation with U.S EPA. A 90-page
guide full of frameworks and advice for
citizen involvement in watershed
management. Available from Terrene
Institute, 1717 K Street, NW, Suite
801, Washington, D.C. 20006. (202)
833-8317.

Conference

Watershed '96: Moving Ahead Together.
An interactive forum on the progress
and future of watershed management.
June 8-12, 1996, Baltimore, MD. The
conference will concentrate on how to
build capabilities and better focus and
coordinate efforts to achieve results that
meet community needs. For more
information, contact the Water
Environment Federation at 1-800-666-
0206.

U.S. EPA Watershed Publications
US EPA 401 M Street SW, Washington,
D.C. 20460

Watershed Protection: A Statewide
Approach. A strategy for effectively
protecting and restoring aquatic
ecosystems and protecting human
health. The approach has four major
features: targeting priority problems,
incorporating a high level of stakeholder
involvement, integrating solutions that
make use of the expertise and authority
of multiple agencies, and measuring
success through monitoring and other
data gathering. Office of Water
(4503F), EPA 841-R-95-004, August
1995.

Wiatershed Protection: A Project Focus.
Focuses on the development of
watershed-specific programs and
projects. Provides a blueprint for
designing and implementing watershed
projects including references and case
studies for specific elements of the
process. Illustrates how the broader
principles of watershed management
can be brought to bear on water quality
and ecological concerns. Office of
Water (WH-553), EPA 841-R-95-003,
August 1995.

The Watershed Protection Approach 1993/
1994 Activity Report (EPA). Provides a
summary of activities EPA has carried
out in 1993 and 1994 to support the
watershed protection approach and a
short discussion on anticipated future
direction. In addition, summaries of
watershed projects in which EPA is a
stakeholder are included. 148 pages.
Office of Water (4501F), EPA840-S-94-
001, November 1994.

Watershed ‘93: A National Conference on
Wiatershed Management 890-pages. EPA
840-R-94-002. March 1993.

Wiatershed Protection: Catalog of Federal
Programs. Office of Water (WH-553),
EPA-841-B-93-002, March 1993.

The Watershed Protection Approach: An
Overview. Office of Water (WH-556F),
EPA/503/9-92/002, December 1991.

Nonpoint Source News Notes (periodical).
Contact Terrene Institute, 1717 K Street
NW, Suite 801, Washington, D.C.
20006.

US EPA Watershed Events (periodical).
Office of Water, (WH-556F).

For more references and resources on
the watershed approach, refer to River
Voices (Vol. 5, No. 2/summer 1994)

River
Network
Supporters

DONORS*

Jim Coleman

Stuart & Sally Davidson
Environmental Federation of Oregon
Paul Fitzgerald

Jennie Gerard

Hancock Timber Resource Group
Francis Hatch

Don Henley

Elsie Jones

Allison MacArthur-Whitman
David Malcolm

Annie Mize

J. Munrog McNulty

Mrs. John Pierrepont

Leonard Sargent

Farwell Smith & Linda McMullen
Dan Valens

* individuals, corporations and organizations
that have contributed $100 or more to River
Network in the past quarter. Foundation
contributors are listed once a year in our
annual report.

Renewed Partners

Friends of the Locust Fork, AL

Amigos Bravos, NM

Standing Cedars Community Land Conservancy,
Wi

New Partners

Anchorage Waterways Council, AK

1000 Springs Ranch, CA

Butte Creek Watershed Conservancy, CA
Kentucky Resources Council, KY

Atlantic Salmon Federation, ME
Chicopee River Watershed Council, MA
Raisin River Watershed Council, MI
Mississippi Whitewater Park Corp., MN
Trout Unlimited - Big Blackfoot Chapter, MT
Hackensack Estuary & River Tenders, NJ
New River Foundation, NC

Utah River Conservation Council, UT
Muffy Harmon, IA

Thomas Emerton, NE

Jeff Bournes, SC
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continued from page 1

Here are the strategic initiatives of the Watershed 2000 program:

400 Watershed Councils by the Year 2000

By recruiting citizen groups in key watersheds and
Partners in the “Watershed 2000” campaign, we can give these
groups a basic guide to watershed action. We will provide
information on the principles of watershed science and
watershed organizing, and help these watershed councils
develop a science-based strategy for stream protection and
restoration.

“River Source” Center

River Network is already the nation’s leading source of
information for grassroots river activists. Over the next five
years, we will develop a “Life Support Kit,” conduct a message
development project, establish a Rivers Online Network and
provide other technical support.

Five Regional Networks

A series of River Network surveys has revealed two
things. First, that river and watershed groups feel a profound
isolation; and second, that they feel they need to work on
resource issues at a regional level, as opposed to a national
level. River Network proposes to act as the catalyst for
regional watershed networks by assembling networks, hosting
rallies, and linking networks electronically.

30 Strong State River Councils

River Network can't possibly give one-on-one support to
2,000 grassroots organizations. Our strategy is to help found
and support statewide or major river basin organizations and
develop their capacity to support the grassroots. River
Network has played a major role in building the number of
state river councils from five to 20, and plans to bring on 10
more in the next five years.

Safe and Sustainable Watersheds Campaign

River Network intends to play a leadership role in helping
local, state and regional organizations conduct effective
campaigns to show the public that rivers matter in their lives.
We want to help create a broad public awareness of the free
work that healthy rivers and watersheds do to support the
economies and quality of life of human communities.

“Working Rivers” Campaign

Free-flowing rivers do tremendous work for society by
suppling clean water, containing floods and providing places
to recreate. River Network is launching a “Working Rivers”
initiative to help the public acquire riverlands that are vital to
these functions, lands that might otherwise be developed or
degraded.

As River Network launches Watershed 2000, we would like to invite and challenge past supporters and new supporters to work with
us to make Watershed 2000 a reality. For more information, or a complete copy of Watershed 2000, please contact River Network.

Yes, I'd like to support River Network’s Watershed 2000 Program at the

following level:

] $35 Regular Member

[] $100 Sustaining Partner
| ] $60-300 River Network Partner
(see form on page 23)

enclosed is my check for the entire amount

I would like to pay in installments

NAME

L]

[]
[] $1,000 Charter Watershed Protector

$250 Charter Watershed Supporter
$500 Charter Watershed Steward

ORGANIZATION

ADDRESS

PHONE ()
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Does your river group need help fundraising?
Join the River Network Partnership and you will receive:

River Network’s quarterly River Fundraising Alert, a guide of funding sources (updated
annually), how-to references, sample materials, and other one-on-one assistance.

You'll also receive:

« River/Watershed Issue Information, referrals to other
experienced advocates and specialists, River Voices, one-on-one
assistance researching issues, and other issue-specific publications.

« Organization Building Assistance, how-to references, model
materials.

» Campaign Strategies, opportuntities to network statewide,
regionally, and nationally, How to Save a River (one free copy),
action alerts.

e and more . ..

Yes, 1'd like to be a RIVER NETWORK Partner.

|| Organizational Partner [_| Agency Partner $100
Dues is based on a sliding scale budget: Agency Partners — Federal, state, or local agencies wanting to be tied
Budget Annual Dues into River Network by receiving our publications, invitations to
$0-20.000 $60 meetings and workshops, etc. Minimum dues: $100.
$20,001-$100,000 $100 ] Individual Partner $60
$100,001-$200,000 $200 Individual Partners — Individuals committed to taking action or a
> $200,000 $300 leadership role to save a particular river or watershed but not yet part
of an organization. Dues: $60.
Amount duespaid $___ | J New Member || Renewing Partner
NAME

ORGANIZATION

ADDRESS

CITY STATE ZIP PHONE ()

For more information contact:
RIVER NETWORK, PO. BOX 8787, PORTLAND, OR 97207-8787 (503) 241-3506 * 1-800-423-6747
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