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Acronyms Used in this Report 
[Acronyms may not all appear in the body of this report, but may appear in material contained in 
an appendix.] 

BBHHRP: Bee Branch Healthy Homes 
Resiliency Program 

BMP: Best Management Practices 

BOS: Board of Supervisors 

CAP: Community Action Programs 

CCWC: Clear Creek Watershed Coalition 

CDI: Conservation Districts of Iowa 

CDBG: Community Development Block 
Grant 

CEA: Center for Evaluation and Assessment 

COG: Council of Government 

CRP: Conservation Reserve Program (land 
conservation program of the USDA) 

CRS: Community Rating System (part of 
NFIP) 

DR: Disaster Recovery 

ECICOG: East Central Iowa Council of 
Governments 

ENRWMA: East Nishnabotna Watershed 
Management Authority 

EOR: Emmons and Olivier Resources 
(Engineering firm) 

ERWMA: English River Watershed 
Management Authority 

EWP: Emergency Watershed Protection 

EWRP: Emergency Wetland Reserve 
Program 

FEMA: Federal Emergency Management 
Agency 

FRT: Flood Resilience Team (UI) 

FSA: Farm Service Agency 

GIS: Geographical Information System 

HACAP: Hawkeye Area Community Action 
Program 

HSEMD: Homeland Security and Emergency 
Management Division (Iowa) 

HUC: Hydrologic Unit Code (lower #= larger 
area) 

HUD: Housing and Urban Development 

ICGA: Iowa Corn Growers Association 

IDALS: Iowa Department of Agriculture and 
Land Stewardship 

IDNR: Iowa Department of Natural 
Resources 

IEDA: Iowa Economic Development 
Association 

IFC: Iowa Flood Center (UI) 

IIHR: University of Iowa Hydroscience and 
Engineering 

INHF: Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation 

INRC: Iowa Nutrient Research Center (ISU) 

INRS: Iowa Nutrient Reduction Strategy 

INRCOG: Iowa Northland Regional Council 
of Governments 

ISA: Iowa Soybean Association 

ISU-EO: Iowa State University - Extension 
and Outreach 

ISU-IWC: Iowa State University – Iowa 
Water Center 

IWA: Iowa Watershed Approach 
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LAP-AID: Linn Area Partners Active in 
Disaster 

LMH: Low and Moderate Income Housing 

LMI: Low and Moderate Income  

LOC: League of Cities 

MAPA: Metropolitan Area Planning Agency 
(Council Bluffs – Western Iowa) 

MCRWMA: Middle Cedar River Watershed 
Management Authority 

MID-URN: Most Impacted and Distressed 
Unmet Recovery Needs  

NDRC: National Disaster Resiliency 
Competition 

NEICOG: Northeast Iowa Council of 
Governments 

NEIRC&D: Northeast Iowa RC&D 

NFIP: National Flood Insurance Program 

NRCS: Natural Resources Conservation 
Services (US Dept of Agriculture) 

NRRWC: North Raccoon River Watershed 
Coalition 

PWA: Protected Water Area (Iowa) 

RC&D: Resources Conservation and 
Development 

RCPP: Regional Conservation Partnership 
Program 

SWCD: Soil and Water Conservation 
Districts 

SWCS: Soil and Water Conservation Society 

SWIPCO: Southwest Iowa Planning Councils 

TNC: The Nature Conservancy 

TPC: Tallgrass Prairie Center (UNI) 

UERPC: Upper Explorerland Regional 
Planning Commission 

UIRWMA: Upper Iowa River Watershed 
Management Authority 

USACE: United States Army Corps of 
Engineers 

USGS: United State Geological Survey 

UWRWMA: Upper Wapsipinicon River 
Watershed Management Authority 

WMA: Watershed Management Authority 

WNRWMA: West Nishnabotna River 
Watershed Management Authority 

WQI: Water Quality Initiative (Iowa)
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IWA Evaluation Plan  
During Year 1 (covering the period from notice of funding in January 2016 to August 15, 2017), 
the Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) began the process monitoring evaluation for 
the Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA).  As the year progressed, the CEA, working in collaboration 
with IWA staff at the University of Iowa and in consultation with other IWA partners, created a 
process monitoring evaluation plan for the IWA.  As described in that plan, the purpose of the 
evaluation is to document the activities of the IWA and to collect information to demonstrate 
the merit and worth of the program and its activities. While the plan is complete, it is also to 
some extent a living document because the course of the evaluation may change as the project 
moves from the assessment and planning phase into the implementation phase, however the 
evaluation plan as written was the CEA’s best effort to characterize the approximate nature and 
scope of the IWA evaluation. The evaluation will also best meet the needs of the stakeholders if 
it is able to adapt to development and changes of the project itself.  

The IWA evaluation plan is composed of three nested, but discrete sections:  the overall IWA 
Process Monitoring Evaluation Plan, the Resilience Evaluation Plan, and the Dubuque Bee 
Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program (BBHHRP). The complete evaluation plan is attached 
to this report as Appendix A.   

An important aspect of the IWA evaluation is the collaborative and participatory approach taken 
by the CEA in designing the evaluation, data collection methods, and evaluation instruments.  
The purpose of the collaborative approach is to maximize the usefulness of the findings for 
project personnel and stakeholders.  For example, in planning for the key informant interviews 
that the CEA conducted during Year 1, the CEA asked IWA staff what they would like to learn 
from the interviews and who they recommended the CEA talk to in each watershed who would 
have the knowledge of and passion for the watershed to provide rich context for the project. 
Working from their suggestions, the CEA drafted an interview protocol and again asked project 
staff to review and make comments and additions.  During the interview process itself, the CEA 
invited the interviewees to be part of the collaboration by asking them to review CEA’s 
summaries of their individual interviews to make sure that they were accurate and complete, 
but also to provide them with an additional way to provide their input and to feel part of the 
process. Summaries of survey and interview findings were submitted to the IWA staff to review 
results and provide any clarification related to specific aspects of the summary before the report 
was considered final. 

The CEA used similar procedures with all surveys that were administered during Year 1, and the 
CEA plans to continue to involve stakeholders in the evaluation process whenever possible. 

Methods 
The program evaluation of the first year of the Iowa Watershed Approach was conducted by the 
Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA). The CEA is a Board of Regents approved, 
independent center in existence under its charter since 1992.1 CEA staff drafted all evaluation 
designs and instrumentation, shared the drafts with the IWA Principal Investigator and/or 

                                                           
1  (http://www.education.uiowa.edu/cea/). 

http://www.education.uiowa.edu/cea/
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selected project staff, partners, and stakeholders for suggested revisions, and then revised as 
needed. At all times, significant groups of stakeholders, including the project partners, had 
opportunity to provide critiques of the evaluation materials and approaches. All aspects of the 
evaluation are informed by The Program Evaluation Standards: A Guide for Evaluators and 
Evaluation Users, 3rd Edition (2011). All surveys and interviews collected by the CEA were first 
reviewed by the University of Iowa Human Subjects Office.   

At least one member of the evaluation team attended and observed most University of Iowa 
team meetings, resilience team meetings, and hydrologic and hydraulic team meetings. The CEA 
provided ongoing informal evaluative feedback about ways to improve project processes and 
products, including project partner collaboration and interactions.  

In addition, at least one CEA staff member attended most watershed meetings and affiliated 
team meetings.  The case studies included in this report include summaries of all watershed 
meetings that took place during Year 1. These summaries were created using evaluator 
observation notes, as well as agendas and minutes published by the watershed boards, and IWA 
staff notes.   

The focuses for the IWA evaluation in Year 1 were on process monitoring and providing timely 
formative information for project improvement. During Year 1, the CEA worked with the IWA 
staff to develop an evaluation plan for the IWA Process Monitoring evaluation, and separate 
evaluation plans for the Resilience and Dubuque/Bee Branch Creek Project Components (see 
Appendix A). Much of the evaluation efforts took the form of participant observation in project 
meetings and meetings of affiliate groups; conducting surveys of IWA partners, advisory board, 
and leveraged partners; and conducting surveys and interviews with participants in the IWA 
project development process in the watershed groups. The CEA provided project staff with quick 
turnaround reports of survey and interview findings for their formative use.  In addition, CEA 
contacted project staff with informal feedback about potential concerns.  

CEA team members, including graduate students, assisted with various aspects of instrument 
development, evaluation design, information collection, and analysis. Specific methods for data 
collection and survey results are described in detail in the sections below regarding the activities 
with which they were aligned, and surveys and complete findings for each survey are attached 
as appendices to this report. 

 

Executive Summary 

During the first year of the Iowa Watershed Approach, the work of the project has made 
progress toward achieving its goals.  The IWA goals as stated in their National Disaster Resilience 
Competition proposal are: 

1) Reduce flood risk 
2) Improve water quality 
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3) Increase resilience 
4) Engage stakeholders through collaboration and outreach/education 
5) Improve quality of life and health, especially for vulnerable populations  
6) Develop a program that is scalable and replicable throughout the Midwest and the 

United States. 
 

During Year 1, the IWA staff and partners pursued their goals by developing new, strong 
relationships with each other, with the existing and emerging Watershed Management 
Authorities (WMAs) participating in the IWA, and with stakeholders concerned about water 
issues across the state of Iowa. The IWA team engaged in providing technical support to the 
watersheds in areas of hydrology, geology, and soil science, as well as providing technical 
advices on forming WMAs and hiring and providing support for watershed personnel and 
planning teams. In addition to IWA efforts with the eight WMAs, the IWA flood resilience team 
is making strides toward defining and operationalizing flood resilience and integrating flood 
resilience into the forefront of hazard planning, and the IWA initiative in Dubuque is moving 
forward with the Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program. 

The eight Watershed Management Authorities (WMAs) that are part of the IWA are functioning 
organizations that are ready to begin the work of the IWA. With support from IWA partners (the 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) and the Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land 
Stewardship (IDALS)), the five previously existing WMAs (Clear Creek, English River, Middle 
Cedar River, Upper Iowa River, and Upper Wapsipinicon River, all in Eastern Iowa) have all 
successfully conducted searches and hired project coordinators who have started the IWA work.  
The three watersheds that had not yet organized WMAs (East and West Nishnabotna River and 
North Raccoon), with the guidance of the IDNR, have recruited eligible entities and filed 28e 
agreements establishing the WMA with the State of Iowa.  East and West Nishnabotna WMAs 
have hired a shared coordinator for the IWA and the project coordinator hiring process is 
underway in the North Raccoon.  

WMA project coordinators have received consultation about how to get started on the IWA 
work from partner organizations (IDALS, IDNR, and Iowa Flood Center (IFC)).   An event for the 
coordinators to network and discuss shared problems was organized for September 2017 by IFC 
project staff. A second event for project coordinators, organized by one partner (Iowa State 
University – Extension and Outreach (ISU-EO)) but with sessions to be carried out by additional 
partners, will bring the coordinators together for additional training in October 2017.  During 
training, the IFC provided coordinators with extensive materials about the IWA and IDALS 
created a packet of materials about some of the HUD requirements and procedures and a 
“laundry list” of questions commonly raised by landowners who express interest in the project.  

IWA staff and partners conducted IWA Kickoff Meetings in each of the eight watersheds during 
May and June 2016.  Each of the WMAs (and or WMA formation groups for those who had not 
yet filed their official 28e agreements) has conducted at least five quarterly meetings.  
Attendance at WMA meetings was documented by the CEA and attendance patterns are not yet 
clear. At each of the meetings, IWA staff and partners have presented information about the 
project to meeting attendees, including introductions to their organizations and details about 
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the kinds of services and support that partner organizations will be able to provide to the WMAs 
as part of the IWA. 

Surveys conducted by the CEA evaluation team early in the first year have found that WMA 
meeting attendees believe the IWA will: improve flood mitigation; have a positive impact on 
water quality in their area; foster new collaborations and increase communication among 
entities in their area to address watershed problems; and carry out the process of installing new 
conservation practices in the watershed.  Most WMA meeting attendees in all watersheds 
indicated strong interest in being involved in the IWA project. 

With guidance from the IDNR, the five already established eastern Iowa WMAs have engaged 
planning groups to create watershed plans, and most planning groups have met with WMAs to 
share the start of their planning process.  In at least one watershed, planners have held 
meetings to involve the community members, particularly municipalities, in the watershed 
planning process.  Three WMAs are in the process of conducting and analyzing surveys of 
landowners and other watershed residents to better understand stakeholder interest in 
watershed improvement in general (both in terms of flood reduction and water quality 
improvement), and in installing conservation practices in particular. Two WMAs are in the 
process of soliciting bids for planning (East and West Nishnabotna) and one has formed a 
committee to produce and publish an RFP to engage their planning services (North Raccoon).   

All eight WMAs have finalized selection of nearly all of the HUC 12s (one remains to be selected 
in the West Nishnabotna watershed) in which the IWA conservation practices will be 
implemented. The IWA partners have also worked to support the watersheds in the planning 
process and in providing in-depth analysis of the HUC 8 watersheds. The IFC is in the process of 
carrying out the hydrologic assessment for all the watersheds and IFC engineers have attended 
all WMA meetings to provide updates on their progress.  IFC engineers have demonstrated the 
work they are doing to understand the unique hydrologic characteristics of each watershed, and 
shared maps explaining historic heavy rainfall and flooding events and how these analyses help 
them simulate future heavy rainfall and flooding events.  IFC staff are working with IDNR 
engineers to compare maps of existing Best Management Practices (BMPs) with output from a 
planning tool that recommends potential conservation practices (Agricultural Conservation 
Planning Framework (ACPF)) to begin the process of understanding where effective 
conservation practices to hold water on the land could be installed. 

Flood Resilience Team 

During Year 1, Iowa Watershed Approach Flood Resilience Team (FRT) experienced a year of 
intense definition and development.  FRT members engaged in discussions related to the best 
ways to define and measure flood resilience, presented their program during two rounds of 
WMA meetings, and fostered connections with other people and groups interested in flood 
resilience work.   

A noteworthy development during Year 1 was that FRT established a partnership with Iowa 
Department of Homeland Security and Emergency Management (HSEMD).  Driven by both 
teams’ interest in the human aspects of flood resilience, the teams created a partnership to 



10 
 

work with watersheds to develop watershed plans that will complement county Hazard 
Mitigation Plans.   

Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program 

During Year 1, the City of Dubuque Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program (BBHHRP) 
accepted and reviewed applications for participants and conducted home inspections as well as 
Home Advocate-driven intake assessments.  Though team members noted that administrative 
setbacks have delayed beginning construction on homes, they have already seen benefits 
related to participants’ relationships with Home Advocates and remain confident that the 
BBHHRP will have a positive impact on participants’ lives.   

 

IWA Programmatic Components 
IWA Partners 
The IWA is conducted by a group of key partners from across the state brought together 
because of their particular expertise to fulfill the diverse needs of the IWA.  The IWA partners 
are: 

• Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship (IDALS) 
• Iowa Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) 
• Iowa Economic Development Authority (IEDA) 
• Iowa Homeland Security and Emergency Management Department (HSEMD) 
• Iowa State University – Extensions and Outreach (ISU–EO) 
• Iowa State University – Iowa Water Center (ISU-IWC) 
• Iowa State University – Nutrient Research Center (ISU-NRC) 
• University of Iowa – Flood Resilience Team (UI-FRT) 
• University of Iowa – Iowa Flood Center (UI-IFC) 
• University of Northern Iowa – Tallgrass Prairie Center (UNI-TPC) 

In addition to the partners named above, other partners are the Cities of Coralville, Dubuque, 
and Storm Lake; and eight Iowa counties including Benton, Buena Vista, Fremont, Howard, Iowa, 
Johnson, Mills, and Winneshiek (who will act as fiscal and administrative agents for the IWA are 
also partners).  

During Year 1 of the IWA, the IWA partners came together three times.  The first meeting 
occurred in April 2016 in Iowa City.  Thirty people attended the meeting including 
representation from all listed partners in the bulleted list and the City of Dubuque.   The stated 
goals of that IWA partner kickoff meeting were to:  

• Share activities across partner groups and discuss integration  
• Talk through the technical assistance aspects of the award  
• Discuss resilience activities (both structural and social)  
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Each partner was allotted time to present their vision of the contribution they planned to make 
to the IWA. In addition, there was time allotted for informal networking over the lunch hour and 
open discussion at the end of the meeting.  

Following that meeting, the CEA conducted a survey of meeting attendees to learn more about 
their perceptions of the meeting itself and of the meeting’s success in satisfying their needs, and 
to provide attendees with an opportunity to raise questions and concerns. Twenty-six of the 30 
attendees responded to the electronic survey for a response rate of 87%.  

Respondents had strongly positive opinions of the meeting itself indicating strong agreement 
that organizations had enough time to present their own information and that the meeting was 
a valuable experience for them.  The partners indicated that the most important aspects of the 
meeting were: the opportunity to clarify partner roles, to discuss how all the IWA pieces fit 
together, and identify potential areas of overlap and need for collaboration.  Lingering questions 
raised by attendees concerned the logistics of how planned activities will be integrated and how 
the partners will communicate with each other. Additional comments provided by the partner 
attendees consisted of positive comments related to the project itself, suggestions for next 
steps, advice for working in the watersheds, and additional concerns.  The complete survey 
results (including specifics in these areas) are located in Appendix B. 

The partners met again in Des Moines on December 12, 2016 and June 19, 2017.  The format of 
those meetings was to provide updates on the activities of each of the partner organizations.  
The option of teleconferencing into those meetings was provided and partner groups were all 
represented at each meeting.  In addition to the large group partner meetings, smaller groups of 
partners who were pursuing particular collaborations met together, both formally and 
informally, as necessary during Year 1. 

The contribution of the partners to the IWA was visible in many cases by their presence at and 
work with the WMAs at WMA meetings, as documented in the WMA meeting notes in the 
watershed cases studies in this report. Several of the partners provided WMAs and project 
coordinators with lists of the pro bono services they are able to provide to the WMAs. 

The CEA has also engaged with project partners to ask them for their input on what they would 
like to learn from the project coordinator and WMA surveys. 

During Year 2, the CEA will examine the contributions of the partners to the IWA in two 
additional ways:  

1) Project coordinator and WMA board surveys: The CEA will conduct project coordinator 
surveys bi-annually.  These surveys will ask the project coordinators to reflect on the 
extent to which they understand the services partners can provide, the ways in which 
they have engaged with the partners, and what other services they need that the 
partners may be able to offer. [The first survey was distributed during August 2017.  
Preliminary results were shared with the partners and with the project coordinators at a 
September 2017 meeting and final results will be part of the Year 2 evaluation.]  

2) Partner Surveys:  The CEA will also conduct a survey of the partners.  This survey will ask 
partners to describe their contribution to the project, assess any difficulties they are 
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having in providing the services they are contracted to provide, and gather ideas for 
additional necessary services and any concerns they have with working with WMAs, 
coordinators, or other partners. 

IWA Leverage Partners 
When preparing their proposal for the National Disaster Resilience Competition, the Principal 
Investigator and others involved in the proposal process sought the support of many groups 
from across the state that they thought could help the IWA succeed.  During the early days of 
project implementation, the IWA staff sought to convene the group of people who had signed 
letters of support to provide an update on the project’s funding and the IWA plan going forward. 
Fifty-seven leverage partners and 17 IWA partners were invited to attend a meeting in 
Urbandale, IA on May 9, 2016.  Of the 57 leverage partners, 36 attended either in person or 
remotely and 15 of the 17 IWA partners were also in attendance.  The leverage partners who 
attended the meeting, either in person or remotely included the following: 

• Agren 
• Antares Group 
• Conservation Districts of Iowa  
• City of Cedar Falls 
• City of Cedar Rapids 
• City of Coralville 
• City of Des Moines 
• City of Storm Lake 
• Golden Hills Resource Conservation 

& Development  
• HR Green Engineering 
• Iowa Association of Water Agencies 
• Iowa Corn Growers Association 
• Iowa Environmental Council 

• Iowa Farm Bureau 
• Iowa Floodplain and Stormwater 

Management Association 
• Iowa Leagues of Cities 
• Iowa Stormwater Education 

Partnership  
• Iowa Soybean Association 
• Knight Engineers and Architects 
• Land O’Lakes 
• The Nature Conservancy 
• Pottawatomie County 
• RDG Planning and Design 
• USGS 
 

The meeting consisted of the IWA partners providing the group with an update on each of their 
agencies’ roles in the project and offering leverage partners the opportunity to ask questions or 
comment about the IWA.   

After the meeting, the CEA sent an invitation to participate in an electronic survey to all 74 
invitees, hoping to also elicit input from those who were unable to attend the meeting.  Only 17 
people who attended the meeting replied to the survey for a somewhat low response rate of 
22%. The same number of in-person and remote attendees responded (8 of each) and one non-
attendee responded.  Interpretations of or generalizations based on the responses to this survey 
are limited by the low response rate. Complete results of the survey can be found in Appendix C.  

Participants were asked to reflect on their perceptions of the meeting itself.  Respondents 
agreed that the goals of the meeting were clear and that the information provided to them as 
part of the meeting helped clarify the roles of the IWA partners.  When asked to comment on 
the meeting, several attendees said they still needed more opportunity to learn about and 
discuss partners’ roles.  When asked if they had lingering questions about how the IWA project 



13 
 

will work, several respondents had questions about the logistics of the WMAs and how the 
partners will work together. 

When asked how their agency planned to be engaged with the IWA, four respondents were 
quite general, but indicated a positive regard for the project.  Two respondents said they 
needed more information about the ways that their agency could be involved.  Participants 
were also asked if there were other agencies, programs, or funding sources that they thought 
IWA needed to be aware of to avoid duplicating services.  Again, of the few who responded the 
main concern was that all who are working with the IWA should coordinate their efforts. 

During Year 2, the CEA will conduct a survey of leverage partners to ask them about the ways in 
which they have already supported the IWA, their interest in the project, and their intent to 
provide support for the IWA in the future. 

 

IWA Advisory Board 
During Year 1, the IWA Advisory Board came together one time. This meeting occurred in 
January 2017 in Iowa City.  Twenty-eight people attended the meeting including representation 
from all IWA watersheds, select Iowa Watershed Project watersheds (Soap/Chequest Creek and 
Turkey River), and all but three IWA Partner organizations.   The stated goals of the meeting 
were to:  

• Bring together WMA representatives involved in the 2010 and the 2016 HUD funded 
watershed projects to share watershed improvement strategies,  

• Review progress, reflect on challenges and successes, and  
• Seek advice and guidance from project partners in attendance.  

WMA representatives and partners discussed activities for each WMA: upcoming quarterly 
meetings, hiring project coordinators, and watershed planning.  In the morning, attendees 
toured the Iowa Flood Center labs.  After the tour, stakeholders from the 2010 HUD funded 
Iowa Watershed Project presented about their experiences.  Time was allotted at the end of the 
meeting to ask questions. Immediately following the meeting, attendees were invited to 
participate in a paper and pencil survey to learn more about their perceptions of the meeting, 
the Advisory Board, and the project itself.  Twenty-two of the 27 attendees responded to the 
survey for a response rate of 81%.  

Respondents indicated positive opinions about the usefulness of the meeting, their perceptions 
of the meeting itself, and opportunities to connect with partners and other stakeholders.  
Respondents were asked about actions they intend to take as a result of this meeting.  IWA 
partners and watershed representatives responded differently to this item. Partners focused 
more on internal strategizing for IWA, while watershed representatives focused on WMA tasks 
(project implementation and hiring WMA coordinators), familiarizing themselves with resources 
available, and communicating with their WMA.  An additional set of items asked respondents for 
feedback related to upcoming Advisory Board meetings (topics, locations, contributions). Lastly, 
watershed representatives were asked to rate their current watershed progress in terms of IWA 
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work.  Responses were varied, but only one respondent indicated they thought their watershed 
was behind schedule. The complete survey results are located in Appendix D. 

The second meeting of the Advisory Board took place in September 2017, after the end of the 
reporting period for this report. During Year 2, the CEA will monitor the activities of the IWA 
Advisory Board, attend Advisory Board meetings or events, and conduct a survey.  Surveys will 
likely ask participants about their roles as Advisory Board members, opinions on the progress of 
the IWA, and the successes and challenges of the IWA.  

 

Flood Resilience Team 
“Flood resilience” is a construct without a clear definition or process.  Congruent with that, Year 
1 for Iowa Watershed Approach Flood Resilience Team (FRT), and therefore its evaluation, has 
been developmental in nature.  The following report is a summary of meetings and activities of 
FRT.  The purpose of this summary is to describe components of the FRT program formatively in 
a way that FRT members and other stakeholders can review the work completed over the last 
year and a half and examine the strengths and challenges of this work.  This component of the 
CEA Year 1 Evaluation Report is intentionally written in a different format from other 
components because of the developing nature of this program. 

Flood Resilience Team Members During Year 1 
• Lead- Craig Just 
• Outreach & Communications Coordinator- Ashlee Johannes 
• Resilience Measurement- Eric Tate & Cristina Muñoz 
• Information Technology- Ibrahim Demir 
• Evaluation and Assessment- Julie Kearney & Valerie Decker 
• Other Graduate Students- Oronde Drakes, Kendra Miner, Luke Dovre, Becca Mattson 

Methods 
A CEA team member reviewed the content of 32 documented meetings.  Analysis of the 
discussion topics that took place during those meetings revealed the following important topics 
that are listed here and examined more fully below:   

• FRT Program 
o Goal Development 
o Cohort Model 
o Collaborations 
o Groups to Engage in Resilience Discussions 

• FRT Goals 
o Goal 1: Measure, visualize, and communicate flood resilience resources 
o Goal 2: Enhance flood resilience content in formal watershed plans 
o Goal 3: Improve social resources for flood resilience 

CEA used the emerging topics to organize the contents of the meeting notes.  Within each topic, 
you will find a progressive description of the conversations and activities as they unfolded 
related to that topic. Each topic (as indicated with a header in the text) will start at the first time 



15 
 

the topic appeared during discussion chronologically and progress forward in time to examine 
how the FRT orientation toward the topic changed over the year. In this way, someone could 
proceed directly to the topics of most interest to them in the write-up.   Since CEA staff 
members were also originally seen as FRT team members, periodically, contributions from CEA 
team members were included in the summary.  Additionally, an FRT member provided feedback 
before submission.  Many of her comments have been embedded where appropriate.   

Limitations of this methodology 

Efforts were made to create a description that is as complete as possible.  However, the 
summary reflects only on meetings attended and documented by CEA and does not include 
meetings CEA did not attend. CEA attended nearly all meetings.   Additionally, CEA did not 
include presentations by FRT at Watershed Management Authority meetings because those 
have been documented elsewhere in this report.  Meetings with Dubuque and with the other 
IWA partners were documented elsewhere by CEA and are not repeated in this section of the 
report.   

Role of the CEA 

CEA has a greater portion of their budget allocated to FRT work, therefore the approach to 
evaluation for FRT is different than other portions of the grant.  CEA has been embedded in the 
FRT as evaluators and team members contributing to early development discussions.  As an 
official part of the FRT, CEA team members contributed to discussions related to program 
development where appropriate given their professional expertise (e.g., program theory, 
measurement methods).  During the spring of 2017, CEA began a transition from active 
participants in FRT development into a more typical role of internal evaluators documenting 
processes and activities from a third-party perspective.  

Decker collaborated with Johannes to develop a programmatic logic model that described the 
goals and activities of the program with anticipated outcomes.  The development process 
included discussions of the formal FRT activities and the anticipated outcomes of each set of 
activities.  This logic model was approved by Just and Johannes and embedded into the 
Evaluation Plan for the Flood Resilience Program in June 2017 (See Appendix A).  However, the 
FRT program activities have changed significantly since June, and the logic model is currently 
under revision. 

Other FRT Evaluation Activities 

Following the first public presentation of FRT at each project watershed meeting by team leader, 
Craig Just, CEA administered a survey to meeting attendees related to the presentation of 
resilience information and their opinions regarding community resilience. Summaries of these 
findings can be found in case study sections of this report, and a full report of methods and 
findings for this survey can be found in Appendices N-R. 

CEA conducted key informant interviews with stakeholders in each program watershed relating 
to many topics within the watershed and IWA.  One of the topics was the key informants’ 
perceptions of their communities’ resilience as they defined it.  Key informant interview reports 
including descriptions of methods can be found in case study sections of this report.  The CEA 
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interviewed one key informant from the Middle Cedar watershed who did not have other 
involvement in the Watershed Management Authority, but was interviewed because of his 
relationship to the FRT.   

Flood Resilience Team Program 
During meetings of the FRT and collaborators, team members have described the nature of the 
tasks to be addressed by the FRT program.  For example: 

• Support low to moderate income (LMI) populations by providing a framework of how to 
address low flood resilience and high vulnerability. 

• Collaborate to improve watershed-level, Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) compliant mitigation plans. 

• Distribute information gathered by University of Iowa experts on measuring, visualizing 
and communication flood resilience information. 

• Identify vulnerable individuals at the HUC 12 scale and help incorporate discussions of 
social vulnerability into decision making. 

Over time, FRT has tempered some of these tasks. For example, in recent meetings, FRT 
indicated that they will continue to focus on LMI areas in their work, but that it is not required 
because of the reduced budget of the program.   

Goal Development 
During a program planning meeting in October 2016, Johannes (FRT outreach and 
communications coordinator) presented the resilience program goals as: 

1. Develop a shared vision of flood resilience for the watershed 
2. Increase network connectivity between local organizations for the watershed 
3. Expand flood resilience programming through capacity building within organizations 

In April 2017, CEA facilitated a reevaluation of FRT program goals with input from team 
members.  The purpose of the revisions was to better align the stated program goals to the 
activities identified to benefit the IWA watersheds.   

The revised and current goals of the FRT are: 

1. Measure, visualize, and communicate flood resilience resources 
2. Enhance flood resilience content in formal watershed plans 
3. Improve social resources for flood resilience 

These goals were first presented to Watershed Management Authorities (WMAs) in spring 2017 
and are included in FRT “Handout #2.” 

Cohort Model 
In spring 2016, the FRT discussed the best strategy for engaging watersheds in resilience work. 
The team decided to adopt a cohort model for engagement for several reasons.  Some 
watersheds were already established and were ready to begin this type of resilience work. From 
a program development perspective, the cohort model would allow for incorporating lessons 
learned from one cohort to the next.   The FRT planned to work in each watershed for three 
years. 
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In actual practice, the cohort model became a somewhat flexible timeline.  For example, the FRT 
gave their two introductory presentations to all of the eastern Iowa watersheds during Year 1, 
rather than just to Cohort 1.  Additionally, as the FRT plans evolved, FRT decided to integrate 
their watershed-scale flood resilience information into the individual watershed plans.  To make 
this work with other project timelines, they would need to accelerate their work (in some cases) 
to have the information available at the time the watershed plans were complete (projected 
completion in summer 2018).  [At the time of this report, it was unclear whether this would be 
changed again to allow the FRT information to be added later as an addendum to the watershed 
plans, if necessary.] 

Collaborations 
Below is a brief overview of the other groups with which FRT collaborated during Year 1.  More 
detailed descriptions of each group’s contributions are provided in corresponding sections since 
collaborations are necessarily intertwined in FRT activities.   

City of Dubuque and Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program 

FRT began collaborating with Dubuque in March 2016.  During that time, FRT discussed the 
possibility for Just to serve as an advisor for their resilience programs and the potential benefits 
to being able to integrate FRT resilience items of interest into Dubuque’s existing data collection 
protocols.  Ultimately, the teams created a comprehensive resilience assessment to 
complement the data collection for each household enrolled in the Bee Branch & Healthy 
Homes Resiliency Program (BBHHRP).  Each participant is invited to fill out the interview 
following their program intake assessment. 

FRT meets nearly-quarterly with the BBHHRP team and other stakeholders from the City of 
Dubuque. 

Luther College Center for Sustainable Communities 

In August 2016, after meeting with personnel from Luther College, Just said that resilience 
funding would be allocated to Luther College Center for Sustainable Communities (CSC) because 
of their capacity and interest in this work.  In June 2017, an FRT team member specified that the 
language for the sub-award with Luther was “almost complete” CSC began their work during 
summer of 2017. 

Team members from CSC provided feedback and contributions related to measuring resilience 
that have been embedded into the discussions of each of those topics.  Additionally, CSC 
provided these additional comments related to measuring resilience: 

• Working to build social responsibility to talk about community and institutional 
responsibility 

• Consider what is unique to the region (e.g., groundwater issues) and what is replicable 
and sharable 

• The entity collecting the responses could also affect the response rates; Luther is often 
viewed as a political entity 

• Luther filed their own IRB for their contributions to the FRT work 
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CSC has been working closely with FRT, and CSC’s work is considered a pilot to inform future 
work. 

Hawkeye Area Community Action Program 

In August 2016, FRT first met with the Hawkeye Area Community Action Program (HACAP) to 
discuss potential collaboration. HACAP is a “community focused, non-profit dedicated to 
empowering and improving the lives of families, living with the everyday barriers of poverty.2”  
FRT will be contracting with HACAP to support training for 2-1-1 case workers related to flood 
information and work with HACAP to better understand their populations of interest.   

Resilient America Roundtable Pilot in Cedar Rapids/Linn County 

In March 2016, FRT leveraged Tate’s existing relationship with the Resilient America Roundtable 
(RAR) working on their pilot in Cedar Rapids/Linn County.  RAR is a part of the National Academy 
of Sciences.  Just said that RAR’s model is being tested across the globe and that they are 
working on an empirically validated flood resilience framework.  FRT engaged in discussions 
about the strengths and challenges of the RAR approach and conducted an external analysis and 
presentation of their survey findings. 

Clear Creek Flood Resilience Action Group 

FRT has convened the Clear Creek Flood Resilience Action Group (CC FRAG), a selected group of 
community leaders and WMA stakeholders, two times during Year 1 (February and May 2017).  
During the first meeting, FRT asked the group about their experiences with flooding and 
resilience and shared FRT’s plan going forward.  During the second meeting, Just facilitated a 
discussion among the attendees about the current resilience assessment draft.   

Northeast Iowa Resource Conservation and Development 

FRT discussed embedding resilience items into assessments being conducted by the Northeast 
Iowa RC&D (NEI RC&D).  Ultimately, the teams decided that adding some resilience items 
requested by the FRT that were more personal in content, might limit the number of 
respondents and therefore the information the NEI RC&D received from specific regions within 
their watershed.  However, both teams agreed to share information related to their data 
collection methodologies and findings.   

Groups to Engage in Resilience Discussions 
Over the course of Year 1, FRT has solicited information from stakeholders about who they 
should invite to contribute to flood resilience discussions.  Each of the following groups or 
organizations were discussed as potential contributors for the project. 

• Community Action Program (CAP) groups were regularly included in discussions as 
groups that are invested in flood resilience and with access to LMI populations.   

• Watershed Management Authorities (WMAs) could benefit from resilience work, 
facilitate community engagement and communication, and could support sustainability 
of resilience efforts.  Additionally, one team member from FRT stressed the value of 

                                                           
2 http://www.hacap.org/ 
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providing training for watershed coordinators to help them spread an accurate message 
for any resilience assessment work. 

• Organizations within the University of Iowa could be invested in or provide benefit for 
FRT: Provost Office, College of Education Dean’s Office, College of Public Health, and 
Iowa Initiative for Sustainable Communities. 

• Northeast Iowa RC&D should be engaged in resilience discussions because they are 
creating the watershed plans for Upper Iowa and Upper Wapsipinicon. 

• Stakeholders from United Way of East Central Iowa and Iowa Legal Aid could provide 
useful information to FRT.  

• People’s Weather Map, this project helps to connect people with disasters in Iowa 
through stories and anecdotes as opposed to science, and engagement with People’s 
Weather Map can help to make the experience of disaster “personal.”  

• Emergency Management Agency Personnel are eager to share challenges and needs for 
equipment 

• Mary Losch is an assessment expert at the University of Northern Iowa Center for Social 
and Behavioral Research (UNI_CSBR) who has been contracted to conduct social 
assessments for the Clear Creek Watershed Coalition. 

• County engineers 
• Resilient America Roundtable  
• HACAP Case Manager in Vinton, IA 

Various stakeholders outside of the FRT also discussed the potential benefits of engaging 
members of the general public in discussions about resilience. Some examples of comments 
made about engaging members of the public include: 

• Understand community attitudes about IWA and flood resilience and “fill in any gaps 
necessary for education or follow-up activities.”  

• Conduct local-level exploration of issues specific to community members’ area 
• Engage advocates for vulnerable populations 
• Engage community leaders (not just elected officials) 
• “Meet people where they are.” 

FRT Program Goals 
Below are the conversations and activities as they related to the current goals of the FRT 
Program.  Within each goal you’ll find a progressive description of the conversations and 
activities as they unfolded related to that goal. Each goal (or sub-topic within) will start at the 
first time the topic appeared during discussion chronologically and progress forward in time to 
examine how the FRT orientation toward the topic changed over the year. 

The FRT Program Goals are designed to be progressive in nature.  Goal 1 outcomes are meant to 
contribute to Goal 2 and subsequently Goal 2 outcomes into Goal 3.  Topics within a goal are 
presented within the goal that most saliently describes the topic; however, it is reasonable to 
consider topics and discussions from the preceding goal to contribute as well.  For example, FRT 
intends to include social vulnerability information (Goal 1) into local hazard mitigation plans and 
watershed plans (Goal 2).   



20 
 

Goal 1: Measure, visualize, and communicate flood resilience resources 
Defining a Flood Resilience Framework 
Discussions of defining a flood resilience framework have remained a consistent part of FRT 
discussions since the beginning of the program.  Initially, the FRT discussed using the Rockefeller 
framework for describing flood resilience, in part because Rockefeller co-sponsored the grant 
competition. Tate encouraged the group to review additional published frameworks for 
resiliency, and guided literature-based discussions.   

Two potential frameworks emerged from the literature: Zurich Insurance/Resilient America 
Roundtable resources (also mentioned as a possibility in the IWA proposal) and Rockefeller.  
Tate asked the group to consider that it is not just the components of the framework (e.g., 
assets, capitals, resources) that are important, it’s also important to discuss the scale and focus 
of the resilience effort, in other words, “Resilience to what?” Tate highlighted the merits of the 
Zurich and Rockefeller frameworks for the state of Iowa.  

The goal of the preliminary discussions was to define a starting point, but it was emphasized 
that each watershed will potentially have a different framework for resilience.  The FRT team 
expressed the desire to use a framework that resonates with communities.  Just re-proposed 
Rockefeller as a starting point, and Tate proposed the Resilient America Roundtable (aka Zurich 
model) as an alternate starting point.  

During a discussion in March 2016, Tate questioned whether the group needed to decide on a 
framework in advance of the first IWA partner meeting (April 2016).  He said the FRT could 
discuss the basic principles of flood resilience and describe that there are different approaches 
and that each framework is unknown and shifting since the concept is so new.  He said the FRT 
must be ready to adapt where appropriate and necessary.  

In spring-summer 2016, Muñoz presented comparisons of the Rockefeller and Zurich Insurance 
Flood Resilience frameworks.  She said her research showed that frameworks must be place-
based and hazard specific.   During this presentation, Muñoz introduced the idea of identifying 
indicators of resilience which would be used for measurement.  She also described some 
implications that the framework choice will have on measurement and other contributing 
factors to resilience measurement (e.g., feasibility, study design, balancing burden on 
participants with information collected, and specific focus on LMI).  Just emphasized that 
whatever we present has to be understandable for the community so that they will engage in 
dialogue about what best fits their context.  

In June 2016, Decker suggested that the new Resilience Outreach and Communication 
Coordinator (Johannes) work with Tate, Muñoz, and Just to be sure to account for academic and 
operational perspectives for resilience.  Just suggested that they start with an underdeveloped 
framework when presenting to the watersheds, in part to keep the project moving. 

During a program planning meeting in October 2016, Johannes presented the process for 
developing a flood resilience framework.  This ten-step process started with a review of the 
resilience literature and ended with developing materials for communicating the framework to 
stakeholders.  Additionally, this process included a step for soliciting feedback from WMAs 
about the relevance of resilience “capitals” and indicators.   
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During a team meeting in mid-May 2017 (seven months later), Tate invited the FRT to revisit 
their operational framework for flood resilience because he identified that the framework had 
been shifting.  Tate facilitated a discussion around whether you are still measuring flood 
resilience if you are only focusing on specific components within a framework.   

Measuring Resilience  
During meetings in March 2016, the FRT discussed how having a defined framework for 
resilience will inform the measurement of resilience for each community and that measurement 
will drive implemented or proposed resilience programming in that community.  The team also 
planned to explore existing measurement tools that are aligned to the resilience frameworks 
under consideration.  Demir described the importance of measuring transparently so that they 
create an awareness of the watershed system and give communities ownership over their own 
data.  Additional IWA team members shared a proposed social networking component to 
measurement. 

In March 2016, the FRT was also in contact with the Resilient America Roundtable group about 
their resilience measurement work being conducted in Cedar Rapids. 

In June 2016, Tate (informed by work from Muñoz) presented an update on their review of the 
academic literature on resilience indicators. The review suggest that data collection methods 
must be linked to how you intend to use the information. During this meeting, additional topics 
related to measurement were brought to the table: 

• Dovre could build an index for resilience based on the database from the Resilient 
America Roundtable.  

• Tate and Muñoz could continue to build/select their academic framework 
independently of the work conducted by Dovre. 

• Tate recommended that any work with Resilient America Roundtable should be done in 
close contact with his contact with that organization because they are piloting their 
method and will have lessons learned to share. 

• Measurement strategies should be selected/created in such a way that communities 
could collect their own information for analysis and reporting after the grant ends to 
build sustainability into the project 

• What are the implications for different sampling strategies (e.g., do we include people 
unaffected by flooding?)? 

Later in June 2016, Just reiterated that he wanted to practice analysis strategies with the 
Resilient America Roundtable (RAR) data and anticipated sharing any analyses and findings back 
to them.  He also said that an RAR team member was excited about the collaboration.  In order 
to facilitate this, Just wrote a statement about how FRT will use the data to be included in RAR’s 
IRB.  The group discussed some of RAR’s successes and challenges in this project.  RAR had 
success engaging key stakeholders, but they had difficulties engaging the wider public. They 
started with a door to door strategy and moved to a telephone survey.   

Focus on Social Resilience 
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During a FRT meeting in August 2016, Muñoz said she was interested in outcomes related to 
social capital.  Later that fall, Muñoz and Demir developed maps that display three 
characteristics of social resilience: education, income, and unemployment.   

Dubuque Comprehensive Resilience Assessments 

Discussions began in February 2017 between FRT and the City of Dubuque about creating a 
supplementary resilience assessment to complement their Bee Branch Healthy Homes 
Resiliency Program intake assessments.  The groups worked through spring 2017 to develop the 
assessment that included local input and was aligned to the thematic framework of resilience 
developed by Muñoz.   

In fall 2017, FRT began discussions with BBHHRP and the City of Dubuque to revise the 
assessment based on new information.  Specifically, Tate emphasized the importance of aligning 
the instrument to the real-world situation in Dubuque since the academic literature related to 
flooding is not aligned to the lived experiences of the residents of Dubuque (e.g., chronic 
flooding as opposed to catastrophic events). 

Watershed Resilience Assessments and Financial and Displacement Burden 

April 2017, Just said that the FRT is charged with measuring social resilience information, a 
process which will be iterative based on the “best data at the moment.” He said that FRT would 
be using enhanced web-based tools to map this information and that the audience for this 
information would be members of the general public, watershed planners, WMA stakeholders, 
and “someone to take action based on the data.” 

During spring 2017, FRT revised the Dubuque supplementary flood resilience assessment into a 
10-item flood resilience assessment to use in other project watersheds.  This revision was not 
presented formally during any meetings.   

This survey introduced the concept of “indirect burden.” In FRT discussions of indirect burden, it 
is defined to be burdens people can experience to flooding not directly related to their home or 
property being flooded: days missed of work or school, longer routes, losing access to needed 
resources.  Indirect burden to flooding is a concept of interest to FRT as a way to foster 
watershed-level flooding empathy.  Just said that indirect burden could be important for Vinton, 
IA with respect to leveraging grant dollars.  Discussions related to measuring indirect burden 
indicated that collecting meaningful information from survey respondents would be challenging.  
FRT remains interested in the construct.  Team members are exploring existing datasets that 
may have information related to indirect burden.  Just said conversations about directly 
collecting information related to indirect burden may need to be postponed to the “out years.” 

In May 2017, Tate challenged FRT to consider whether measuring a piece of the framework for 
resilience is still measuring “resilience.”  During this conversation, the existing 10-item flood 
resilience assessment was rebranded to be an assessment of “financial and displacement 
burden.” Just clarified that although this particular assessment focused on a narrow construct, 
FRT would be exploring the broader construct of flood resilience more broadly in the city-scale 
case study work. 
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Moving forward, the group discussed where the Financial and Displacement Burden (F&DB) 
assessment would go out and what the specific items would be to measure the construct with 
fidelity.  FRT received specific item feedback related to this assessment from the Center for 
Sustainable Communities at Luther College and Mary Losch at the University of Northern Iowa 
Center for Social and Behavioral Research (UNI-CSBR).   

FRT discussed the following topics with CSC as related to the F&DB assessment: 

• CSC will prioritize the F&DB assessment for both feedback and distribution. 
• A press release about the F&DB assessment could help improve response rates. 
• In order for F&DB information to go into the Upper Iowa watershed plan, CSC will need 

to collaborate with the Northeast Iowa RC&D. 
• Quantitative measurement of indirect burden requires sub-items for greater precision 

and specific rules for any assumptions made. CSC has received good information related 
to indirect burden with their interviews. 

FRT decided that ultimately the results of the F&DB assessment should be displayed on Iowa 
Watershed Approach Information System (IWAIS) because the mapping and scenarios will make 
the information more meaningful.   

During the May 2017 meeting of the Clear Creek Flood Resilience Action Group (CC FRAG), Just 
shared a draft of the F&DB assessment for discussion.  The group discussed the following: 

• Length of the survey—could the assessment be shortened further (3 items)?  Are people 
willing to answer more questions when they are sharing personal experiences related to 
flooding? 

• Content of the survey—The Johnson County emergency manager in attendance said the 
survey would be a good way to share information during a turnover since it captures the 
institutional knowledge; a private engineer said that the questions were good; a 
member of East Central Iowa Council of Government said she wants to embed the 
survey into their existing efforts 

• Necessity for explanatory text to clarify item language 
• Address information which is collected will never be shared 
• Who will store the sensitive data over time 

At the conclusion of this meeting, Just encouraged attendees to share any recommendations for 
rewording the survey. Jennifer Fencl, a member of the CC FRAG, said she would discuss the 
assessment with Mary Losch (UNI-CSBR).   

In August 2017, FRT decided to postpone work on the F&DB assessment for cohort 1 watersheds 
since they decided the census-based Social Vulnerability Index would provide higher quality and 
more defensible data (see next section). However, F&DB assessment items will still be 
embedded in the Clear Creek urban assessment.   

Social Vulnerability Index 

As of August 2017, FRT plans to map census tract information related to social vulnerability.  
This Social Vulnerability Index will allow for more consistent information to display on maps and 
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will stay up to date with each of the census’s most recent data collection efforts. This strategy 
was first recommended by Tate in August 2016.  The FRT is also planning to replace the F&DB 
assessment (in most cases) with exploration of the resilience constructs embedded in the F&DB 
as they exist in census databases.   

Case Studies 

The FRT decided that they would be unable to fully describe flood resilience at a HUC 8 scale, 
but could be able to capture flood resilience more holistically in specific case study 
communities.  Vinton (in the Middle Cedar watershed) and Freeport (in the Upper Iowa 
watershed) will be the pilots for these comprehensive city-scale case studies.  Toward the end of 
Year 1, FRT began discussing methods of data collection for case studies in Vinton including 
feedback from local community leaders and focus groups.   

During a meeting in May 2017, team members from CSC said they would begin conducting semi-
structured, exploratory interviews related to flood resilience in Freeport.  Later, a CSC team 
member said that the interviews with flood-affected community members have been very 
emotional.  Additionally, CSC has conducted interviews with emergency management personnel.  
CSC will use the information from their exploratory interviews to design a broader survey of 
community members about their flood experiences and resilience.   

Constructing Flood Resilience Action Plans 
During the process for defining the scope of work for FRT in early 2016, FRT stated they would 
provide a Flood Resilience Action Plan (FRAP) for each community.  The following is a 
description of the process for the FRT’s work in operationalizing FRAPs. 

In March 2016, the FRT discussed the nature of possible flood resilience plans. They discussed 
that flood resilience plans would need to be customized for each community, would have to be 
at the watershed scale, and that the plan should address flood resilience for the whole 
watershed, not just for the areas eligible for IWA conservation practice implementation.  
Additionally, they decided that programming in each watershed would be recommended based 
on community context, community priorities, and observed resilience needs.  While FRT planned 
to support implementation at a small scale, each community would choose how to implement 
their own FRAP.  The expectation was that the flood resilience plan will provide a road map that 
extends beyond the five year grant.   

In July 2016, discussion of specifics of FRAPs continued with the addition of the idea that FRAPs 
will be integrated with county hazard mitigation and disaster recovery plans.  Also during this 
time, FRT became aware that they may have to convince watersheds of the importance of 
resilience information for their watershed plans.   

In August 2016, FRT again described a plan to draft an outline for FRAPs that allowed for 
variance across watersheds. 

During a planning meeting in October 2016, Johannes presented the process for developing the 
eight watershed-level FRAPs.  This process included compiling all information collected and 
developed related to resilience in each watershed, working with local stakeholders to define 
future goals, creating a draft for review, soliciting local feedback and delivering a final draft.   
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During a meeting with the CC FRAG in February 2017, Just clarified that FRT had changed their 
thinking from a Flood Resilience Action Plan to a Flood Resilience Action Process.  Their 
intention in this change of language was to build something that could be user friendly and not a 
static document that would sit on a shelf. When asked who the audience would be for this Flood 
Resilience Action Process, he described “concentric circles of influence” where FRT work would 
target an inner circle of stakeholders who work for the good of the general public and who 
would spread their work out to the outer circle of larger stakeholder groups.   

In April 2017, FRT met with colleagues from NEI RC&D and CSC to discuss assessment for the 
Upper Iowa watershed.  The NEI RC&D had been selected to create the Upper Iowa watershed 
plan and were planning to conduct a survey of watershed residents to learn more about their 
experiences with flooding and to gauge their interest in installing conservation practices.  Just 
said that it was his hope that resilience information would “infiltrate” the watershed and hazard 
mitigation plans and that FRT will not have a stand-alone resilience plan.   

During a meeting in June 2017, the FRT discussed the feasibility of creating a watershed-wide 
process and ultimately decided to change their focus, based on discussions of feasibility, to look 
at planning at the city-scale.  The goal for developing a Flood Resilience Action Process in Vinton, 
IA is to better position them for future grant dollars for recovery or mitigation.  Just specified 
that colleagues with HSEMD would support the city-scale Flood Resilience Action Process effort. 

During a brief update about the Flood Resilience Action Process, FRT discussed the following 
attributes of the process: 

• Allows FRT to collect information on a smaller scale to validate census data 
• Integrates resilience information with information from the Iowa Flood Center (for 

example, losses avoided) 
• Leverages existing data sources for IWA Partners and local stakeholders 

The FRT plans to have the first round of Flood Resilience Action Process documents completed 
by December 2018. 

Goal 2: Enhance flood resilience content in formal watershed plans 
[FRT progress in Goal 2 reflects the work described in Goal 1 as well as the discussion below.] 

Relationship with HSEMD and HAZUS software 
In June 2016, Just met with Jessica Turba (HSEMD) to discuss both teams’ perspectives on 
priority indicators of flood resilience and current frameworks.  It became become clear that FRT 
and HSEMD were conducting complementary work and the teams would have open 
communication about work in progress.   

In summer 2016, FRT had discussions about how the work of their team would inform hazard 
mitigation and disaster recovery plans and the value the watershed approach would have on 
these plans.  In late July 2016, FRT planned a visit to HSEMD to discuss progress among both 
teams.  There was also an FRT discussion about what the Hazards US (HAZUS) software can do 
related to flood resilience and what additional data could be incorporated (e.g., LMI information 
and hydrologic data).  In early August 2016, FRT described that they had met with HSEMD 
personnel to discuss HAZUS.  Just said that HSEMD is interested in integrating social vulnerability 
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mapping into HAZUS. They do not have social vulnerability data; however, they are requesting 
data from counties.   

In October 2016, Tate presented an overview of HAZUS to FRT.  During this meeting, he 
described the purpose and function of the software, the intended audiences, and some of its 
limitations.  He also described a potential strategy for sharing HAZUS information to broader 
audiences in a more understandable way. 

In February 2017, during a meeting of the CC FRAG, Fencl explained that as she understood it, 
HSEMD is pushing hard to get their information embedded into the watershed plans because 
the format for hazard planning is so restrictive.  During a spring 2017 meeting with CSC and NEI 
RC&D, Just described the importance of integrating watershed plans, hazard plans, and 
resilience plans.  He said the plans would be more valuable together. Just emphasized that 
hazard plans are not user-friendly or informative.  He also stressed the importance of having a 
plan for flooding response at the watershed scale.   

In early May 2017, FRT met with HSEMD in Des Moines to discuss their collaboration.  The 
HSEMD team shared their challenges and experiences conducting HAZUS runs for Cedar Rapids.  
The teams discussed the following topics: 

• Format for output and integration into IWAIS 
• Challenges related to varied scales of information available (e.g., blocks, parcels) 
• Intent to train emergency management personnel on how to use HAZUS 
• Audience(s) for this information and verification of outputs with local experts 
• Level of precision necessary for information to be useful.  Possible disclaimers that will 

need to come with the outputs and visualizations.  
• Flood information available in Iowa Flood Information System (IFIS) and IWAIS 
• Purchase of additional data to include in analyses 

In early May 2017, Just provided an update to the Upper Iowa’s NEI RC&D and CSC.  He said that 
HSEMD is hoping to support the development of watershed-based flood risk plans that will 
provide more information than hazard plans required by FEMA.   

In mid-May 2017, FRT discussed their work with HSEMD during a team meeting.   

• Just shared that both HSEMD and Iowa Department of Natural Resources (DNR) are 
enthusiastic about the potential alignment and integration of watershed plan 
requirements. 

• HSEMD is learning to do HAZUS and working on Middle Cedar as a pilot case.  (HSEMD 
must do the HAZUS runs for them to be considered FEMA-compliant.) 

• FRT discussed the benefits of merging plans when possible.  Just reiterated that hazard 
plans are less approachable and understandable than watershed plans. 

• Tate volunteered to be an advisor related to working with FEMA on FRT and HSEMD 
modeling. Tate is a HAZUS expert. 
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Goal 3: Improve social resources for flood resilience 
[FRT progress in Goal 3 reflects the work described in Goals 1 and 2 as well as the discussion 
below.] 

Community Resilience Programming 
The FRT discussed using the results of preliminary resilience data collection to drive resilience 
programming for that community. In February 2016, Just specified that FRT will not build new 
resilience programming but complement resilience efforts already in progress in each 
community.  He urged everyone to consider what funding from the FRT could do to support 
these projects.   

In March 2016, the FRT discussed that a goal for the FRT should be to facilitate existing 
programming in the community.  Resilience programming would be designed to provide support 
for watersheds in areas in which they are less resilient and fit with community priorities. They 
said that resilience programming would include educating and informing in community 
resilience.  

Some early discussions of what resilience programming could be included: 

• Educate the community about the infrastructure side of IWA 
• Provide grant writing workshops to help watersheds get additional funds in the future   
• Support community efforts related to the Community Rating System (CRS) and the 

National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
• Supporting the Water and Wastewater Agency Response Network (WARN) 

However, during a subsequent meeting, Just clarified that the budget for implementation 
funding related to resilience was probably confined to “training” and “connecting.” 

During a program planning meeting in October 2016, Johannes presented the intention of the 
FRT to engage with Community Action Partnership (CAP) groups to improve community flood 
resilience. CAP groups had been mentioned in the original National Disaster Resilience 
Competition proposal.  In addition to supporting each CAP group’s efforts toward supporting 
resilience, FRT intends to distribute educational materials for each CAP to conduct outreach 
with LMI populations. 

Also in October 2016, Just recommended that FRT educate communities about resources such 
as the NFIP and the CRS to help communities increase flood insurance participation and reduce 
premiums.   

Partnership with HACAP 

In August 2016, FRT first met with the Hawkeye Area Community Action Program (HACAP) to 
discuss potential collaboration.  During this meeting, Just asked the HACAP team members what 
specific organizational support could help them better deal with disaster level flooding again. 
Representatives from HACAP mentioned support for the Linn Area Partners in Disaster and 
improved training for 2-1-1 case workers related to flood events (locations, resources available, 
etc.).  According to their webpage, 2-1-1 is a service individuals can use to get information about 
“a variety of resources including: food, clothing, shelter, information about the Affordable Care 
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Act, free medical clinics, employment supports, energy assistance, and much more.  These 
teams met again in September to further discuss HACAP’s needs related to training 2-1-1 case 
workers.   

Outreach and Education 

Discussions of FRT programming during fall 2016 and spring 2017 also included discussion of 
communicating flood resilience information through presentations, handouts, and content in 
watershed plans to watershed stakeholders to facilitate conversations about community flood 
resilience and increase flood resilience awareness.   

Conclusion 
Iowa Watershed Approach Flood Resilience Team experienced a year of intense definition and 
development.  FRT conducted activities in support of all three FRT Program goals; however, 
most discussions centered on Goal 1.  Most notably, FRT built relationships with IWA Partners 
and local stakeholders to support FRT efforts going forward.  Additionally, Year 1 was an 
opportunity for FRT to explore what a flood resilience program could or should be and 
conducted extensive discussions among the team and with IWA Partners and local stakeholders 
to consider the best ways to execute the FRT Program goals.   

Additionally, FRT presented resilience content to IWA eastern watersheds during two sets of 
quarterly meetings and created and distributed two handouts describing resilience and the goals 
and deliverables of the FRT.   

Future Evaluation Activities 
CEA will remain particularly engaged in the development and implementation of FRT activities 
given the developmental nature of this program and CEA’s greater portion of their budget 
allocated to FRT work.  In addition to attending meetings of the FRT and meetings FRT has with 
collaborators, CEA will embed items into planned evaluation data collection events related to 
stakeholders’ understanding of the FRT Program, their perceived benefits, and 
recommendations for improvement.  A full copy of the Evaluation Plan for the Flood Resilience 
Program in June 2017 can be found in Appendix A.   

 

Hydrologic and Hydraulic Team 
During Year 1, the University of Iowa Hydrologic and Hydraulics Team (H&H) was responsible for 
initiating a hydrologic assessment for all eight watersheds, placing hydrologic monitoring 
stations and water quality sensors in each watershed, and communicating their findings to the 
WMAs participating in the IWA.  Hydrologic assessment is in underway in each watershed. A 
Phase I report for each HUC 8 watershed is scheduled to be delivered to the WMAs by early 
spring 2018.  The hydrologic team is making use of the Penn State Integrated Hydrologic Model 
(PIHM) for their work and they are refining it to meet the specific conditions of the IIHR’s work 
as part of the IWA.   
 
Phase I reports will employ a model that makes use of data concerning the physical properties of 
the watershed, observed stream conditions at all available sensors, and radar based rainfall data 
for the last 13 years. Reports will also present findings from an IDNR study of existing Best 
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Management Practices in all watersheds based on LIDAR and aerial photography.  The BMP 
study findings will be compared with a study of potential conservation practices generated using 
the Agricultural Conservation Planning Framework (ACPF).   
 
Phase II reports will provide more detailed analysis for the selected HUC 12s and Phase II work 
will begin during spring 2018. 
 
Monthly Work Meetings 

During Year 1, the H&H team met approximately monthly to discuss the progress of the 
hydrological assessment. The CEA observed all H&H team meetings. Although the technical 
aspects of the meetings’ content is beyond the scope of this evaluation report, the evaluation 
can shed light on the constructive nature of the collaborative work to create the hydrologic 
assessments.   

All H&H meetings were well-attended with typical attendance of seven or more IFC engineering 
staff and/or faculty (including the IWA PI, Larry Weber), and four to six engineering graduate 
assistants.  During the meetings, staff and graduate assistants referred to additional frequent 
smaller group meetings during which they assigned and reviewed their work.  During the first 
year, engineers and graduate assistants took responsibility for a particular set of watersheds to 
begin their assessments, and/or took on other particular tasks related to the assessments.  
Table 1 shows the IIHR staff assigned as principal(s) for each watershed. 

Table 1. 

Principal IFC Engineering Staff Assigned to Watersheds 

Watershed IFC Engineers 
Clear Creek Antonio Arenas 
East and West Nishnabotna River Nate Young, Dan Gilles 
English River Allen Bradley 
Middle Cedar River Antonio Arenas 
North Raccoon River Nate Young, Dan Gilles, Tony Loeser 
Upper Iowa River Antonio Arenas 
Upper Wapsipinicon River Antonio Arenas 

       Note: In addition to the engineers named above, other IIHR faculty and staff involved in 
the IWA work and hydrologic assessment during Year 1 included: Ibrahim Demir, 
Chris Jones, Witek Krajewski, Marcela Politano, Keith Schilling, and Larry Weber. 

 
At each meeting, one or more engineers presented the current state of their work and solicited 
feedback on their approaches and results from the other team members.  Engineers provided 
constructive and critical input on problems and routes to improve their solutions.  Evaluator 
notes and meeting agendas show consistent review of programs used to analyze data and 
create simulations, planning for logistics and placement of sensors and monitors, and 
strategizing for how best to communicate findings to the WMAs, WMA technical teams, and 
planners. 

Work with the WMAs 
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During early IWA planning, the IFC staff decided to alternate the main IWA content provided at 
WMA meetings between presentations from the H&H team and from the Flood Resilience 
Team.  IFC engineers presented aspects of the hydrological assessment at all WMA meetings, 
providing extended content at meetings where they were primary speakers.  At all meetings 
where the H&H team were the primary speakers, they used slide presentations to illustrate their 
work.  All presenters were well prepared and familiar enough with the content to explain highly 
technical content in a way that was clear to those in the audience were technically 
knowledgeable, and those who had only lay knowledge of hydrology.  Their presentations 
provided not only the important pieces of their longer term goal of completing the hydrologic 
assessment, but also in many cases, timely information about recent weather patterns and the 
hydrologic consequences, including several occasions where the engineer presented 
information about heavy rainfall events that had happened as recently as the night before the 
presentation.  IFC presenters appeared to be well aware of the two-pronged goal of their 
presentations: to provide information in a way that firmly established their expertise, while still 
making it comprehensible and interesting to most meeting attendees.  In addition to hydrology 
content expertise, engineers also displayed a true familiarity with the region they described, 
comfortably referring to cities, towns, counties, and sub-watersheds during their presentations.  
They also often made sure to routinely transition from one section of their presentation to the 
next by briefly restating a simplified “take home message” for each section.   

IFC engineers also prepared and presented information to the WMAs to help them in their 
selection of HUC 12s for conservation practices installation.  Using eligibility in the IWA as their 
first criteria, IFC engineers provided the WMAs with guidance as to the hydrological rationale for 
selecting some HUC 12s over others.  The engineers communicated to the WMAs that their 
knowledge of landowner interest in and willingness to build practices was a critical criteria as 
well, and that ultimately, HUC 12 selection was theirs to make. 

As of early September 2017, monitoring stations and water quality sensors were scheduled for 
installation later in September or they had already been installed.   

The participating IWA WMAs had selected all except one of the HUC 12s for conservation 
practices implementation.  These HUC 12s will be the subject of further analyses during the 
Phase II hydrologic assessment studies. The selected HUC 12s are listed in Table 1 below. 

Table 1 

HUC 12s Selected by WMAs for IWA Conservation Practices Implementation  

IWA Watershed HUC 12s selected by WMA 
Clear Creek 
 

Upper Clear Creek, Middle Clear Creek 

English River 
 

Headwaters North English River, Middle North English River, 
Middle English River, Gritter Creek 
 

Middle Cedar 
 

Mud, Hinkle, Opposum, Wildcat, Twelvemile Creek, Devils Run-Wolf 
Creek, Lime Creek, Bear Creek-Cedar River 
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Upper Wapsipinicon 
 

Sand Cree, Smith Creek-Wapsipinicon River, and Dry Creek-
Wapsipinicon River; Nugents Creek - Buffalo Creek as potential 4th 
 

Upper Iowa 
 

Ten Mile Creek, Canoe Creek, North Canoe Creek, Coon Creek 

North Raccoon 
 

Headwaters Cedar Creek, Outlet Creek 

East Nishnabotna 
 

Ledgewood Creek-East Nishnabotna River, Mill Creek 

West Nishnabotna Willow Slough-West Nishnabotna River, Mud Creek + 1 HUC TBD 
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Watershed Case Studies  

This section of the IWA Year 1 Evaluation Activities Report addresses each of the eight 
watersheds as its own unique case study. The watersheds are: 

• Clear Creek 
• English River 
• East Nishnabotna River 
• Middle Cedar River 
• North Raccoon River 
• Upper Iowa River 
• Upper Wapsipinicon River 
• West Nishnabotna River 

Each case study consists of the following evaluation activity accounts gather from each IWA 
watershed (in Year 1, the East and West Nishnabotna Watersheds are examined together): 

1) Key informant interview summaries 
 The first section within each case study is a summary of key informant interviews 

conducted in the watershed when the IWA started.  The purpose of the interviews 
was to tell the story of the watershed before the IWA.  Although these interviews 
were not chronologically the first evaluation activity, they occur first in this report 
because they provide an informed description of the context and issues at play in 
each watershed, described by people who know the watershed well. The interviews 
typically lasted 30-60 minutes, resulting in 15-20 page transcripts and 7-10 page 
individual interview summaries.  The compiled summaries for each watershed are 
therefore somewhat lengthy in order to do justice to the interviewees’ words. [The 
methodology used for the key informant interviews and summary process is briefly 
described at the start of each summary and described in more detail as Appendix E, 
attached to this report.] 

2. Meeting summaries  
 The second section consists of brief descriptions of each of the watershed meetings 

that occurred during the first year of the IWA. In most cases, as the year progressed, 
the meetings became more complex and therefore subsequent meeting summaries 
are more detailed and lengthy in order to capture the changing context and 
complexities.  The purpose of the meeting summaries was to document and capture 
three main aspects of the meetings: 1) Information presented to the meeting 
attendees by IWA partners, 2) important actions taken by the WMAs, and 3) 
questions and discussion that took place in this formative year. It is possible that 
although CEA will continue to observe and document WMA meetings, subsequent 
reports may not be as detailed because other IWA processes may merit more 
attention once planning is complete and implementation begins.  [The methodology 
used for creating the meeting summaries is found above in the Methods Section.]   

3. Meeting attendance analyses 
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 The third section in each case study consists of data concerning attendance at each 
WMA meeting. The purpose of the attendance analysis is to provide a record of who 
participates in the IWA collaborations and how the collaborations change over the 
course of the grant period.  [The method used for creating the meeting attendance 
analysis is included in each meeting attendance section.]   

4. Survey findings from two surveys  conducted at WMA meetings:  
o IWA Kickoff Meeting Surveys 
o IWA Flood Resilience Team Kickoff Surveys (in Clear Creek, English River, Middle 

Cedar, Upper Iowa, and Upper Wapsipinicon watersheds) OR Watershed 
Formation progress surveys (in East and West Nishnabotna watersheds and 
North Raccoon watershed) 

 The fourth section in each case study consists of executive summaries of the 
findings of two surveys conducted in each watershed. The purpose of the surveys 
was to learn more about WMA meeting attendees’ perceptions of the watershed 
concerns, WMA effectiveness, and the IWA.  Year 1 surveys were intended primarily 
for the purpose of program improvement. [Methods used  for each survey are reported 
as part of the survey findings found in the appendices cited for each survey summary in each 
case study.] 
 

Clear Creek Watershed 

Clear Creek Key Informant Interviews Summary 
The following is a summary of information gathered from four interviews with stakeholders 
involved in water management in the Clear Creek watershed in the past and who are currently 
involved with the Clear Creek Watershed Coalition (CCWC), a 28e registered Watershed 
Management Authority (WMA) under the Iowa legislation. All interviews were conducted via 
telephone by Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) staff members between November 
2016 and April 2017. The interviewees were selected by Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) staff 
and by the CEA because of their particular interests and expertise in the Clear Creek watershed.  

Interviewees included a mayor, an Iowa Department of Natural Resources staff member, a 
county employee, and a staff member from the regional Council of Governments. Interviewees 
were given the opportunity to review a summary of their interviews and provide clarification or 
edit as they wished. Only information included in the summaries was used to create this 
composite report.   

For ease of reading this report, pseudonyms are used for all interviewees. The pseudonyms used 
do not necessarily represent the gender presentation of interviewees.  

A description of the complete methodology for conducting key informant interviews is attached 
to this report as Appendix E.  

Demographics 

“Michael” is the mayor of a city within the Clear Creek watershed) and the CCWC Chair.  He has 
been the mayor since 2014 and was on the City Council for 9 years prior to that.  During the time 
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he was on the Council, the city experienced catastrophic flooding in the Clear Creek and Iowa 
River watersheds.  When redeveloping some of the flooded areas, the city made use of various 
storm water management techniques that piqued his interest and he ended up installing 
permeable pavers for his own driveway.  His city provided financial support to help get the 
WMA started and to work on soliciting grant funding.  Michael has not experienced flooding on 
his personal property. 

 “Diana” is a River Basin Coordinator for the Iowa Department of Natural Resources (IDNR).  She 
has worked with other watershed groups in Iowa on watershed planning, and will provide 
technical support for several of the IWA watersheds. She does not live in the Clear Creek 
watershed and has not experienced flooding of her personal property or land. Some of Diane’s 
comments included in this summary are general to all of the IWA watersheds in eastern Iowa, 
while some comments refer specifically to the Clear Creek watershed. 

“Olivia” has served for eight years as the soil and water conservation specialist for a partnership 
between a county in the Clear Creek watershed and the Soil and Water Conservation District 
(SWCD).  She worked for a different county SCWD prior to this position. She does not own land 
impacted by flooding.  

“Nora” is a staff member at a Council of Governments office in eastern Iowa.  As part of her job, 
she has been involved in the formation and administration of other watershed management 
authorities, including one of the first six WMAs in Iowa. According to Nora, the Clear Creek 
group who worked to form the WMA felt that the words “authority” and “management” were 
not appropriate for what they were doing and although they exist as a formal WMA for state 
purposes, they are called the Clear Creek Watershed Coalition.  She does not own land that has 
been impacted by flooding. 

Flooding Concerns in the Watershed 

All four of the Clear Creek key informants described their concerns for flooding potential in the 
watershed talking about not only about Coralville, which experienced catastrophic funding in 
the past, but also the potential for flooding in some of the developing upstream communities in 
the watershed including Tiffin, Oxford, and North Liberty. They all referred especially to the 
potential for flash floods in these smaller communities as they continue to grow rapidly and 
their stormwater management policies and practices are untested.  Nora said that as land use 
changes from agricultural to urban, there are changes in who is affected by flooding and why.  
As flooding begins to happen in towns and begins to impact homes, businesses, and public 
areas, people begin to realize it is a big issue. 

Michael said that he has lived in the watershed during the two large flooding events in the Clear 
Creek and Iowa River during 1993 and 2008.  While those events resulted in flooding from both 
the creek and the river, he has increasingly seen flash flooding from Clear Creek, “Because the 
river has the capacity to handle those huge deluges, but Clear Creek has gone out of its banks a 
few times and damaged homes and businesses.” Coralville has received a lot of funding to 
undertake mitigation projects (that are about 95% complete, according to Michael), and there 
are two more projects involving elevating and replacing pumping stations that will help with 
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Clear Creek in particular. He is confident that the implemented work will “be a significant 
improvement to handle both the flash flooding events and the major floods.” 

Michael said that although they have all this work in place for flood mitigation, they still have 
people who, because of their prior experiences, are very concerned about flooding.  When 
flooding again threatened Coralville in 2014, the city tried to convince people that the new 
mitigation structures would protect their homes or businesses.  However, he said quite a few 
people feared they were still vulnerable and asked for protection using Hesco barriers and 
sandbags.  He said that the process of adding this extra layer of protection “undermined the 
message [the city] was trying to send” – that the protection would work.  He added that, in 
2014, they put them in place, but those sandbags stayed dry.  

Michael explained that many of the homes affected by the 2008 flood were in Low-to-Moderate 
Income (LMI) areas on or near Clear Creek, and some of these homes were not up to code or 
had other issues before the flooding.  The floodwaters put these homes into a state where they 
could not be renovated.  The flood protection practices in put in place since then have made 
redevelopment possible in some of the areas highly impacted by the 2008 flood.  However, 
while the flood-prone area was composed mostly of low and middle-income single-family 
homes before the flood, it is now primarily non-owner occupied, multi-family housing and 
according to Michael, in the end, it “…was a blow to our community in terms of having a range 
of housing options.” 

Diana said that in all the watersheds, there should be more education related to questions such 
as “What is flood risk? What factors can we control with respect to floods?”  She said that when 
authorizing and planning communities, they need to be particularly cognizant of the impact of 
new developments, especially in smaller communities.  She also expressed concern that 
municipalities too often think that they can rely on their rural upstream neighbors to “mitigate, 
slowdown run off” when they need to keep in mind how to form relationships that allow urban 
and rural communities to work together.  She mentioned in particular development in Tiffin that 
is in the flood plain and some commercial development in Coralville that will require some 
effective collaboration among groups. 

Talking specifically about the Clear Creek watershed, Diana said that although riverine and 
tributary flooding have taken their toll, flash flooding is also a major concern.  She said that 
although people impacted directly by flooding have shown interest and concern, for people who 
have not personally experienced flooding, “It’s not going to rank as highly for their level for 
concern.”  She said educational programming will have to emphasize that, “We’re all in this 
together.  We’re all impacted by flooding.” 

Nora also talked about the history of the WMA, saying that the City of Coralville was 
instrumental in forming the WMA because they are at the “receiving end” of all the water in the 
Clear Creek HUC 10, being at the place where the creek joins the Iowa River.  She said that past 
land use practices were not as well-informed as they could have been and allowed building of 
many structures, both commercial and residential, right along the creek in Coralville, resulting in 
repetitive loss and flood damage.   
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Olivia also talked about flash flooding, saying that her major concern is how it affects 
landowners, whether they are “farmers or urban commercial or residential dwellers.” She 
expressed particular concern about areas in Coralville near the water treatment plant and 
where there is other commercial/industrial activity.  Olivia said she also has concerns about 
flooding in the area from the nutrient standpoint.  Her opinion was that landowners along the 
creek itself are “more aware and more concerned” than are people who live along the 
tributaries who probably are not fully aware that “what happens on their property affects so 
much downstream.” Olivia said that the work done in the Clear Creek area in the past has 
helped foster positive relationships with landowners and she thinks that will help in the future.  
She also emphasized that there is a lot of interest in conservation in Johnson County in general. 

Water Quality Concerns 

The main concerns mentioned by most of the key informants were nitrates and phosphorus.  
Michael, Olivia, and Nora said that bacteria and sediment (as well as erosion and streambank 
management) were also issues.  Diana said that phosphorus has been a big concern for lake 
impairment across the state. She named Kent Park Lake in the Clear Creek watershed as having 
experienced the “algae bloom – toxic algae” driven by excess phosphorus.  She said that this can 
arise from manure application runoff and livestock and that Clear Creek has “a fair number of 
livestock operations that to some degree are driving their phosphorus concerns.”  She also 
mentioned that the nitrates have an impact on the growth of the hypoxic zone in the Gulf of 
Mexico, but that the distance of that problem from Iowa makes it challenging to “change hearts 
and minds” in Iowa on that argument.  

Both Diana and Olivia said that they are not certain of the level of concern among watershed 
residents about water quality, with Olivia saying that many residents are “aware that there are 
water quality issues”, but that it is not really a concern for them.  Olivia said that there are 
definitely some landowners in the watershed who are concerned, but who take a “business 
model approach to it,” making improvements to their soil, all the while “producing as much as 
they can and yielding a good crop.”  She added that there are programs that can supplement the 
IWA, like the Conservation Reserve Program where landowners receive compensation for taking 
some land out of production.  Diana and Nora both said when it comes to drinking water quality, 
people are more concerned, but there still has not been a lot done about it.   

Diana added that the IDNR will be doing a state-wide educational campaign on non-point source 
pollution, but that they need more information on people’s current knowledge and awareness 
of the problem.   

Michael said that the CCWC is conducting a Rapid Assessment of Stream Conditions Along 
Length (RASCAL) study along Clear Creek with landowners who have granted permission and will 
have that information available to the CCWC. 

Collaborations in the Watershed 

All of the key informants said that there are some very effective collaborations in place in the 
watershed.  Diana and Nora talked about the long-standing benefits that the watershed has 
experienced because of its proximity and good relationship with the University of Iowa (UI), 
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including the Iowa Flood Center (IFC), and other research groups.  Nora said that the UI groups 
have been “terrific partners in getting the data and the information we need to put the plan 
together.” Diana said that in addition to providing the research capacity, the university groups 
have been helpful in involving landowners in the watershed.   

Diana and Nora both said that the CCWC has a very grassroots nature to it, too, at least in part 
because of the work of the Clear Creek Watershed Enhancement Board (CCWEB), under the 
great leadership of the late Mary Somervile.  Nora said this group arose primarily because of 
water quality concerns, with their original slogan being “Make Clear Creek Clear Again.”  

Michael and Nora also talked about the history and strength of the relationship between the 
communities involved in the Clear Creek group including Iowa City, Coralville, and North Liberty, 
and more recently, Oxford and Tiffin. Both Michael and Nora said in particular that they were 
pleased that all the eligible entities in the Clear Creek watershed have signed on to be part of 
the WMA, with Nora saying that unanimity “portends good things.” Nora added that although 
Tiffin and Oxford are newer to the mix and do not yet “face exactly the same challenges” as the 
other communities, it is great to have them interested and a valuable exercise to have them 
involved. 

Diana, Nora, and Olivia all mentioned the need to get more landowners involved, but Nora said 
that in terms of the IWA work, they do not yet need landowner involvement.  She said 
landowners “collaboration, support, and willingness” will absolutely be needed once the CCWC 
begins to identify conservation practices for the IWA.”  She also said that in Clear Creek they 
have landowners who have been “longtime partners with the University of Iowa in terms of 
water quality” and others “who say, ‘No way’ [when asked to do water quality sampling] and we 
will respect that.”  

Diana emphasized that they will need landowner interest, mentioning that the Iowa Soybean 
Association had done a study in which they concluded that, “If every farm doesn’t have 
significant conservation activities on their landscape, then we’re going to struggle to meet our 
nutrient reduction goals.  So we really need upwards of 90% -- we are nowhere close to that yet.  
And that truly is the biggest missing component of it.”  She said the dedicated time of the IWA 
project coordinator in each IWA watershed will help with that. 

Nora said that the relatively tight five-year timeline to get the IWA done will require excellent 
collaboration. She said it can be difficult to get even intra-agency communication done between 
stormwater departments and development planning departments, so municipalities will have to 
work extra hard to be effective collaborators.  She said that the work between municipalities 
will also have to illuminate the idea that spending money in another jurisdiction may be an 
important way to benefit your home community, but for some people, until there is 
“indisputable evidence that it pays dividends later in some other way, we’re going to continue 
to have resistance.” She added that they just need to “keep trying to work through it.” 

Michael suggested that it would be good to get the Army Corps of Engineers more involved in 
the WMA and for the Corps to have a better working relationship with the other entities 
involved in the WMAs. 
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When asked about effective collaborations, Olivia had a somewhat different perspective 
mentioning the Iowa State University (ISU) Extension office. She also said that in recent years, 
the Iowa Soybean Association and Corn Growers have been very involved in watershed planning 
as well and have “carved out a niche of service” for them where they had not been as involved 
in the past.  She suggested that some of the IWA activities seek out these organizations, as well 
as the co-ops and other ag industry people to provide information because of their relationships 
with landowners.  She also said it would be good to get some elected officials more involved, 
too, mentioning in particular State Senators Kinney, Bolkcom, and Dvorsky.  She commented 
that the existing “coffee shop mafias of farmers who meet in the morning” would be a good 
thing for the project coordinator to get connected with, although cautioning that if the 
coordinator is female, that could be difficult.  Olivia said it was very important that the WMA 
continue to work with the CCWEB because they have done such good work and been valuable 
partners in the past.  She recommended that the project coordinator also meet with CCWEB 
soon after starting the job because they have so much knowledge to share. 

Communication and Information Needs in the Watershed 

The key informants said that most landowners in the Clear Creek watershed probably rely 
primarily on the mass media for flood information.  Nora said that in the recent flooding in the 
Cedar Rapids area, the mass media did a particularly good job of using the Iowa Flood 
Information System (IFIS), as a main part of their flooding information, and she thinks that was 
effective.  Michael said that the City of Coralville uses social media and their own city website to 
provide timely information, and that although it does not work for time-sensitive information, 
their quarterly newsletter provides information about stormwater management programs and 
incentives to landowners about conservation practices such as pavers, rain gardens, and rain 
barrels.  Michael expressed some concern about their ability to get out good emergency (and 
other) flood information to residents who do not speak English.  He said there is a need to 
address this gap. He also thought it could be important to make sure that people downstream 
understand that the flood mitigation work taking place in the Clear Creek watershed will not 
make it “worse for the folks below us.” 

In talking about sources for water quality information, Olivia and Diana emphasized the need for 
landowners to trust the information source.  Olivia said that for many landowners, being a 
reliable source means “having boots on the ground and going to their farm.”  Even with flood 
information, Olivia thought that landowners might be reticent to go to the IFIS site, but that the 
same information coming from the USDA office would be seen as helpful.  She said that in terms 
of sharing information about practices, peer-to-peer is the best – seeing their neighbors’ 
practices achieve success and having field days will be the most important ways to 
communicate.  Finally, she said, “Farmers actually read their mail,” so she also recommends 
mailings.  

Diana agreed that landowners most often get their information from technical services or crop 
consultants. She said that ISU Extension, the IDNR, the Farm Bureau, and the Iowa Soybean 
Association are all seen as useful and trustworthy. She said that the EPA is seen as less 
trustworthy, but that using a diversity of sources to get information out will be important and 
that the IWA should work on getting out a clear, consistent message.  She said that the Farm 
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Bureau and Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship (IDALS) will always tout the 
good job that farmers are doing, but it should be emphasized that there is “always room for 
improvement.” 

The WMA as an Organization  

Diana, Olivia, and Michael all talked about the major goal of the WMA to reduce the amount of 
water going into the creek and that achieving this goal will require much cooperation and 
collaboration from the rural upstream neighbors, but will have the most impact on the more 
urban downstream areas. The key point is that collaborations among rural and urban 
communities will be very important. They cited the involvement of all parties as important.  
Michael, the current WMA chair, expressed concern about his own lack of experience with 
working in rural areas, however, there are others on the board who are very familiar with rural 
issues. He said this reinforced the fact that the involvement of the counties and the smaller 
communities is crucial.   

When asked about potential barriers in the WMA, Diana said that “urban versus rural” will be in 
play in the CCWC. She said the two counties, Johnson and Iowa, often show differences in their 
“farming ethic”, with Johnson County farmers having already adopted a lot of conservation 
practices, while their Iowa county neighbors tend to have more “corn on corn” with a lot of 
room for improvement.  Talking in general about all the IWA WMAs, Diana said that the 
opportunity to sit down frequently with so many different partners (naming specifically the IFC, 
the IDNR, and the Iowa Economic Development Authority) will be beneficial.  She said that 
WMAs must be very engaged and “fully grasp what this project means.”  She said that IDALS will 
be guiding the project coordinators through all the contracting processes and the counties doing 
the fiscal management will need help with some of their policies.  She said that landowners will 
need to be presented with a clear educational component about how individual farms 
contribute to run-off problems.  She said it is easy to hear that the EPA says Iowa is causing 
problems with nutrient run-off and still believe that your farm does not contribute.  Diana added 
that a benefit of having a WMA is that, “It’s easy to demonize the other person.  When you’re 
actually sitting down with them – and that’s what’s great about WMAs – we all sit down with 
each other.” 

Olivia again cited the importance of having all eligible entities involved in the WMA and said that 
they will work well together and have “amazing resources” available to them. She also said that 
a key component of the work of the WMA should be to continue to pursue funding (such as 
Water Quality Initiative (WQI) funds) to do other improvements in the watershed.  

Project Coordinator Position 

At the time of the interviews, the project coordinator had not yet been hired in the CCWC.  All of 
the key informants agreed that the project coordinator was going to be a very important 
position in the success of the IWA and that the person would need multiple, diverse skills to be 
prepared to do the job.  In brief, the key informants gave these ideas of what they were looking 
for in the project coordinator: 
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• Olivia: great communication skills; work well with ISU Extension; partner well with 
others to put on successful field days; not necessarily a technical expert (“can be 
learned”); probably better if it is somebody who “came out of a farm more than the 
person that maybe studies environmental science” 

• Nora: (speaking about what she thought WMA boards wanted) “Right skills… and the 
right personality to be able to go out and talk with landowners”; “help sell the practices” 
and guide landowners through the process; strong connection with the “soil and water 
conservation district and how they operate with landowners” 

• Michael: People skills to garner interest in the WMA and the project; passion for the 
topic of water management; experience and background 

• Diana: “Great communication skills [both with landowners and with university and 
professional people], technical skills, some ability to manage budgets…and 
timelines…really solid project management skills…[be a] coalition builder…skilled at 
bringing various stakeholder groups to the table and engaging them effectively.” She 
expressed concern at thinking of the project coordinator as needing primarily to be able 
to “sell practices” saying that they need to have the ability to provide education and 
outreach to, again, “change hearts and minds”.  She also said people need to decide 
what they really want to get out of the project – “We’ve got millions of dollars to spend 
on the watershed to get practices on the ground.  If we want that to be the number one 
focus, then we do need to have a very technical person in place who is skilled at selling 
practices.  Or is the number one goal of this project to advance the concept of resilience 
and create sustainable watershed management authorities that have a future beyond 
this project?”  

Resilience 

The key informants had slightly different ways of talking about resilience, with a focus on the 
importance of people working together for the long-term.  For Nora, “the whole effort is leading 
to resilience.”  She said that in the Clear Creek watershed, Coralville has done a lot of work on 
flood protection and that the IWA (including the infrastructure part) is “sort of the final piece 
they need to have a pretty decent flood barrier for those businesses.” She said the “technical 
team,” with its representation from county GIS, UI professionals, water quality experts, 
municipalities and counties, SWCDs, was very important.  She said that to have them “sitting 
around the table and actually talking is…a great thing that comes out of all this that is not easily 
measured.” She said this aspect of getting people together is a big piece of the resilience puzzle. 

Along a similar vein, Olivia said that she thinks of resilience as, in part, being how the landscape 
and the community work together in a “sustainable way” such that the land is “meeting the 
needs of what people need that land for.” She said that she believes the project will help the 
landscape be more resilient and that it will look a lot different when the project is finished. She 
said that people will be more resilient through the increased awareness of flood potential.  She 
said this means both rural and urban people since both are affected by floods – whether it is 
their homes or their crops – they are both affected. 

Michael defined resilience as, “The ability to recover and bounce back from the negative 
impacts from a flooding event.” He said that floods have an impact on people in a way that is 
particularly difficult, expanding on that to say that unlike fires or tornados, floods are often long-
term struggles, going on “for weeks and even months, depending on how long the water stays 
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up.”  Furthermore, with flooding, there is always the possibility that there can be repeated 
events adding to a long-term strain for people in flood prone areas that can contribute to all 
kinds of other issues, including substance abuse, domestic confrontations, and relationship 
issues. 

Diana talked about resilience in terms of the ability of the community to find solutions.  She said 
it is important for communities to be able to find better ways to not put their structures at risk, 
avoiding development in areas that are “clearly at risk for flood impacts.” She said they also 
need to talk about moving away from the mono-culture approach to agriculture and work on 
diversifying agriculture and build soil health to withstand different climate impacts.  She said 
that communities need to be ready to have a conversation about these kinds of resilience 
questions, “Do you have systems in place if there is a major flood?  What systems do you have in 
place so there is not mass chaos in your communities…so that critical infrastructure is 
protected?  [Do people] impacted by the hazard have a place to go? [and] the resources they 
need to get them through?” 

 
Clear Creek Documented Meetings 
(See Methods section of this report for a description of how this data was gathered.) 

Meeting 1: Iowa Watershed Approach Clear Creek Watershed Board/Kickoff Meeting 
Date: June 15, 2016 
Location: Coralville Public Library, Coralville 
Attendance: ~ 60 people were in the room  
Meeting Goals:  

• The meeting was promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce the IWA project to 
interested parties in the watershed. Kick-off meetings in each watershed will bring 
together local landowners, partners, and other interested parties to learn more about 
the IWA project and the specific details relevant to their communities. There were 
opportunities for questions during the meeting. 

Activities and discussion:  

• IWA partners presented an overview of the IWA program and various partners’ 
contributions to the project.  There were opportunities for questions during the 
meeting. The question and answer session covered the following topics: average size of 
a project, cooperation with Iowa Department of Natural Resources and the Army Corps 
of Engineers, engagement with Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), other 
funding opportunities, NASA’s soil moisture and flooding project, funding prioritization 
based on the “flood first” and low to moderate income focuses, and grant 
administration from Iowa Economic Development Authority (IEDA). The CEA created a 
document of all questions asked at Kickoff Meetings and provided it to IWA staff who 
used it to create a FAQ section for their webpage.  

Next Steps: There will be quarterly meetings for updates from all parties.   

Meeting 2: Clear Creek Watershed Coalition Meeting  
Date: October 19, 2016 
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Location: Coralville City Hall, Coralville, IA 

Attendance: ~17 people were in the room 

Activities and Discussion:  

• IWA: Larry Weber presented updates on the IWA including funding is on its way and 
possibility of extra quarter because of delay.  He also said the IWA website is up.  
Antonio Arenas provided information about Midwest flooding trends. Heavy rainfall 
events are becoming more frequent in the Midwest.  IFC hopes to be deploying 
monitors early in 2017 and are going to be looking for good sites for the sensors.  They 
will also be gathering information about existing BMPs in the Clear Creek watershed and 
comparing them with the Agricultural Conservation Planning Framework (ACPF) tool 
that outlines potential locations for practices.  He also provided a list of their services. 

• UI: David Bennett presented information about a study he is doing with Marion Muste 
on hydro cycle changes and the impact on nutrient movement. 

• Tallgrass Prairie Center: Greg from UNI TPC provided information about the Prairies on 
Farms projects and the advantages for flood reduction and water quality improvement.   

• CCWC updates: DNR watershed management plan is in progress.  Water quality 
monitoring is happening with 11 collection sites in the watershed. They will hire a 
coordinator with the IWA funds in approximately January 2017.   Coralville stormwater 
department is doing study of drain inlets looking at the impact of pervious pavers and 
considering other conservation projects.  Oxford, Tiffin, and North Liberty will also be 
doing sewer mapping projects.   
 

Next Steps: Water testing on November 15 – public can bring in water samples.  Plan to meet 
more frequently (Next meetings 11/30/16 and mid-January).  Process of hiring of coordinator to 
begin. 

Meeting 3: Clear Creek WMA Meeting  
Date: January 18, 2017 
Location: Coralville City Hall, Council Chambers, Coralville, IA  
Attendance: ~29 people in the room  
Meeting Goals:  
Activities:  

• Clear Creek Watershed Planning Process: Jennifer Fencl (ECICOG) said that the RASCAL 
Assessment is in progress, but data collection is on hold for the winter.  They have 
changed course on plans for a social assessment and will be doing a RFP on that soon 
and using DNR watershed planning funds to that. 

• IWA updates: Craig Just gave presentation on the IWA resiliency group.  One of the 
partners in the CCWC area will be HACAP and he said that Lisa Gavin from HACAP was at 
meeting.  They will be convening a resilience technical team soon.  Felicia Campbell 
(IDALS) worked as project coordinator for the HUD 1 project and will be working with 
project coordinators on this one. The ECICIG –IEDA contract has been signed and they 
are about ready to work.  Kate Giannini (CCWC Board) said that the project coordinator  
(PC) position description has been written and a hiring committee is ready to go.  Board 
voted to approve the job description. Johnson County Board of Supervisors, SWCD, and 
NRCS will look at description to finalize.  PC will be housed at the SWCD.  They would 
like PC job and planning RFP out in February, 2017.   They named a planning services 
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review committee of Giannini, Jody Bailey, Ben Clark, and Mary Beth Stevenson. There 
were announcements of several upcoming events including Dubuque watershed 
meetings on Feb 7-9, Mar 22-23 Water conference in Ames, and January 26 IWA 
Advisory Board. 

Discussion:  
• There was discussion of the surveying to be done about flood resilience in CC.  WMA 

board chair John Lundell suggested that it would be easier in an urban area than the 
rural areas.  Just said there is good physical data for both, but that Census Block data 
may not be as good a fit for rural which is part of the reason they are working with 
HACAP to get their view on the LMI needs.  Lundell had some concerns about survey 
respondents’ confidentiality issues, to which Just said that there sometimes is the need 
to collect sensitive data to get the value of having the current reality. 

  
Next Steps: PC job listing will go to necessary places for approval and be listed, same for 
planning RFP.  Tech committees meeting in March TBD. Next WMA meeting April 5, 2017 
 
Meeting 4: Clear Creek Watershed Coalition Meeting  
Date:  April 19, 2017 

Location: Coralville City Hall, Coralville, IA  

Attendance: ~26 people in the room  

Activities and Discussion:  

• Clear Creek Watershed Planning Process Update (DNR funding):  They are planning to do 
a social assessment in the watershed with rural landowners, urban residents, and 
recreational creek users.  They did a bidding process and their technical team 
recommended that they accept the proposal from the University of Northern Iowa 
Center for Social and Behavioral Research.  Board approved. 

• IWA:  Larry Weber thanked the group for their support to the state legislature 
concerning the possible complete cut of state support for the IFC. He said the legislature 
really listened to constituents.  The possibility of losing the HUD money was probably 
what decided it in the end, but without all of their calls and emails if might not have 
happened.  

• Ashlee Johannes provided brief results of the most recent survey about resilience.  
People thought there was room for improvement and that they should focus on working 
on the urban-rural connections.  They will be providing a report from their flood 
resilience action group at the next meeting.   

• Antonio Arenas presented the hydrologic assessment update.  He said the assessment 
will be complete by next spring.  He talked about land use in the watershed saying that 
about ½ the watershed is row crops, corn and beans.  He reminded that the emphasis of 
their analysis and implementation will be based on the need for additional BMP 
conservation structures.  Next time Calvin Wolters will report on BMP mapping.  He 
provided information about rainfall, evapotranspiration, and average streamflow.  He 
said that all that and more goes into the model.  He said that helps explain things like 
the fact that during the 2008 floods, there was not more rainfall than other times, but 
the Iowa River impeded the flow of Clear Creek into the river, backing it up into 
Coralville.  He also talked about water quality looking at nitrate concentrations relative 
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tile drainage and other factors.   He said they have some preliminary results from 
modeling looking at rainfall from 2003-2016 looking at drought years as well as wet 
years.  He showed an example of the effect that 36 ponds would have.  He also asked for 
input as to willing landowners for sensor placement (a water quality and two hydrologic) 
in the next few months – there will be one hydrologic in Johnson, one in Iowa County. 
Jody Bailey (CCWC board and ERWMA project coordinator) asked if there were any 
direct benefits to landowners to having the sensor on their land.  Arenas said that 
landowners often enjoy being able to see their own real-time data online.  

• Rathbun will be working with Kate Giannini at the Johnson county SWCD and he will 
report to many people and be the face of the watershed for landowners, coordinating 
events, selling practices, etc.  Rathbun said he lives in Cedar Rapids in the flood plain.  
He is interested in the rural/urban aspect of the IWA project.  He has been a landscape 
designer in the past and has also worked for both Johnson and Washington counties.  
He is experienced in stormwater BMPs and in talking with landowners.  Mary Beth 
Stevenson (IDNR) said that she and Felicia Campbell (IDALS) will be working with 
Rathbun to get him started in the WMA and that IDALS has the contract to do some 
support for his work going forward. Stevenson also presented a list from Campbell of 
common landowner questions about doing the cost share for the project. 

• IWA planning services: A subcommittee reviewed 10 proposals for planning services and 
chose ECICOG to develop the plan.  It will be brought to a formal vote tomorrow at 
Johnson County because the contract is through Johnson County as the administrative 
agent. 

Next steps: Next meeting July 19, 2017 same place. 

Meeting 5:  Clear Creek Watershed Coalition Meeting  
Date: July 19, 2017 

Location: Coralville City Hall, Coralville, IA 

Attendance: ~30 people in the room 

Activities and Discussion: 

• WMAs of Iowa membership:  John Lundell (CCWC chair) said that they had been invited 
to send a representative to this new groups being formed by ISU for networking and 
interacting with legislature.  There was discussion of the value of being part of the 
group. CCWC Board member (and ERWMA project coordinator) Jody Bailey said that she 
had some reservations on the group based partly on its limited ability to lobby since 
they are organized by a university.  They decided to have Lundell attend the first 
meeting. 

• CC Watershed planning (DNR grant):  Work is underway on the social assessment being 
conducted by UNI Center. 

• IWA: Ashlee Johannes gave the presentation on the resilience team work.  She showed 
slides of the ways in which they will layer data regarding socioeconomic factors with 
flood maps to be used by planning and emergency management personnel.   HSEMD has 
indicated that combining watershed planning maps with municipality hazard planning 
maps will increase eligibility for mitigation funds from FEMA.  They will also be doing 
more detailed case studies in cities within each watershed, including possibility Oxford 
or Tiffin in the Clear Creek.  Lundell asked what other cities will be involved in case 
studies in other watersheds and Johannes named Vinton in the Middle Cedar and 
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Freeport in the Upper Iowa and said they are looking for one in the English.  Jen Fencl 
(ECICOG) asked if the same kind of layering map will be available for Coralville and 
Johannes said yet. 
Antonio Arenas provided IFC hydrological update.  He talked about BMP mapping and 
the Agricultural Conservation Planning Framework (ACPF) tool that uses a model to 
make suggestions for potential effective conservation practices. He said that Clear Creek 
is doing a great job on grassed waterways so they probably want to start looking at 
other practices.  He provided information about ponds saying that there are quite a few 
in the middle of the watershed and they may want to look at other areas of the 
watershed.  He added that existing ponds are mostly in smaller stream areas where they 
do not impact the flow as much as if they were on streams with higher stream order, 
and they are also mostly missing from areas with the highest concentration of row 
crops.  Bailey asked a question regarding the deliverable for this analysis.  And how that 
they can use this information to decided priorities for landowner applications for 
funding. Lundell mentioned that at the last tech team meeting Arenas had said they 
would get the most “bang for the buck” in the upper watershed. 

• Implementation process:  John Rathbun (CCWC project coordinator) said they they are 
working on getting the application process lined up.  This will include rights to 
ingress/egress to look at sites.  They will also be putting together a ranking system and a 
minimum point value so that they are not putting in too many small projects. They have 
not chosen to have landowner information meetings yet until they have the system in 
place.   Hope to have applications ready for approval by the 10/18/17 WMA meeting.   
Lundell asked if that meant they would have some project decided by end of year and 
Rathbun said, no, they will have to have engineering contracts in place and Fencl added 
that they need to have the environmental review complete.  She asked if they plan to 
bundle practices to take engineering bids.  Bailey said she recommended bundling in 
packages of $150,000 or so.  They have to put it out for bid and can make sure that local 
contractors know about bidding process.   Anyone who is licensed, bonded, and insured 
may bid.  Someone asked if applicants will know the scoring procedure and Bailey 
suggested that there was no reason for it to be secret. 

 

Next steps: Complete application process design.  Next Meeting on 10/18/17 at Coralville City 
Hall. 

Clear Creek Meeting Attendance 
At quarterly WMA meetings for all IWA watersheds, attendees were asked to sign an 
attendance log and provide their affiliation.  Attendance data in this report are therefore limited 
to those who signed the log. All affiliations were coded into the categories listed below in Figure 
1 and in the note concerning the “Other” Category.  Counties, municipalities, and SWCD 
representatives are the member entities for the WMA.  Those listed as affiliated with a county 
include not only the official county representative to the WMA, but also anyone who listed the 
county as their affiliation.  The total shown above may include representatives of the Board of 
Supervisors, County Engineers, Emergency Management Staff, etc.  The same is true for 
municipalities such that the total may include the mayor, city administrative staff, storm water 
management staff, etc.  Counties and municipalities who had representation at one or more 
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meetings are listed above in the note. Total attendance does not include representatives of IWA 
partner groups.  

Figure 1 reports attendance at the five quarterly meetings that occurred from May 2016 
through August 1, 2017.  A total of 75 individuals attended one or more meetings of the East 
and/or West Nishnabotna WMA meetings. In addition, 29 representatives of IWA partner 
groups attended one or more meetings (not included in Figure 1). The kickoff meeting had the 
highest attendance total and drew the largest number of citizens (13).  Attendance by county 
and municipality representatives was steady across the meetings, with the SWCDs less well 
represented.  Engineering firms were highly represented at the kickoff meeting, fewer attended 
the second meeting, but after that their interest increased across the year. 

Figure 1. 

Year 1 WMA Meeting Attendance: Clear Creek 

 
 

 
NOTE: 

Other category includes the following affiliations: Colleges/universities, conservation 
groups, COGs or other regional planning groups, social service agencies, state elected 
officials, NRCS, federal government agencies, WMA coordinators from other WMAs, and 
the IWA coordinator. 
Counties: Iowa, Johnson 
Municipalities: Coralville, Iowa City, North Liberty, Tiffin 
SWCDs: Iowa, Johnson 
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Clear Creek Surveys 
Clear Creek Kickoff Survey 
Attendees of the Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Kickoff Meeting at the Clear Creek 
Watershed Coalition on June 16, 2016 were asked to complete a survey at the close of the 
meeting.  A brief summary of the survey findings follows here. A copy of the complete survey 
results can be found in Appendix F.  As part of the survey, respondents were invited to ask 
questions and the CEA provided a list of their questions to IWA staff.  IWA staff provided 
answers to these questions at the next Clear Creek Watershed Coalition meeting and were 
added to a list of Frequently Asked Questions for all watersheds. 

Twenty-two people completed the survey of approximately 45 non-IWA partner attendees.  
There were a number of constituencies represented at the meeting (see attendance report for 
Clear Creek). Half of the respondents (11) indicated that they were interested in the IWA project 
because of their conservation interests. Six respondents said they were interested because it 
was part of their work and four said they were interested in the flood reduction aspect of the 
project.  Two people said that they were interested in the IWA’s coordinated effort to address 
both flooding and water quality. 

When asked what they thought the impact of the project would be on their community, half of 
the respondents to this item (9 of 18) indicated that the project would provide flood mitigation 
help, and half thought it would improve water quality.  Several respondents (3) said it would 
improve flood resilience, and two thought it would increase the use of conservation practices. 

Only a few people (2) suggested other groups that should take part in the Clear Creek IWA, with 
one suggesting the Army Corps of Engineers and the other mentioning both the Farm Bureau 
and the Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship.   

When asked to rate their interest in becoming involved in the IWA in the Clear Creek watershed 
on a scale of 1 to 10 where 10 indicated strong interest, only three people (of 20 respondents) 
rated their interest as a 5 or below, and the mean interest rating was 8.05 (SD=2.31). 

Clear Creek Resilience Kickoff Survey 
All attendees at the Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Resilience Kickoff Meeting at the Clear 
Creek Watershed Coalition (CCWC) on January 19, 2017 in Coralville, IA were asked to complete 
a survey at the close of the meeting. A brief summary of the survey findings follows here. The 
complete survey results can be found in Appendix N.  

Eighteen of the 21 non-IWA partner attendees completed the survey. Most of the respondents 
(15) indicated that they had attended at least one other CCWC meeting. On scaled items, 
respondents indicated they agree that community engagement and active partnerships promote 
flood resilience, and that it is important to measuring and understand the role of the watershed 
in flood resilience.   When asked to indicate if their community is flood resilient, although 
opinions varied considerably, the mean rating was 3.26 on a 5-point scale (where 5 indicated 
that they strongly agreed their community was flood resilient and 1 indicated they strongly 
disagreed).  
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Respondents were asked what they thought their CCWC community needed to become more 
flood resilient.  The four main categories that emerged from responses were that residents need 
more education and increased engagement related to flood resilience, there needs to be more 
mitigation and preparedness efforts in the watershed, more attention paid to flash flooding, and 
they must work on preventing new development in flood plain areas. 

When asked who was most affected by flooding, respondents named low income residents, 
businesses, and in the end, all residents of the community because of the economic impact of 
flooding.  Respondents named rural landowners, community members, social service groups, 
and local government boards as groups that need to be involved in the CCWC to promote flood 
resilience. 

 

English River Watershed 

English River Key Informant Interviews Summary 
The following is a summary of information gathered from four interviews with stakeholders 
involved in water management in the English River watershed in the past and who are currently 
involved with the English River Watershed Management Authority (WMA). All interviews were 
conducted via telephone by Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) staff members 
between November 2016 and April 2017. The interviewees were selected by Iowa Watershed 
Approach (IWA) staff and by the CEA because of their particular interests and expertise in the 
English River watershed.  

Interviewees included: staff members from the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), 
the Iowa Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), the City of Kalona, and the current WMA 
coordinator. All interviewees were given the opportunity to review a summary of their 
interviews and provide clarification or edit as they wished. Only information included in the 
summaries was used to create this composite report.  The WMA coordinator opted to write her 
responses rather than participate in a telephone interview. 

To maintain the limited anonymity promised to interviewees as required by the University of 
Iowa IRB, pseudonyms are used for all interviewees. The pseudonyms used do not necessarily 
represent the gender presentation of interviewees.  

A description of the complete methodology for conducting key informant interviews is attached 
to this report as Appendix E.  

Demographics 

“Emily” is District Conservationist for Iowa County NRCS.  She has worked in Iowa County for 14 
years. She administers programs and works with landowners to improve the land. She does not 
currently live in the English River watershed and has not owned land in an area that has 
experienced flooding. 



49 
 

“Frank” has served as the City Administrator for Kalona, Iowa, for seven years.  He worked on 
establishing the English River WMA and is chair of the WMA board. He owns land in the English 
River flood plain, but has not experienced flooding.   

“Grace” has served as the coordinator for the English River WMA for four years.  She has also 
recently been hired as one of the IWA project coordinators for the WMA.  She does not live in 
the English River watershed. 

“Diana“ is a River Basin Coordinator for the IDNR.  She has worked with other watershed groups 
in Iowa on watershed planning and will work with several of the IWA watersheds to provide 
technical support to watershed groups.  She does not live in the English River watershed and has 
not experienced flooding on her personal property or land. Some of Diana’s comments included 
in this summary are general to all of the IWA watersheds in eastern Iowa, while some comments 
refer specifically to the English River watershed. 

Water Quantity Concerns in the Watershed 

Two of the key informants, Frank and Grace, work closely with the City of Kalona.  They said that 
the City of Kalona was central in the formation of the English River WMA in 2016, just prior to 
IWA funding.  Frank said that one of his main flooding concerns is that the city was built in 1879 
in a very low-lying area, adding, “If there was no community here now, this wouldn’t be where 
you’d want to build one.”  He said that it is very flat and that makes it difficult to move water.   

Grace said that working together to write the English River Watershed Plan in 2015 was their 
first major act to address water management issues in the watershed. Grace said that the intent 
was to address flood hazards and water quality.  In the past, according to both Grace and Frank, 
the City of Kalona was in many ways on its own to try to address problems, both because it was 
at the bottom of the watershed experiencing the problems and because it is the largest town in 
the watershed.  With a population of 2,400, it has been cost prohibitive to actually do much to 
work on mitigation issues. Frank emphasized that Kalona is a thriving community and that the 
watershed has a large number of “forward thinking” citizens, but they need more people in the 
watershed involved.  He said that in the past, it has been a challenge to get people away from 
thinking that flooding was “Kalona’s problem” and get them involved with thinking in a 
watershed way.   

Frank said Kalona continues to pursue water management solutions on their own, too.  They are 
acquiring land to build an 8.6-acre retention area. They are also partnering with the school 
district to install bioswales, rain gardens, and promote rain barrels, both for the actual practices 
themselves, but also as an educational effort to allow people to see the impact of smaller 
projects.  They have also committed to a $1.2 million sanitary sewer lining project which will be 
more effective in processing waste water to keep it from the ground water. 

 

Key informants said that those at greatest risk for water quantity problems are those 
downstream in the watershed which includes the cities of Kalona, Wellman, and Riverside, but 
they emphasized that the agricultural areas, especially along the southeast end of the river are 
highly affected by flooding.  Those in the agricultural areas are often relying on their own 
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resources to mitigate and recover from their problems.  Diana added that from a “public 
resource” standpoint, the small urban areas are the most hard-hit by water management issues. 
She said that it is important for cities to think about how taking into account flood risk as they 
develop and build in the future. Diana added that education will be a key component in the 
communities.  She also said that forming relationships among the communities in the 
watersheds will be an important aspect of success. 

Emily, whose professional role is more clearly tied to rural interests and who geographically is 
more involved in the upper reaches of the English River watershed, said that education 
(“without forcing”) about the impact of practices will be very important as part of this project.  
She said that they will need to “do quite a bit of education without forcing” to help people 
understand how the upstream practices help downstream and why that is important.  She said, 
“One of the bigger challenges is getting adoption of landowners [upstream].  Getting buy-in.” 
She also said that, in general, helping people to understand that although “flooding is a naturally 
occurring process…as human beings we have increased the frequency and sometimes the 
severity of it by the way we’ve impacted the land and the way we’ve treated the land.” She said 
that in the past, flood mitigation efforts have focused on individual landowners and the impact 
on their land. 

When asked how concerned English River Watershed residents are about flooding, both Diana 
(in regards to all eastern Iowa IWA watersheds) and Emily reflected that the level of concern is 
often associated with the degree to which citizens are directly affected by flooding.  Diana said 
there is a need to build educational programming that emphasizes, “We’re all in this together.  
We’re all impacted by flooding.” She suggested that education efforts include demonstrating 
the ways in which rural flooding has an impact on markets, livelihoods, and the community as a 
whole.  She added that the project needs to “convey urgency” and bring in “ag-centered 
partners – co-ops and agribusiness” to be part of the process.  

Grace (both here and throughout her emailed responses) quoted a survey conducted by the 
watershed group in 2015 as part of their planning process wherein findings suggested that 
despite the fact that 70% of respondents expressed concerns about flooding in Iowa, only about 
1/3 were concerned about flooding on their own land. Grace also indicated that community 
engagement in finding solutions to water management problems also varied widely across the 
watershed.  She added that “a lack of resources needed across rural Iowa is a significant 
deterrent for communities and individual landowners who might like to but are not about to 
address flooding or water resources concerns – if they have them.” She said that the WMA “was 
organized to bring representatives across the watershed together to initiate these discussions, 
educate, and leverage needed financial resources to our communities, businesses, and 
landowners.” 

Water Quality Concerns in the Watershed 

Three of the four English River Watershed key informants talked about sediment and sediment 
erosion as the watershed’s main water quality concerns.  Frank said that the city of Kalona has a 
current project to repair a two-tiered riparian buffer to address bank stabilization issues. 
According to Frank, they are hoping to see better infiltration off of adjacent farm fields and a 
reduction of sediment in the stream.  Emily said the amount of tillage and streambank erosion in 
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the English River watershed has a big impact on water quality. Diana said that since the English 
River watershed is not as heavily tiled as some of the other watersheds, their problems tend to 
be more related to sediment and erosion issues. 

Emily also talked about two other concerns for the English River.  She said the steeper landforms 
in the area have an impact on land use and are often more suited to livestock farming including 
“small cow calf operations” and “feed lots”, as well as “over-grazed” pastures, that can lead to 
concerns related to manure and, if animals are actually moving in and out of creeks, to 
additional erosion concerns.  She said there are also questions as to how manure is treated and 
broadcast, and how frequently it is applied.  She said there are also concerns with the types of 
chemicals/nutrients applied to the land in the area. 

Frank said there a couple of factors in the English River watershed that lessen water quality 
concerns.  He said that the large Amish community tends to use practices that are less damaging 
to water quality.  Additionally, Frank cited active WMA board member, Steve Berger, as an 
example of motivated landowners who have embraced some conservation practices, in 
particular mentioning cover crops. He said that the English River has not received a lot of 
funding related specifically to water quality, however the Iowa Soybean Association had carried 
out a water quality assessment using IDNR funds and that they will get more testing done as 
part of the IWA. 

Grace again talked about the survey results from 2015 survey addressing primarily water quality 
concerns related to drinking water. She said that although 85% of the survey respondents 
agreed that Iowa water quality needed improvement, only about 5% said their own drinking 
water supply was unsafe. She named “unregulated water sources (such as private wells) that are 
owned by people who are unaware of available resources for well-water testing” as a critical 
concern related to water quality, as well as public water supplies that were susceptible to 
leaching from surface contaminants. She added that there have been swim advisories in the 
area due to high bacterial levels. 

Grace also said that local landowners tend to agree that Iowa waterways are in need of repair, 
but “do not necessarily think that their own watershed is one of them.”  She said that English 
River watershed landowners tend to be more concerned about “soil quality factors (soil loss, soil 
fertility) than water quality.” She said the WMAs water quality goals are aligned with state 
Nutrient Reduction Strategy goals, i.e. “that we reduce nutrients by 30-45%.” She added that 
they would like to “implement water quality monitoring practices …to establish long-range 
indicators and be able to measure impacts of projects.” 

Emily said that there are landowners in the watershed who see water quality as being 
important, but there are also those who, especially those not directly impacted, who don’t care.  
She said that it is important to work with landowners on an individual basis to demonstrate that 
their land use can impact water quality not only for themselves, but for others.  She said that 
helping people understand the options for improving water quality that are available specific to 
their land and land use, including which chemicals they use, and that it would help if they fenced 
their cows off the creek. 

Collaborations in the Watershed 
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The key informants primarily addressed two different types of collaborations: planning 
collaborations and response collaborations.  When talking about planning collaborations, Frank 
said that working with the IFC “has been a godsend to the City of Kalona” and that they are now 
working in partnership with the Iowa Initiative for Sustainable Communities on carrying out 
urban storm water assessments for the cities of Wellman and Riverside.  

Diana pointed out that the English River WMA is still quite new and building collaborations.  She 
said they have not brought in agri-business to the extent they will want, aside from working with 
the Iowa Soybean Association on their 2015plan, but that was as a contractor more than as a 
partner.  She added that they do have the strong collaborative efforts of both the City of Kalona 
and Washington County who have made financial investments as member organizations in the 
WMA. 

Grace expressed frustration that communities and counties seem to have trouble understanding 
“the dynamics of the watershed (what happens upstream impacts your neighbors 
downstream),” and that they need “to think outside their own political jurisdictions (watershed 
boundaries do not align with political boundaries).” She said sometimes communities “espouse 
an unwillingness to get involved in watershed initiatives that may have more benefits for their 
upstream or downstream neighbors.  

When talking about response collaborations, Frank, Grace, and Emily all talked about the 
positive nature of response to severe weather events.  Frank enumerated the groups who have 
stepped up in time of need including the Mid-Prairie Community School District, volunteer fire 
department and EMS services, Washington County engineering department, Shiloh Community 
church, Emergency management personnel in Washington and Keokuk Counties (in coordination 
with American Red Cross, United Way, and food banks), and other corporate partners.  He 
added that Kalona was in the process of updating their disaster plan. 

Grace and Emily both said that watershed communities typically show real cohesion and sharing 
of resources in response to direct impact of severe weather events in their own communities.  

Communication and Information Needs in the Watershed 

The four key informants talked about communication and information needs in slightly different 
ways.  

Frank said that the City of Kalona, in partnership with Washington County, displays flood risk 
maps on their website.  He said that when there is a need to quickly get information about 
potential flood risks out to the public, they have several different strategies including “text 
blasts”, social media, and through the Kalona School District. He said there are a couple of 
entities in the Kalona area that they must reach through other means.  These are the Pleasant 
View retirement home that they need to contact directly, and the Amish community who do not 
have phones in their homes.  Frank said that if they need to communicate quickly, they would 
reach out to a few key members of the Amish community and ask them to spread the word. 

Grace said that she did not know specifically how people get their information on either flooding 
or water quality, but that their community survey had told them that 78% get local news from 
community newspapers and word of mouth.  She said that the surveys asked landowners what 
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their most trusted sources were for conservation information and that they listed the following 
(in order of frequency) County Conservation, ISU extension, Farm Service Agency (FSA), IDNR, 
neighbors and friends, and IDALS.  Grace said that as part of the IWA project, it would be 
advisable to work with these “trusted resources” to provide information about water resources.  
As an aside, she said that they had a much higher response rate for paper and pencil as opposed 
to online surveys, suggesting that many landowners are not as reliant on computers and/or the 
internet as the general population. 

Emily agreed that word of mouth is a common form of spreading information, saying that “peer-
to-peer,” coffee shop and church talk was a primary source for many landowners.  She also 
listed local newspapers.  She said that for landowners more formal sources might include: 
Practical Farmers of Iowa (PFI), Farm Bureau, USDA, FSA, Sustainable Agricultural Research and 
Education, field days, IFC, US Geological Survey website, and the Environmental Protection 
Agency. When asked how trustworthy those sources might be seen by landowners, she said that 
they tend to trust information received from someone they know and respect. She added, 
“There are farmers who are more willing to believe their neighbor than extension [ISU extension 
service] because they’ve grown up with their neighbors…and they see how that person farms 
and if they respect that person, they’re going to receive that information better.” She said that if 
they are going to be asked to change practices by someone who is not in a similar situation (e.g 
people downstream), that request “won’t be received well” and information received from 
them “would be received with a skeptical opinion.”  She said that even sources that are 
assumed to be “non-biased” by some, for example PFI, may cause differing opinions because 
some may still see it as “leaning more toward liberal or non-traditional farming.”  She said that 
although some will “trust scientific experiments” showing that something works, identifying 
people who are willing to try something new will be necessary when suggesting practices. 

Diana did not talk about communication and information in the English River watershed 
specifically, but mentioned the Farm Bureau as a trusted source.  She said the Cedar Rapids 
Gazette and Des Moines Register also provide a lot of information about water quality, but in 
particular was not sure how trustworthy people find the Register to be.  She said that crop 
consultants and technical service providers are probably most relied on for “delivering the right 
information.” She said that in terms of current flood information, most people rely on 
mainstream media. 

The WMA as an Organization 

Several of the key informants mentioned the fact that the WMA had already formed and was a 
working entity prior to starting the IWA work and that this history and experience was a strong 
asset for their WMA.  Frank and Emily both talked about the history of the WMA that started 
the organization process four years ago. 

Frank said that the main goal of the WMA is to partner with landowners and the communities 
within the English River Watershed and help them assess and meet their needs. He said that 
having the organization in place helps them be ready to apply for additional grant money and 
find other resources to help with their needs, including working with the University of Iowa on 
other projects related to water management.   
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He said that they do not have everyone at the table that they would like to get involved.  Frank 
said that since they already have a watershed plan that was written through an IDNR grant, they 
hope to show more entities the benefits of being in the watershed.  He said that they are trying 
to move beyond their original recruitment approach that he described as a “trust us” approach, 
to being able to actually show people the benefits of the WMA.  He added that although they 
would like to get more people involved, they are not trying to force the issue, adding, “We’re 
not trying to be all things to all groups.  We’re trying to do what we do well and hope that 
people see the benefits.” 

 

Frank also said he hopes that since their watershed has some experience, they will also be able 
to help new watersheds to understand more about potential pitfalls, craft their 28e agreements, 
give advice on how to get the word out to the required member entities, and find consistency in 
how the group works together.  He said an important part of consistency is in staffing and the 
IWA money will help with that so that they can keep a coordinator for the five IWA years. He 
added that they now have two qualified staff members and that is a strength for the WMA.   

He said the biggest challenges for the group will be to keep thinking about how to get the next 
pot of money, balancing engagement and available resources, and keeping an eye out for the 
future. He said they still feel their unknowns about the HUD grant and that they must set 
reasonable goals for the future. 

Grace agreed that the WMA has a great strength in having consistency as demonstrated by 
financial support and interest from local groups (Kalona and Washington County), but also 
agreed it is necessary to have an eye to the future to ensure that they have money to continue 
after the IWA concludes.   She said that a major goal for the IWA is to do more planning at the 
HUC12 level that they were not able to do with the broader scale watershed assessment. She 
said this planning will help them “more accurately direct resources.”  She said they want to 
“identify what types/combinations of BMPs and where they need to go (at the HUC12 level) for 
the greatest flood reduction impact.” She also said that the WMA has excellent leadership and 
“especially dedicated Board Members who can be counted on to show up to nearly every event 
we are involved in.”   

Diana, Frank, and Grace said that the English River WMA would benefit from the involvement of 
a broader group of stakeholders. Grace mentioned specifically that it would be good to better 
engage “ag groups such as Corngrowers, Iowa Farm Bureau, Iowa Pork Producers, and 
Cattlemen’s Association.”  She said that although the structure of the voting members of the 
WMA is structured by state law to only involve cities, counties, and SWCDs, other entities can 
attend meetings and by having “ex-officio positions with the WMA to serve in an advisory 
capacity and to help with representing and recruiting their landowner clients.   Frank said that 
they have had “the most success in engaging landowners through other entities,” mentioning in 
particular soil and water groups and conservation groups that landowners trust.  He said that 
since he is not himself a farmer, he is particularly aware that people trust others perhaps more 
than they do him. Grace said they also need to continue to recruit other cities and counties who 
have not been involved to date. Diana said that the English River WMA has some work to do to 
get “landowner buy-in” and that they have some particularly difficult to reach constituents in 
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the Amish community since it can be difficult to establish communication and “conservation has 
not really taken off, as we know it.” She said they have a strong ally in Steve Berger who be a 
great farmer advocate in the English River. 

Emily talked about getting landowner buy-in and said that the project would have to be able to 
show how the project would help the landowners themselves.  She cautioned against trying to 
convince landowners to join based on the impact of the work for landowners downstream – 
whether it was Coralville or Louisiana.  She said a better pitch would be to talk about preventing 
erosion or perhaps suggesting that they put a pond on their land, “so you and your grandkids 
can go fishing for a really long time.” She also suggested working closely with the local USDA 
service center because of their great technical knowledge. 

Resilience 

When asked about resilience, Frank said that the community is resilient in a few ways.  He said, 
“When there is a need, this community will figure out how to come together to meet that need. 
It’s the nature of Iowans.”  He also said that resilience will be achieved when they align 
implemented practices with best practices “that they have been educating the public about” 
even it if is a slow process.  He said that taking on projects like Kalona’s two-tiered buffer will 
improve water quality and potentially provide health benefits.  He also said that, “We do the 
due diligence to…go out and educate and come up with a good plan that’s been vetted and the 
public will support…I think that’s key.” 

Emily said that some work had been done in the English River WMA to increase resilience by 
purchasing easements for land that had flooded in the mid-1990s so that those areas no longer 
hold important infrastructure, but instead are now wildlife habitats. 

Diana (talking in general and not specifically about the English River) defined resilience in terms 
of the ability of the community to find solutions.  She said it was probably easier for larger 
communities to be resilient because of greater resources.  She said that to increase resilience, 
communities must find ways to not put their structures at risk in the urban areas and move 
away from agricultural mono-cultures in the rural areas saying that “diversifying is a big part of 
resilience.” She said some of the questions communities have to address to be more resilient 
are “Do you have systems in place if there is a major flood? What systems do you need to have 
in place so that there is not mass chaos in your communities…so that critical infrastructure is 
protected?  [Do people] impacted by the hazard have a place to go? [Do they have] the 
resources they need to get them through?” 

English River Documented Meetings 
 

Meeting 1: English River Watershed Management Authority IWA Kickoff Meeting 
Date: May 19, 2016 

Location: Williamsburg Public Library, Williamsburg 

Attendance: ~ 43 people were in the room. 
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Meeting Goals: Bring together local landowners, partners, and other interested parties to learn 
more about the IWA project and the specific details relevant to their communities.  The kick-off 
meeting was combined with the regularly scheduled English River WMA meeting. 

Activities: The meeting was promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce the IWA project 
to interested parties in the watershed. Kick-off meetings in each watershed will bring together 
local landowners, partners, and other interested parties to learn more about the IWA project 
and the specific details relevant to their communities. There were opportunities for questions 
during the meeting.IWA partners presented an overview of the IWA program and various 
partners’ contributions to the project.  There were opportunities for questions during the 
meeting. 

Discussion: The question and answer sessions covered the following topics: WMA coordinators’ 
role and oversight, eligibility for practices, monitoring technology, technical aspects of practice 
installation, support available through IWA partners, and the vision for each watershed as well 
as the vision for that state.  There was good interest and enthusiasm throughout the meeting.   

Next Steps: None were provided but this meeting was immediately followed by an English River 
WMA business meeting.   

 

Meeting 2: English River WMA Quarterly Meeting 
Date: August 18, 2016 

Location: Sigourney Public Library, Sigourney 

Attendance: ~ 16 people were in the room 

Activities and Discussion: 

• IWA Partners provided updates about the IWA program, services to be provided by the 
partners, and information about the English River Watershed. Following that, a member 
of the English River community brought up a concern. Group discussion during the 
meeting included the following topics: Services provided by IWA Partners, delays in IWA 
grant funding, building interest from engineers to do work on the grant, previous 
experience within the ERWMA, benefits of the customizable nature of the project, 
character of rainfall and flooding in the English River watershed, updates about the IWA 
website, and USDA pollinator program seed contamination. 

Next Steps: Next meeting is scheduled for November 17, 2016 in Montezuma, IA. IWA Partner 
updates during that meeting will focus on Flood Resilience.   

Meeting 3:  English River WMA Meeting 
Date: 11/17/16 

Location: Montezuma Public Library, Montezuma, IA 

Attendance: ~23 people in the room 

Activities and Discussion: 

• IWA hydrology:  Allen Bradley (IFC) provided a brief update from the IWA.  He said 
everyone involved in the project is now under contract with HUD except the UI who as 
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finalizing their contract. He said that Calvin Wolters (IDNR) is working on finalizing BMP 
mapping and that they will be able to link that up with the Agricultural Conservation 
Planning Framework (ACPF) that uses GIS information to make specific suggestions 
about potential practices. He also announced the IWA Advisory Board meeting to take 
place on January 26, 2017 in Iowa City.  They also discussed future placement of more 
rain gauge platforms and water quality sensors. 

• ISU-extension:  Jamie Benning (ISU-EO) provided an overview of the services available to 
the watershed from the extension office including education and outreach in needed 
areas.  

• IWA Resilience:  Craig Just (FRT) presented the resilience team work and handout.  He 
explained one thing that would be happening in their area would be work with the 2-1-1 
system to improve their capacity to answer flood related issues.  He said watershed 
planning often leaves people out and said that their working with groups like HACAP will 
get people into the plan.  The IWA project was asked to impact LMI population which is 
being covered by their work in Storm Lake, Coralville, and Dubuque, but that they want 
to also show ways that upstream work can benefit downstream LMI communities.   

• Other: Mary Beth Stevenson (IDNR) said that the ERWMA is in a unique situation 
because they already have a watershed plan because of prior work with the IFC.  As part 
of the IWA, they will have an additional $100,000 in planning money to do more 
detailed planning.  They will need to issue an RFP on that.  The ECICOG will issue the 
RFP, in part because the City of Kalona plans to compete for this contract. Some of the 
WMAs have put together committees for planning the RFP and she can help with this 
process.  Jody Bailey  (project coordinator) passed out some ideas for how they might 
describe what they want out of the additional planning processes. 

Next steps:  Next meeting February 16, 2017.  Put together RFP for planning. 

Meeting 4 : English River WMA Meeting 
Date: February 16, 2017 6:30 PM 
Location: Kalona Community Center, Kalona, IA 
Attendance: ~19 people in the room 
Activities:  

• IWA Project Coordinator: Hiring committee has recommended that Jody Bailey and Ben 
Curtis be hired as coordinators (Bailey full-time and Curtis Part-time) and this was 
approved by board.  They are to be hired as consultants, not employees, and therefore 
with no benefits. 

• IWA planning:  Mary Beth Stevenson (IDNR) led the next portion of the meeting which 
was about the process of gathering bids for the watershed planning funded by IWA.  
There is a $100,000 budget for planning.  Iowa County is working with ECICOG to issue 
the RFP for planning.  The IWA plan stipulates a budget of $100,000 for planning.  Bailey 
emphasized the ERWMA already has a plan, but the extra planning money will allow 
their plan to go deeper at the selected HUC 12s, although additional planning will be 
added across the watershed.  Planners will be responsible for advertising and providing 
outreach about the plan.  A closing date of March 17, 2017 was suggested. 

• IWA:  
o Breanna Shea (IFC) reported that the Advisory Board meeting was a success.  

She also said that the new project coordinators would be meeting with Felicia 
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Campbell (IDALS), Mary Beth Stevenson (IDNR), and IFC staff next week as part 
of their new coordinator process. 

o Resilience: Ashlee Johannes (FRT) provided a brief update of the resilience 
survey results from the last meeting.  She said they could use the WMA board’s 
help in soliciting interested parties to work with the resilience team. 

o Allen Bradley (IFC) presented on the latest hydrologic work. He said ERWMA is 
in a unique position related to the IWA because they have already done so 
much work in planning and can go beyond the existing hydrologic models, 
including going into more detail in the selected HUC 12s.  They will be looking at 
predictions of flows and water quality in high runoff areas and areas with high 
nitrogen loads, and will be able to look at existing BMPs at a finer grade.  He 
said they would be doing initial testing at Gritter Creek.  He also explained the 
Agricultural Conservation Planning Framework (ACPF) tool they will be using to 
generate suggestions for practices.   He talked about the work done in HUD 1 
where they found the benefit of doing fewer larger ponds rather than many 
small ponds, or if they use small ponds, they should be clustered.  He also 
described the use of on-road detention structures (adding that they should be 
called “off road” because they keep the water off the road) to take advantage of 
existing culverts at road crossings, saying they were very effective in reducing 
flow. There was discussion related to Bradley’s presentation with questions 
about the size of a “large pond.” Bradley said it was hard to characterize 
especially because much of the work in HUD 1 was done in areas with steeper 
terrain where ponds can hold more water.  Another person asked whether this 
kind of work could be done in Poweshiek County.  Bradley confirmed that this is 
part of the eligible area in the headwaters.  Another person said there is a lot of 
construction in that area and asked if their information gets updated.   He 
continued by saying much of the area is “shovel ready” and things can change 
quickly and that most of the construction happening there involve lots of 
concrete. Bradley said that what they have right now is static from some point 
in the past, but they can get updates.  He also said that HUD 1 did not involve 
much urban area, so this area near Grinnell will be a new challenge. 

o Chris Jones (IIHR) provided some information about water quality, including a 
map of the monitoring stations in Iowa.  There is already a monitor on the 
English at Kalona, but the project will be adding a new one.  He said the 
objective of the monitoring is to provide credible data for making research and 
policy decisions.  Some of the slides were not working so he could not show all 
the maps, but said that one site in the state showed 450,000 lbs of nitrogen 
going by in one day, a loss of 10 lbs per acre. There was discussion after Jones’ 
presentation with an attendee asking what “acceptable” levels are for nitrogen 
and whether the levels are dangerous for life.  Jones said there are not specific 
acceptable levels other than for drinking water (10mg/liter), but if the water is 
not a source for drinking water, there are no regulations.  He said that 
10mg/liter is bad for infants and other vulnerable groups, but if you’re talking 
about wildlife in the river, “A lot of species can tolerate quite a bit” but if the 
high levels result in algae blooms, they are a physical threat.  Most of the 
monitors are inactive now because of the winter, but will soon reactivate.   
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Next Steps: Nothing specified.  Next meeting May 18, 2017. 

Meeting 5:  English River WMA Meeting  
Date: May 18, 2017 
Location: Williamsburg Public Library, Williamsburg, IA 
Attendance: ~ 17 people in the room  
Activities and discussion:   

• Flood Resiliency Presentation – Craig Just (FRT) presented the second resiliency 
presentation. Their work will be combined with HSEMD mapping on HAZUS to show 
vulnerable populations in flood prone areas.  They will work on these at the watershed 
level to combine multijurisdictional hazard mitigation plans. In addition to providing 
good information for emergency management personnel, these also allow them access 
to additional mitigation dollars. They will be examining the disproportionate financial 
and displacement burden faced by LMI populations.  He said Kalona could be a 
candidate for damage estimation analysis, also for part of the case study work that they 
will be doing.  These will also be looking at LMI populations affected by flooding. There 
were questions related to whether they will be able to see the benefits for reducing 
flooding.  Just answered that the impact of the structures would be seen at the HUC 12 
level. Allen Bradley (IFC) added that they do modeling that they will be able to show 
what the benefit is in the absence of a large storm in the time after construction.  Jeff 
Geerts (IEDA) said that they will be looking for evidence that the effects on the ground 
had a beneficial impact on specific structures.  Just asked for ideas of where they might 
be able to show this.  Jody Bailey (ERWMA project coordinator) said that the eligible 
areas are in the north but the most impacted communities are quite a ways further 
south and wondered if they’d be able to see impact 100 miles away. Just said that one 
of the things they are hoping to demonstrate is how communities downstream benefit 
from upstream practices.   A landowner wondered if they have the capacity to show 
direct benefit.  Just explained that IWA will be installing two additional sensors in the ER 
watershed and an additional water quality monitor.  HE added that HAZUS work will be 
looking at how to model agricultural losses.  Breanna Shea (IFC) said they are always 
happy to take input on water sensor placement and on scenarios for models. 

• Hydrologic Assessment update:  Bradley said they will be doing another presentation 
next time on the modeling efforts.  He reminded that they already have a hydrologic 
assessment in the ERWMA since they have worked together before.  They are now 
looking at BMP maps alongside some of the Agricultural Conservation Planning 
Framework.  He talked about wetlands as a possibility. He also said they had mapped 
the 407 stream crossings where road crosses a creek because those are often good sites 
for structures.  Breanna Shea (IFC) provided general updates saying that they are about 
a year out from funding now and things are going well.  They will be working to deploy 
the hydro sensors soon.  She explained that the new sensors will require less 
maintenance as far as mowing and cleaning than to the old sensors. She asked for 
recommendations of interested landowners.  There was a question as to whether at on-
road structures they resize the culverts as larger or smaller?  Bradley said smaller 
because that impounds the water.  The questioner followed up by asking whether 
county engineers like that.  Bradley said they do because it increases the water storage 
capacity.  Of course, landowners may not like it – they also want to prevent their roads 
from flooding, but sometimes not at the cost of their fields.  Bradley added that these 
structures are very effective – small culverts often more effective than ponds.  There 
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were also questions about use of bioreactors or cover crops.  Bailey explained that this 
project is flood centered so they do not do things like cover crops that have more 
quality than quantity impact, but many of the practices provide both benefits.   Another 
questioner asked whether the ACPF tool factors in soil type.  Bradley said that decisions 
will be made as to what to put in the model in the next few months.  There were also 
questions about engineering standards. Bailey said they will follow NRCS guidelines.  She 
also explained that there is a lot of leeway for the WMA to get involved on decision 
making for the IWA, especially in terms of HUC 12 prioritization.   Geerts said that the 
IFC work helps inform that selection. 

• Planning services contract recommendation: Mary Beth Stevenson (IDNR)said that there 
was an RFP for planning services and that they received four good proposals.  The 
committee who reviewed them are recommending the City of Kalona’s proposal 
(written by ERWMA co-coordinators Jody Bailey and Ben Curtis) be accepted.  They 
would be sub-contractors to Iowa County on behalf of the IWA.  Board approved, next 
they will submit to Iowa County for their approval.  

• Planning services and Subwatershed prioritization: For planning, they will be looking at 
long-term water quality data.  They will be working with voluntary tile outlet 
monitoring.  The group will not know whose property the samples come from.  They will 
be doing urban assessments and looking  at BMPs.  They will look at IFC Hydro work.  
They will do several HUC 12 mini-reports in more depth than the other watersheds.  
There are 20 HUC 12s in the ER watershed.  8 of the 20 are in the eligible areas for 
implementation dollars.  There was extended discussion of HUC 12 selection criteria.  
Bailey had prepared maps and rankings based on previous hydro data, eligible areas for 
IWA, and place in watershed. Shea said some WMAs are also taking landowner interest 
into account.  They also talked about consulting with Iowa County before making 
decisions. 

Next steps: Next Meeting August 17, 2017, Grinnell, IA 

English River Attendance Analysis 
At quarterly WMA meetings for all IWA watersheds, attendees were asked to sign an 
attendance log and provide their affiliation.  Attendance data in this report are therefore limited 
to those who signed the log. All affiliations were coded into the categories listed above in Figure 
2 and in the note concerning the “Other” Category.  Counties, municipalities, and SWCD 
representatives are the member entities for the WMA.  Those listed as affiliated with a county 
include not only the official county representative to the WMA, but also anyone who listed the 
county as their affiliation.  The total shown above may include representatives of the Board of 
Supervisors, County Engineers, Emergency Management Staff, etc.  The same is true for 
municipalities such that the total may include the mayor, city administrative staff, storm water 
management staff, etc.  Counties and municipalities who had representation at one or more 
meetings are listed above in the note. Total attendance does not include representatives of IWA 
partner groups.  

Figure 2 reports attendance at the five quarterly meetings that occurred from May 2016 
through August 1, 2017.  The kickoff meeting had the highest attendance total and drew the 
largest number of citizens (8).  Attendance by county and SWCD representatives was steady 
across the meetings, however, municipalities were less frequent attendees. The English River 
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IWA coordinator was already the WMA coordinator when the IWA started and attended all 
meetings.  There is also a co-coordinator who attended two meetings. 

Figure 2. 

Year 1 WMA Meeting Attendance: English River 

 

NOTE: 
Other category includes the following affiliations: Colleges/universities, commodity groups, 
nature/conservation groups, state elected officials, ISGS, NRCS, federal government 
agencies, WMA coordinators from existing WMA, and the IWA coordinator. 
Counties: Iowa, Keokuk, Poweshiek, Washington  
Municipalities: Grinnell, Kalona 
SWCDs: Iowa, Poweshiek, Washington  

 

English River Surveys 
English River IWA Kickoff Survey 
Attendees of the Iowa Watershed Approach Kickoff Meeting at the English River Watershed 
Management Authority on May 19, 2016 were asked to complete a survey at the close of the 
meeting.  A brief summary of the survey findings follows here. The complete survey results can 
be found in Appendix G.  Respondents were invited to use the survey to ask questions and the 
CEA provided a list of their questions to IWA staff.  IWA staff provided answers to these 
questions at the next English River Watershed Management Authority meeting and were added 
to a list of Frequently Asked Questions for all watersheds. 

Twenty-one people completed the survey of approximately 27 non-IWA partner attendees.  
There was a broad representation of constituencies (see attendance report for English River 
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WMA).  When asked what about the IWA was of interest to them, the 17 respondents to this 
item were nearly equally divided as to those who were interested primarily in conservation (9) 
and those who were most interested in flood reduction possibilities (7). Three respondents also 
said they were interested in the big picture of project implementation and impact. 

When asked what they thought the impact of the project would be on their community, of the 
11 people who responded, again they were split nearly evenly between those who thought the 
project’s impact will be seen in increased conservation practices (5) and those who thought the 
project will improve flood mitigation. Two people mentioned that the project would help with 
sparking additional actions with one expecting legislation to develop related to flooding, and 
one saying that the project would “build interest that will lead to other grants.”  Two 
respondents did not think there would be much of an impact from the project. 

A third of the respondents (7 of 21) suggested other groups that should take part in the English 
River IWA with most respondents (5) suggesting the Iowa County Board of Supervisors needs to 
be there and two mentioning the NRCS and county engineers as other people who should be 
involved.   

When asked to rate their interest in becoming involved in the IWA in the English River 
watershed on a scale of 1 to 10 where 10 indicated strong interest, only three people (of 18 
respondents) rated their interest as a 4 or below.  The mean interest rating was 7.39 (SD=2.32) 
showing that there was quite a bit of variation in interest. 

 

English River Resilience Kickoff Survey 
All attendees at the Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Resilience Kickoff Meeting at the English 
River Watershed Management Association (ERWMA) on November 17, 2016 in Montezuma, IA 
were asked to complete a survey at the close of the meeting. A brief summary of the survey 
findings follows here. The complete survey results can be found in Appendix O.  

Twelve of the 15 non-IWA partner attendees completed the survey. All respondents indicated 
that they had attended at least one other ERWMA meeting. On scaled items, respondents 
indicated slight agreement that community engagement and active partnerships promote flood 
resilience, and that it is important to measuring and understand the role of the watershed in 
flood resilience.   When asked to indicate if their community is flood resilient, the mean rating 
was 3.00 on a 5-point scale (where 5 indicated that they strongly agreed their community was 
flood resilient and 1 indicated they strongly disagreed), and nearly all responses were within one 
scale point of the mean, indicating very little difference in rating. 

Respondents were asked what they thought their ERWMA community needed to become more 
flood resilient.  The two main categories that emerged from responses were that the community 
needs to work more together on increasing community resilience,  and that they need to learn 
more about flood mitigation and the tools they can make use of to reduce flooding. 

Respondents named rural landowners/farmers, the City of Grinnell, and other city and county 
officials, as groups that need to be involved in the IWA to promote flood resilience. 
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East and West Nishnabotna Watersheds 

East and West Nishnabotna Key Informant Interviews Summary 
The CEA conducted three interviews related to the East and West Nishnabotna watersheds with 
key informants, but because the WMA were still in the formation stage, it was not clear who 
would continue to be involved in the process.  Therefore, the CEA, in communication with the 
IFC staff decided to postpone further interviews until commitment to the watershed by 
particular individuals was clarified.  

East and West Nishnabotna Documented Meetings 
 

Meeting 1a: Iowa Watershed Approach East Nishnabotna River Kickoff Meeting 
Date: June 1, 2016 

Location: United Faith Community Center, Sidney 

Attendance: 17 people, approximately 10 were from the East Nishnabotna community 

Meeting Goals: The meeting was promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce interested 
parties in the watershed to the IWA project. 

Activities: The meeting was promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce the IWA project 
to interested parties in the watershed. Kick-off meetings in each watershed will bring together 
local landowners, partners, and other interested parties to learn more about the IWA project 
and the specific details relevant to their communities. There were opportunities for questions 
during the meeting. 

Discussion: The question and answer sessions covered the following topics:  collaboration with 
existing monitoring efforts (Army Corps of Engineers), criteria for WMA membership and 
inclusion, studies on the Missouri River, risks to the City of Hamburg, funding available for 
practices and other grant related costs, qualifying areas, scale of practices, and “flood first.” 

Next Steps: Define a contract administrator, WMA formation, begin identifying potential leaders 
for the efforts. Additionally, on June 1, 2016 members of the University of Iowa team 
participated in a watershed tour of the Nishnabotna watersheds facilitated by John Thomas 
from the Golden Hills RC&D/Hungry Canyon Alliance. 

Meeting 1b: Iowa Watershed Approach West Nishnabotna River Kickoff Meeting 

Date: June 2, 2016 

Location: Glenwood Resource Center, Glenwood 

Attendance: 17 people, approximately 11 were from the West Nishnabotna community 

Meeting Goals: The meeting was promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce interested 
parties in the watershed to the IWA project. 

Activities: The meeting was promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce the IWA project 
to interested parties in the watershed. Kick-off meetings in each watershed will bring together 
local landowners, partners, and other interested parties to learn more about the IWA project 



64 
 

and the specific details relevant to their communities. There were opportunities for questions 
during the meeting. 

Discussion: The question and answer sessions covered the following topics: how funding from 
HUD differs from more typical funding sources, strategies and concerns related to landowner 
engagement, watershed size and scale, selection of sub-watersheds for practices, cost sharing 
process, participation from out of state landowners, and water sensors (USGS, IDNR, UI). 

Next Steps: This meeting was followed immediately by a meeting focused on WMA 
development for the West Nishnabotna Watershed. 

Meeting 2: East and West Nishnabotna Joint WMA Formation Meeting 
Date: September 14, 2016 

Location: Oakland Community Center, Oakland, IA  

Attendance: ~45 people in room  

Meeting Goals: Overview of IWA project and discussion of WMA formation in the East and West 
Nishnabotna watersheds 

Activities:   

• Michelle Franks (Golden Hills RC&D) opened meeting and explained that meeting was to 
discuss the planned development of the East and West Nishnabotna WMAs in part 
because of HUD money available through the IWA.   

• Larry Weber (IFC) provided an overview of the IWA saying it would have an impact 
directly on approximately 5 eligible HUC 12 subwatersheds within the two East and 
West Nishnabotna watersheds.  He explained briefly the roles of the ISU and IFC 
partners, described the funded project coordinator position (which will be shared by the 
two watersheds), and introduced the idea of the WMA formation as one step in the 
process of accessing IWA funds.   

• Kyle Ament (IDNR)  provided a thorough description of the purposes for and process of 
forming a WMA.  He also provided a timeline of the formation process.  

Discussion: There were quite a few questions and comments that arose at this meeting.  

• What was the impetus for others to start WMAs without this kind of funding?  Weber 
replied that the state already has 16 existing WMAs.  Once they are formed they can 
plan together and seek funding together to solve watershed problems. 

• Is this program addressing climate change?  Weber said that both ISU and IFC address 
hydrologic, weather, and soil conditions.  There have been more high intensity rainfall 
events in the last years, including in their area, Thanksgiving and Christmas rains. 

• How do you get people to put a wetland on their land knowing it takes land out of 
production?  Weber said that landowners must integrate the wetlands into their 
practices knowing that it cannot be returned to production.  There are other options 
than wetlands that will be eligible too. 

• Questions regarding 28e process.  If a city joins later, do you have to refile?  Yes, but it is 
not a complicated process.  What went wrong in the WMA that did not continue?  They 
needed strong leadership in a difficult area.  The effort was not as locally led as some of 
the others.  Allen Bonini (IDNR) pointed out that some communities belong to multiple 
WMAs because they find them to be beneficial.  Who are the members of the WMA? Are 
they only the groups within the IWA eligible areas?  Must invite all SWCDs, counties, 
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municipalities and lake districts, but they do not all have to be members.  All entities 
within the watershed should be invited, not just those in eligible areas.  The watershed 
plan will cover the whole watershed, not just the IWA eligible areas.  Are there other 
funds available (since no tax authority)? Do other states have WMAs? Weber said that 
some states do have taxation authority (Minnesota) but Iowa WMAs must seek other 
funding.  Can Golden Hills help in formation process even though they cannot be a 
member entity?  Yes!  Absolutely. 

• How were eligible areas chosen? Why are there straight lines in a watershed? Weber 
said they were those that had demonstrated unmet infrastructure or environmental 
needs who had been covered by a national disaster area declaration.  It was done via 
census block, thus the straight lines.  Upper end of watershed seems to be left out of 
eligible areas?  How can this solve the problems?  There will be impact if practices are 
downstream too and the upper area will be included in the plan for future funding. 

• What are the eligible practices and how administered? Weber said there will be open 
voluntary enrollment after the hydrologic assessment is complete.  [Provided list of 
eligible practices.]  He  explained that the project cannot incentivize practices such as 
switching to fall application, cover crops, etc., although the watershed plan can 
recommend those practices as well.  There are 20 year maintenance agreements for 
funded practices with NRCS enforcement.  John Thomas (Golden Hills RC&D) added that 
bank stabilization is also one of the acceptable practices that may be relevant in the 
Nishnabotna watersheds. 

• Are you also monitoring water quality? Yes.  We will be doing water quality, quantity, 
and soil monitoring in the watershed. 

Next Steps:  

Work on establishing 28e agreements in East and West Nishnabotnas.  Go through 
mechanics for inviting entities to be part of WMA formation.  Next meeting of 
this group scheduled for December 14, 2016. 

 
Meeting 3: East and West Nishnabotna joint WMA information meeting 
Date: December 14, 2016 

Location: Oakland Community Center, Oakland, IA  

Attendance: ~56 people in the room 

Meeting Goals:  

Activities:  

• Welcome by Michelle Franks (Golden Hills RC&D)  They will be a supporting organization 
for the WMA formation process and planning. 

• IFC: Larry Weber (IFC) said project contracting is nearly finished. They will be putting in 
monitors and doing hydrologic assessment during 2017.  Identify sites for project 
implementation 2018-20. 
Nate Young (IFC)  did a presentation on the increased frequency of flooding/heavy 
rainfall events – frequency, not intensity increasing.  Not attributing it to anything – just 
the fact is happening.  Construction areas for IWA are limited by criteria for grant, but 
planning is for entire E and W Nishnabotna watersheds.  They have started modeling for 
the watershed.  Will also be looking at water quality.  Although this is a “flood first” 
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project, the practices will also have a nutrient reduction impact. They will be doing 
mapping of existing BMPs and then using tools to look at most promising additional 
practices to suggest they put in place.  
Breanna Shea (IFC) said the IWA website is up and has all materials, powerpoints, 
calendars.  She announced IWA advisory board meeting to occur on 1/26/17 in Iowa 
City—1-2 representatives should plan to attend. 

• ISU: John Lawrence (ISU-IWC) gave a presentation about ISU’s role “making the wheel 
rounder” by providing more information with regard to conservation and nutrient 
planning. They will help with education of coordinator on structural practices related to 
better water quality and less soil erosion.  He talked about the Daily Erosion Project. 

• IDNR: Kyle Ament (IDNR) provided an update on WMA formation status.  They have sent 
out information to entities to provide feedback on 28e agreement by February 1, 2017 
for both East and West Nishnabotna watersheds. All cities, counties, and SWCDs will 
receive invitations.  People can get more information from Ament or from Franks, who 
are willing to attend councils or supervisor meetings to help people understand the 
process if people are interested.  They will try to hire project coordinator as soon as 
possible after formation. 

Discussion: Questions and discussion were primarily about logistics of IWA including request for 
printed versions of existing BMPs -- Shea can send to them;  possibility of funding for 
“vegetation projects” –things like prairie strips, saturated buffers, etc. are available; deliverables 
for non-funded areas? Modeling of runoff and identification of areas for future implementation 
with other grants.  

Next Steps: Invitations to go out soon.  File papers for 28e.  Next meeting 3/29/17 in Oakland 
unless anyone has alternate location suggestion. 

Meeting 4: East and West Nish WMA formation meeting  
Date: March 29, 2017 

Location: Oakland Community Center, Oakland, IA  

Attendance: ~73 people in the room 

Activities:  

• East and West Nishnabotna WMA formation updates 
There was some discussion of the 28e agreement which has been drafted and is ready 
for entities to sign and submit.  Cara Morgan (Golden Hills RC&D) said that there are 46 
potential partners in the West Nishnabotna and 38 in the East.  They already have three 
signees from the East and four from the West, so they already can form the WMAs.  
There were questions about making changes later to which Kyle Ament (IDNR) 
responded that you can always amend the agreement later.  There were also questions 
about the word “authority.” Several people contributed that the legal language is 
“authority” but that some have called their WMAs “coalition” because the WMA 
actually does not have “authority to do anything such as tax or declare eminent domain, 
but rather is an entity for working together and seeking funding to address issues at the 
watershed scale. 
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• Project coordinator updates – Ament is working with SWIPCO, MAPA, and the lead 
counties to draft and RFP for the project coordinator position.  Another meeting about 
that will be held in April. 

• IWA  
o IFC 

Larry Weber (IFC) provided information about the ways that the IFC will help with 
the WMA in the next few years.  Nate Young (IFC) provided a more detailed look at 
the hydrologic network that will be set up to gather data.  The IFC is seeking 
interest from landowners who might be willing to host a sensor on their land. 

o IDNR  
Kyle Ament (IDNR) talked about the planning process that will be ahead for the 
WMA.  He encouraged them to be thinking about what they want to include in 
their plan. 

o MAPA/SWIPCO – John McCurdy from SWIPCO said their role is to work with IEDA 
to make sure that the WMA follows all the rules for the IWA. MAPA has entered 
into an agreement with Mills County for administrative purposes. 

o HSEMD – Jim Warwadel (HSEMD) shared a presentation about hazard mitigation 
planning and said it was good for hazard planners to work with watershed 
planners. HSEMD is an IWA partner and can support WMA work. 

o Advisory Board –Morgan said that she and John Thomas (Golden Hills RC&D) had 
attended the IWA Advisory meeting and that it was beneficial, noting that Felicia 
Campbell (IDALS) will be able to support the project coordinator and that there are 
a lot of lessons learned from the HUD  1 project that will help them. 

Discussion: 

• IWA: Someone asked about the map of existing BMPS they have seen and how it will 
keep up with changes. Weber answered that this work is being done by the DNR and 
that it will be difficult to keep up, but with an active partnership they can be informed of 
relevant changes.  Another question came up about ongoing change in storage capacity 
of existing ponds do to silt, etc. and whether the models can keep with that.  Weber said 
that much of that doesn’t make much difference (at the individual pond level) to the 
model, but the better information they have, the better they can provide.  Someone 
else volunteered that they knew the Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) had recently 
done a study in Hamburg.  (Tom Oswald (HSEMD) volunteered that he knew the USACE 
had planned to come to this meeting. Another question arose about whether they will 
identify tile drainage outlets.  Weber explained that in a large scale model they include 
three sources of water; water that runs off the land, subsurface water, and deeper 
water.  He also said they know where it is intensively tiled and will include that in the 
model as necessary.  Weber also answered a question concerning the potential for 
recreational use of BMPs for fishing, bird watching, hunting, etc. on private land.  He 
said only a few have been installed on public land. 

• Other: There was a request that minutes be posted online.  Someone asked if there was 
concern about HUD funding disappearing to which Jeff Geerts (IEDA) said that they have 
a signed contract for the funding.  They do need to stay on schedule for spending the 
money, so that they are spent by the end of the project. Someone asked whether the 
coordinator position is paid for by the IWA?  Weber answered yes. Another person 
asked whether they can change the eligible areas if they find out that they can’t gain as 
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much benefit by putting in practices in the eligible areas that are primarily downstream?  
Geerts answered that they will be talking with HUD shortly about any possible flexibility 
in eligible work areas. A follow-up question was what if they find out that the best area 
to install practices is far north, out of the eligible area completely.  Weber said that it 
will be good to have that information to show other potential funding programs. 

 

Someone asked whether the coordinator position is paid for by the IWA?  Weber 
answered yes. There were also questions about the oversight of the coordinator (not 
decided yet) and the possibility of going back to the proposal where two coordinators 
were proposed.  Weber explained that it went back to one when the overall funding 
level dropped, but that there is flexibility to add another coordinator by using 
construction funding.  They also asked if the coordinator could be actually a third party 
agency. Weber said an RC&D did coordination in HUD1 and Geerts said the Middle 
Cedar Coordinator is supervised by the COG in the area.  Weber added that the model of 
hiring an agency may be a good one because then you can tap on different skill sets 
available through the agency. 

Next steps: Complete RFP for coordinator.  Complete submission of 28e.  Next meeting to be 
held June 14, 2017 at 9:00 AM in Oakland. 

Meeting 5: East and West Nishnabotna – separate and combined WMA meetings 
Date: June 14, 2017 

Location: Oakland Community Center, Oakland, IA  

Attendance: ~50 people in the room – some coming and going because of separate meetings for 
East and West 

Activities:   

• East Nishnabotna Meeting 
o Election of officers:  Chairperson - Scott Belt (Pottawattamie County), Vice-Chair 

- Sheryl Sanders (Fremont County SWCD), Secretary - Jim Davey (Shenandoah), 
Randy Hickey (Fremont County) (no other nominations received for any offices. 

o Need for planning committee – solicited members and sheet circulated to ask 
people to join committees 

• West Nishnabotna Meeting 
o Election of officers:  Chairperson - Scott Belt (Pottawattamie County), Vice Chair 

– Paul Hathaway (Mills SWCD), Secretary - Mike Baragary (Oakland),  Treasurer - 
Richard Crouch (Mills County)  

o Need for planning committee – solicited members and sheet circulated to ask 
people to join committees 

• IDNR 
o  Kyle Ament (IDNR) said it was exciting that both WMAs are formed and have 

elected officers and accepted bylaws.  The next step will be to hire project 
coordinator.  

• IWA 
o Larry Weber (IFC) gave update from IFC saying they are working on the full 

hydrologic report that will be ready at the end of the calendar year.  He showed 
some maps of runoff potential in the area.  He said that Calvin Wolter (IDNR) 



69 
 

will soon be completing BMP mapping and explained the Agricultural 
Conservation Planning Framework (ACPF) saying that it helps identify potential 
effective practices.  He said landowners in the area are doing a great job with 
grassed waterways, but maybe now could branch out into other practices such 
as wetlands, buffers, etc.  He said they will be placing new gauges that provide 
them with lots of great information on soil and ground conditions, in droughts 
as well as floods.  They’d like to put hydrologic sensors in each county in the 
watersheds.  Easy maintenance for landowners who host them.  Data available 
to everyone online.  “coolest rain gauge in the country”.  He  gave a brief update 
of the timeline saying that there will be no building until 2018 – planning is very 
important – and then wrap it all up by 9/30/2018. 

• Daily Erosion Project 
o Rick Cruse and Hannah Bates (ISU-IWC) gave a presentation about the IWC and 

the Daily Erosion Project (DEP).  The DEP estimates soil erosion per day across 
Iowa.  They work at the HUC 12 level.    Showed maps with estimates of soil 
erosion.  They said keeping water in the soil not only helps with crop 
productivity, but also keeps soil and water flow from going down the stream.  
They have a brief tour of their website dailyerosion.org   Bates also said that the 
IWC wants all the WMAs to come together to connect as a network, seek 
funding opportunities, and to help keep efforts going at the local level.   

• HSEMD 
o Jim Marwedel (HSEMD) said that people who are involved with local mitigation 

plans will get involved in making sure that their watershed plan addresses 
flooding in their city.  They should make sure that the plans refer to each other 
and then they will be eligible for additional mitigation dollars. 

Next steps: Next Meeting September 20, 2017.  Project coordinator hiring in process. September 
12, 2017 IWA Advisory Board Meeting. 

East and West Nishnabotna Attendance Analysis 
At quarterly WMA meetings for all IWA watersheds, attendees were asked to sign an 
attendance log and provide their affiliation.  Attendance data in this report are therefore limited 
to those who signed the log. All affiliations were coded into the categories listed below in Figure 
3 and in the note concerning the “Other” Category.  Counties, municipalities, and SWCD 
representatives are the member entities for the WMA.  Those listed as affiliated with a county 
include not only the official county representative to the WMA, but also anyone who listed the 
county as their affiliation.  The total shown below may include representatives of the Board of 
Supervisors, County Engineers, Emergency Management Staff, etc.  The same is true for 
municipalities such that the total may include the mayor, city administrative staff, storm water 
management staff, etc.  Counties and municipalities who had representation at one or more 
meetings are listed below in the note. Total attendance does not include representatives of IWA 
partner groups.  

Figure 3 reports attendance at the five quarterly meetings that occurred from June 2016 
through August 1, 2017.  A total of 116 people attended one or more meetings of the East 
and/or West Nishnabotna WMA meetings. In addition, 20 representatives of IWA partner 
groups attended one or more meetings (not included in Figure 3). Citizen attendance was 
highest at the June 2017 meeting.  Attendance by county representation was strong across 
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meetings.   Attendance by municipality and SWCD representatives increased slightly after the 
first two meetings and remained strong.  

Figure 3. 

Year 1 WMA Meeting Attendance: East and West Nishnabotna WMAs 

 

NOTE: 
Other category includes the following affiliations: Commodity groups, COGs or other 

regional planning groups, ISGS, RC&D staff, state elected officials, media,  
nature/conservation groups, NRCS, and federal government agencies. 

Counties: Audubon, Carroll, Cass, Fremont, Mills, Montgomery, Page, Pottawattamie  
Municipalities: Anita, Coburg, Elliot, Essex, Griswold, Hancock, Henderson, Manning, 

Oakland, Shenandoah, Treynor, Walnut  
SWCDs: Carroll, Cass, Fremont, Mills, Montgomery, Page, Pottawattamie 

 

East and West Nishnabotna Surveys 
 

East and West Nishnabotna Kickoff Surveys 
 

East Nishnabotna 

Attendees of the Iowa Watershed Approach Kickoff Meeting at the East Nishnabotna Watershed 
on June 1, 2016 were asked to complete a survey at the close of the meeting.  A brief summary 
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of the survey findings follows here. The complete survey results can be found in Appendix H.  
Respondents were invited to use the survey to ask questions and the CEA provided a list of their 
questions to IWA staff.  IWA staff provided answers to these questions at the next East 
Nishnabotna Watershed Management Authority informational meeting and were added to a list 
of Frequently Asked Questions for all watersheds. 

Ten people completed the survey of approximately 17 people who attended the meeting.  In 
this case, some of the people who completed the survey may have been IWA partners.  The 
attendance list showed that four of the attendees were affiliated with Fremont County, as 
supervisors, emergency management personnel, or SWCD representatives. When asked what 
about the IWA was of interest to them, the responses were split amongst those who were 
interested in flood reduction potential (5) and community engagement (5). Of those who named 
community engagement, most identified their interest as being at least partially work-related 
naming their home organizations as planning councils, hazard mitigation personnel, emergency 
management, and the USGS.  Three also said they were interested in the potential for improved 
water quality. 

When asked what they thought the impact of the project would be on their community, of the 
seven people who responded, responses were varied with respondents saying the IWA would: 
promote public interest and engagement in the watershed (3), provide flood mitigation (2), and 
individuals saying it would provide technical assistance, help in achieving project goals, and 
protect the land. 

Half of the respondents (5 of 10) suggested other groups that should take part in the East 
Nishnabotna IWA each providing a different idea:  drainage districts, Corps of Engineers, 
mayors, city council members, and private firms “to help get the work done.”     

When asked to rate their interest in becoming involved in the IWA in the East Nishnabotna 
watershed on a scale of 1 to 10 where 10 indicated strong interest, no respondent rated their 
interest as less than a 7 on the 10-point scale. The mean rating was quite high (Mean =8.9) with 
little variation (SD=1.29). 

West Nishnabotna 

Attendees of the Iowa Watershed Approach Kickoff Meeting at the West Nishnabotna 
watershed on June 2, 2016 were asked to complete a survey at the close of the meeting.  A brief 
summary of the survey findings follows here. The complete survey results can be found in 
Appendix I.  Respondents were invited to use the survey to ask questions and the CEA provided 
a list of their questions to IWA staff.  IWA staff provided answers to these questions at the next 
West Nishnabotna Watershed Management Authority informational meeting and were added to 
a list of Frequently Asked Questions for all watersheds. 

Of the approximately 11 people who attended the meeting, 7 people completed the survey. 
Mills County had a representative at the meeting, but no municipalities or SECDs 
representatives signed in to the meeting (see attendance report for West Nishnabotna).  

When asked what about the IWA was of interest to them, the most common responses (3) 
expressed interest in consultation for the watershed, in particular for watershed planning and 
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risk identification.  Three respondents also said they were interested in the potential outcomes 
of the project including increased resilience and some other measurable impacts. 

When asked what they thought the impact of the project would be on their community, there 
were quite a few responses given by only one or two people including: consultation (2), flood 
mitigation (2), conservation practices, mitigation for bridge endangerment, and help with other 
future problems.  

Respondents were asked to provide suggestions for other people that they thought should be 
involved in the IWA.  The five people who responded to this item had many suggestions of 
groups that should be involved: NRCS (3), SWCD (2), landowners (2), county engineers, councils 
of government, flood plain managers, IDALS, and farm managers. 

When asked to rate their interest in becoming involved in the IWA in the West Nishnabotna 
watershed on a scale of 1 to 10 where 10 indicated strong interest, none of the 7 respondents 
rated their interest as lower than 6 on the 10-point scale. The mean rating of 8.57 was high, with 
6 respondents rating their interest as 8 or higher. 

East and West Nishnabotna Formation Survey 
All attendees at the late winter East and West Nishnabotna Watershed Management Authority 
(WMA) Formation meeting on March 29, 2017 in Oakland, IA were asked to complete a survey 
at the close of the meeting. A brief summary of the survey findings follows here. The complete 
survey results can be found in Appendix S.  

Of the 56 attendees, 32 were first time attendees.  Twenty-one people completed the survey for 
a response rate of 38%.   

On a series of scaled item regarding the WMA formation process, respondents indicated that 
the formation meetings were providing a good base for a successful watershed partnership, and 
that forming the WMA will help them find ways to mitigate flood damage and improve water 
quality in the watershed.   Their responses to whether or not the group had the necessary 
resources and leadership to form the watershed were also positive, but to a lesser degree. 

Respondents were asked what the most positive aspects of the WMA formation work had been 
to date.  The most common responses were the information dissemination that was part of the 
meetings which was raising awareness, and building new collaborations and partnerships. 

When asked about potential challenges to the work of the WMA, several people mentioned 
sufficient funding, with one person saying the challenge was, “How to fund implementation 
large enough to make a difference.”  A few people said the challenge would be to get enough 
landowners involved, with one specifically saying, “Fighting against conservative landowners.”  
Others said providing education to landowners would be a hurdle for them. 

There was no consensus on the resources that the group needs to be successful, other than two 
people reiterating the need for consistent funds.    There was also little consensus on what other 
groups of people are necessary for the WMA work.  Three people specifically praised the 
diversity of the formation group as it is. Two people said that it would be good if some other 
government agencies were involved, with one naming the Army Corps of Engineers. 



73 
 

Respondents were asked to reflect on the rate of progress being made toward forming their 
WMA on a 7-point scale, where 7 was “too fast”, 1 was “too slow”, and 4 was “just right”.  The 
mean response was 3.88, very near the “just right” point on the scale with just a few more 
people indicating it was somewhat slow. 

The respondents were also given the opportunity to comment on anything they wanted and 
these were the comments given by individual respondents: 

• “Move faster” by getting project coordinator on board. 
• “Dealing with farmers is going to be a challenge.” 
• Make the meetings more effective by providing handouts and having a better sound 
system. 
• Get out “more press and public service announcements” about the WMA 
• Include in the allowable practices the “perennial ground cover option” 
 

Middle Cedar River Watershed 

Middle Cedar River Key Informant Interviews Summary 
 
The following is a summary of information gathered from four interviews with stakeholders 
involved in water management in the Middle Cedar watershed in the past and who are currently 
involved with the Middle Cedar Watershed Management Authority. All interviews were 
conducted via telephone by Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) staff members 
between November 2016 and April 2017. The interviewees were selected by Iowa Watershed 
Approach (IWA) staff and by the CEA because of their particular interests and expertise in the 
Middle Cedar watershed.  
 
Interviewees included: staff members from the Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD), the 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), East Central Iowa Council of Governments 
(ECICOG), and Hawkeye Area Community Action Program, and a Supervisor from a County Board 
of Supervisors.  Interviewees were given the opportunity to review a summary of their 
interviews and provide clarification or edit as they wished. Only information included in the 
summaries was used to create this composite report.   
 
To maintain the limited anonymity promised to interviewees as required by the University of 
Iowa IRB, pseudonyms are used for all interviewees. The pseudonyms used do not necessarily 
represent the gender presentation of interviewees.  
 
A description of the complete methodology for conducting key informant interviews is attached 
to this report as Appendix E.  

Demographics 
“Harold” has been a SWCD commissioner in Black Hawk County for more than 10 years.  He 
worked with another WMA previously addressing similar issues to those the current project 
seeks to address.  He is a geologist and farm manager and lives in the Middle Cedar watershed 
area.  He has not experienced flooding on his own land, but his employer has. 
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“Barry” is serving his third year as a County Supervisor for Benton County.  He is a farmer, which 
has an impact on his interest in water quality.  While Barry’s land has not been affected by 
flooding, he has seen flooding in the watershed. Barry is the current chair of the WMA. 
 
“Nora” works for the East Central Iowa Council of Governments as their Solid Waste & 
Environmental Services Director.  She has worked on the formation of other WMA, and has used 
that knowledge to help with the development for this project.  She does not own land that has 
experienced substantive flooding.  Nora’s comments are reflective of what she has heard as part 
of the watershed group, and she did not report her own thoughts.  
 
”Diana” is a River Basin Coordinator for the IDNR.  She has worked with other watershed groups 
in Iowa on watershed planning and will work with several of the IWA watersheds to provide 
technical support to watershed groups.  Diana’s comments are applied to many of the 
watershed’s in general, but also provided some specific thoughts about unique to the Middle 
Cedar watershed.  
 
“Oscar” is an administrator for Hawkeye Area Community Action Program (HACAP). HACAP is 
part of the emergency response system and provides disaster-related services and specifically 
intervenes in low-income areas in Linn and Benton counties. Oscar has not experienced personal 
flood damage, but used his knowledge of the 2008 flooding to inform his responses. 
 
Water Quantity Concerns in the Watershed 
First, when asked about flooding concerns, key informants provided specific concerns 
throughout the watershed area. 
 
Harold pinpointed that the flow of the river and streams are of concern.  He described that 
water quickly rises in the Middle Cedar and that there are problems with drainage.  He said that 
smaller streams are not able to drain and cause flooding in the low land areas.  As a result of 
these drainage concerns, upstream events create flooding in Cedar Falls and Waterloo.  
 
Barry framed his response in thinking about the people living in the Benton County area. He 
reported being concerned about damage to property.  He said that flooding seems to be coming 
more frequently. 
 
Diana said that she has concerns about the size of the watershed area and the flooding 
experienced there, specifically the incidence of flash flooding.  She described the Middle Cedar 
watershed area as “large,” with a combination of rural and urban areas.  Because of its size and 
rural/urban areas, she expressed concern that project expectations may not be realistic and as a 
result the ability of the project to “solve” Cedar Rapids flooding issues need to be “tempered”. 
 
Oscar described being concerned about flooding that impacts low-income communities in Linn 
and Benton counties. He said that in his role with HACAP, the organization is especially 
concerned about their ability to assist community members during flooding events. 
 
The key informants each expanded on their discussion related to flooding, lessons learned, and 
special considerations.   
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Harold tied current work within the watershed to historical flooding events.  He said that 
flooding in 1993, 1997, and 2008 affected the areas and “brought home some of the 
consequences”.  As a result, practices in the area to address flooding problems have changed 
including turning lowland areas into green spaces. 
 
Barry also said that the flooding of 2008 affected work to improve flooding efforts.  For 
example, he said that Vinton has bought out residential properties to create green spaces.  He 
pointed out that more recent flooding (2016) occurred on mostly agriculture land resulting in 
less damage to structures.  
 
Diana said that the Middle Cedar watershed area has a lot of agriculture land, with some of the 
“highest corn suitability ratings in the entire state.”  She said this should be considered in 
watershed work, as local agriculture drives behaviors in the watershed and policy.  
 
Oscar said that HACAP has already taken steps to help community members during flooding 
events. He specified that they work with Linn Area Partners Active in Disaster (LAP-AID) to 
provide assistance and develop case plans when low-income households are affected.  
 
Finally, two of the key informants talked about their perceptions of the watershed areas need 
for education, communication, and community involvement related to flooding. Harold said that 
community involvement is key in order to address water quality issues. However, some 
community members tend to see flooding as a “government issue” asking “What is the 
government going to do about it” rather than, “How can I be involved in resolving some of these 
concerns?” He pointed to the need to educate the community about flood mitigation efforts as 
a preventative approach rather than waiting for a flooding event to occur before acting. Harold 
added that mitigation plans need to be communicated with the entire community, and not just 
following or in response to a flooding event.  He continued by saying that there tends to be a 
spectrum of concern for flooding from those who say, “My basement floods – what are you 
going to do about it?” to those who consider the need to think about other ways to address 
flooding problems. He also said that the further people are from the actual flooding, the less 
they seem to be concerned about it. 
 
Oscar similarly identified that the level of concern about flooding depends on how affected they 
are by flooding events. He also pointed out that there is a range of reactions by people living in a 
flood risk area from not wanting to leave, to people wanting to participate in the buy-out 
program, saying that some of their interest depends on where in the flood-impacted area, 
residents are located. He said that the residential area near the Cedar River in Cedar Rapids is 
divided into two districts that he referred to as “NewBo and the ‘NotBo’.” The NotBo area, 
located on the west side of the river, houses locally-owned businesses and a cluster of low-
income housing. According to Oscar, Linn County flood mitigation efforts have primarily 
occurred in NewBo causing concerns among the residents of the NotBo district that efforts to 
save NewBo negatively impact them, and that NotBo does not get as much attention. He added, 
“It’s a pretty heated political issue.” He described the people affected by flooding events to be 
“very publicly angry” because their district has not received flood mitigation assistance.   
 
Diana similarly said that it is key to be cognizant of how communication about flood mitigation is 
packaged. She expressed that messaging should include win-win opportunities that successfully 
convey the message that flood mitigation practices can protect both community residents and 
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agricultural stakeholders. She said that education will be a key component in the communities. 
She said that all community members y need to know more about flood risk and what can be 
done to combat these risks. 
 
When asked about the impact of flooding on Low to Moderate Income (LMI) residents, two of 
the five Middle Cedar key informants had extensive knowledge about the impact of flooding on 
LMI populations. Oscar described HACAP’s frequent work with LMI population in Linn and 
Benton counties and their needs for flood mitigation assistance. He said that there are low-
income households who live in areas where flood mitigation efforts have not been made, and 
this is a point of contention for residents. 
 
Harold attributed the project’s focus on LMI population to the history of flooding in Benton and 
Tama counties. Nora reported she had limited knowledge of LMI impact and Diana said that she 
was not familiar with the exact location of LMI in all the watersheds in which she works. 
However, Barry said that LMI populations in Benton County and Cedar Rapids are less affected 
by flooding than they were during the 2008 flood. .  
 
When asked about their knowledge of FEMA hazard mitigation plans, key informants for the 
most part were not deeply familiar with the plans. Harold said this is because cities and counties 
are the ones who work directly with FEMA. Similarly, Nora reported that she does not work 
directly with FEMA. Diana said that currently FEMA plans (speaking in general, not specifically 
about the Middle Cedar) are “very cookie cutter” and do not take a “watershed management 
approach.”   
 
Water Quality Concerns in the Watershed 
Middle Cedar watershed key informants each highlighted water quality concerns that ranged 
from broad to specific. Barry said that in general there are concerns about overall water quality. 
He described feeling personal motivation to avoid “impairing waters.” 
 
More specifically, Diana said that nitrates are of concern and that this is a true across all 
watersheds. She pointed out that Cedar Rapids draws its drinking water from “shallow alluvial 
wells” along the Cedar River that influence water quality.  
 
Harold said that there are multiple water quality issues in the watershed area. He identified that 
there are communities (such as Cedar Rapids) that are developing source water protection plans 
to address water quality concerns. These concerns also extend to well sources. He also 
identified that, beyond water protection plans, there are additional current efforts to improve 
water quality through other programs and farming interventions. He said that the Farm Services 
Bureau, and the Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) have done a good job of 
informing the public about the goal to reduce nitrates and phosphates by 45%. Diana agreed 
that there is a lot of work being done around water quality in the watershed area with 
collaborative partners. 
 
Barry identified that farmers are concerned about water quality and that he knew of three 
ongoing efforts to improve water quality: 1) planting cover crops, 2) installation of headlands, 
and 3) better tillage practices (strip-till or minimum till). Farmers can incorporate these practices 
into their land management strategies to help improve water quality. Barry said that most of the 
local producers’ information about water quality comes from watershed meetings, and that 
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farmers have taken a special interest in this information. Farming practices to promote better 
water quality are disseminated at these meetings and encourage implementation of best 
practices. Harold said that it can sometimes be difficult for farmers to address water quality 
issues due to the economics of farming. Specifically, implementing best practices, like cover 
crops, might not be possible due to the cost. He suggested offering funding to address financial 
concerns.  
 
Harold provided some additional information about getting community members involved in 
water quality efforts. He said that both the Cedar Falls Utilities and SWCD do a good job of 
providing opportunities to get involved. Workshops are also excellent places to engage with 
farmers and provides them with information about nitrate reduction practices.  
 
Collaborations in the Watershed 
The key informants agreed that there are many successful collaborations in place in the Middle 
Cedar watershed.  [Nora did not specifically address collaborations in the Middle Cedar.]  Barry 
said that community members tend to work together when a major event occurs, and that 
social service oriented groups take part in collaborative efforts (however, he did not specify the 
name of groups).  
 
Harold said that it is important to keep in mind that the Middle Cedar WMA is newly-formed, so 
collaborative efforts are just beginning. He mentioned that the Middle Cedar watershed had 
recently hired a coordinator and he said hopes that having this person in place would improve 
communication efforts. Diana, similarly, thought that having a designated staff person will help 
with partnerships. Groups with existing strong collaborations mentioned by one or more key 
informant included: 

• Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship 
• Iowa Soybean Association 
• Corn Growers 
• The Nature Conservancy 
• Counties 
• Municipalities 
• SWCD
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When asked about who should be included in collaborative efforts, Diana pointed out that 
landowners are a key group needing to be engaged. She said, “Nothing can happen without the 
involvement of landowners."  
 
Oscar commented that when facing a flooding event, collaborative efforts have worked well. He 
said that the municipal teams have take the lead on the efforts, and that other organizations 
and groups work well to address the needs that arise. He said the Cedar Rapids’ disaster 
response team plays an active role in responding to disaster events and is “a very well-oiled 
machine.” He provided another example of a collaborative effort that took place during the last 
flooding event.  He said that the human services provider that does case management for the 
residents of LMI housing, Geneva Towers, coordinated in advance and successfully evacuated 
the residents to another center.  
 
When asked about who needs to be involved in watershed collaborations, Barry said that when 
operating in small towns, people tend to “just roll up their sleeves and go to work” suggesting 
community members as collaborators. Harold presented other specific ideas, suggesting that 
elected officials, agriculture community, and urban developers needed to be included. He said 
that urban planners are able to incorporate economic perspectives in community development 
and they are able to consider future issues regarding flooding and water quality issues.  
 
Communication and Information Needs in the Watershed 
The Middle Cedar watershed key informants each had differing thoughts about the 
communication and information efforts occurring in the area. Nora used the example of the 
2016 Cedar Rapids flooding event and the communication that occurred in response. She said 
that communication to the public was great, specifically that the Iowa Flood Center’s (IFC) Iowa 
Flood Information Site (IFIS) was useful. She said that the information provided, including areas 
in which flooding was likely to occur, was helpful and encouraged people to take warnings 
seriously.  
 
Similarly, Barry used the 2016 flooding events to frame his response, but did not specify the 
location. He provided specific examples where information came from including newspapers 
(online and print) and the county website. He also said that there were planning meetings 
where education and coordination efforts occurred.  
 
Harold provided a different perspective on communication in the watershed area and said that 
people first consider the trustworthiness of the information being communicated to them by 
looking at the source of the information. He went on to say that the information being 
communicated needs to move beyond the aesthetics of water quality and say “this is a very real 
concern.” He had specific ideas as to who should be communicating information related to 
flooding and water quality. These include organizations such as Practical farmers, Iowa State 
Extension, and farmers who can effectively communicate best practices with others. 
 
Oscar said that, in his experience, the municipality takes the lead on communication during a 
flooding event, including the risks and plans to serve those at risk for flood damage. He also 
identified that while the municipality does a good job and that many trust them as a source of 
information, there are those who are unhappy with the decisions the city makes in terms of 
flood mitigation. He also talked about Cedar Rapids Mayor Ron Corbett has provided a venue for 
Linn County residents to express their flooding concerns by hosting public discussions, starting 
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in 2008. These events are attended by citizens and business owners in Linn County and are 
widely covered by the media. He described citizens and business owners in Linn County as “very 
active” in discussions about floods.  Finn added that the in addition to holding the open 
discussions, Mayor Corbett also “works hard to see what federal resources are available.” 
 
Finally, while Diana did not talk about communication and information in the Middle Cedar 
watershed specifically, she suggested that trusted sources of information include the technical 
service or crop consultants, the Farm Bureau, Iowa State Extension, IDNR, and Iowa Soybean 
Association. She also said the Cedar Rapids Gazette and Des Moines Register provide a lot of 
information about water quality, but in particular wasn’t sure how trusted the Register is. In 
terms of current flood information, she said most people rely on mainstream media and that 
during the August-September 2016 heavy rain events in the Middle Cedar the media made good 
use of the IFIS website. 
 
The WMAs  
The key informants were asked to talk about their WMA as an organization. Two of the key 
informants described what they see as the goals of the Middle Cedar WMA. Harold described 
the goal as looking at practices to put into place to address water quality, water quantity, and 
soil health issues. Barry said that the WMA goals are flood mitigation and water quality 
improvement. 
 
Three of the key informants identified strengths of the WMA and the area. Both Barry and 
Harold pointed to stakeholder involvement as being a benefit WMA work. Harold said that 
having HUD money and IFC are assets, and help with additional stakeholder buy-in. He said 
funding for the coordinator is a strength and will help get the project off the ground. Barry also 
said that the location itself is a strength, since the Middle Cedar is upstream from Cedar Rapids 
and that increases stakeholder participation.  
 
Diana referred to all that is happening in the Middle Cedar right now. She said, “[A] huge 
positive is all of the attention that’s being paid in the Middle Cedar, but I would say a big hurdle 
is all the attention that is being paid. They are the poster child right now, so they’re doing 
everything great in the right way… but there may be landowners who are skating on the 
achievement of others and…not picking up their end.”   
 
Both Harold and Barry identified additional obstacles in the Middle Cedar WMA. Barry said that 
the board of the WMA is large, which can make it difficult, but sub-committee work can combat 
this. Harold pointed out that the grant is for five years, and that all of the problems will not be 
solved within the five-year time frame making the focus on sustainable planning important. 
Diana also said that there are multiple programs that might be doing similar work.  
 
Harold talked about participation in the WMA, and that there are around 25 entities that have 
signed the 28E agreement. An additional ten entities are eligible but have not signed to 
participate.  He also said, “You work toward the future. You take a look at now, and you 
understand that now so that you can plan for a better future.  And I think that is what a WMA is 
about.  And I think people need to understand it is not going back and just correcting the 
damages that occurred… The WMA provides us an opportunity to plan for the future – so we 
continue to look ahead.” 
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Oscar said that he was minimally involved with the WMA, but that HACAP is interested in 
serving LMI population affected by flooding events. He added that HACAP can participate in the 
WMA by informing the decision makers of available resources, and helping them identify where 
there are gaps in serving the LMI population who are affected by heavy rainfall events. He 
elaborated by explaining that the human service community can provide assistance for special 
needs populations and residents LMI housing.  In regard to the main goals for his involvement 
with the WMA and the IWA project, Finn said that he wants to expand training for the HACAP 2-
1-1 case managers so that they are well-informed about how to best respond to the needs of 
people in crisis.  
 
The Watershed Coordinator 
At the time of these interviews, the Middle Cedar WMA had recently hired their project 
coordinator, however their ideas about the desirable characteristics for a coordinator are 
relevant. 
 
Four of the key informants interviewed said that the project coordinator will need multiple 
skills. They emphasized that the person who fills the position must be a good communicator and 
be able to work with community members and stakeholders. Diana, speaking in general about 
all the IWA project coordinators, said they must be able to communicate with landowners and 
producers, but also work with many professionals and university people.  Beyond 
communication, she expressed that it is important for the coordinator to have a diverse skill set, 
including writing and public speaking skills. Nora said that, in addition to good communication 
skills, having a strong connection to the SWCD would be ideal.  
 
While not specific to the Middle Cedar watershed, both Diana and Nora identified concerns 
about the coordinator role not being well defined. Diana said that some think that the 
coordinator needs to sell practices to the public, yet other people believe that education and 
outreach should be the focus of the coordinator. She said that the role of the coordinator should 
be defined by the goal of the project, but expressed confusion over what that goal is. She said “If 
we want that (watershed practices) to be the number one focus, then we do need to have a very 
technical person in place who is skilled at selling practices. Or is the number one goal of this 
project to advance the concept of resiliency and create sustainable watershed management 
authorities that have a future beyond this project?”  
 
Not related to the characteristics of the actual coordinator, but rather to the logistics of the 
coordinator position, Nora said that there was uncertainty about who employs, houses, and 
provides supervision for the coordinator. She also said (about the coordinator role in general) 
that it would focus more on the connection with landowners and less on the planning. 
 
Harold had specific ideas about what the coordinator should do when they first begin. He said 
the coordinator needs to learn about the watershed area and talk with landowners. He said that 
this could be accomplished by holding community meetings and going to city and county 
meetings to learn the territory. 
 
Resilience 
The key informants approached their responses regarding resilience in different ways.  Nora 
provided general comments about resilience in terms of the key role partners play in working 
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towards resilience. She emphasized that getting all of the groups to work together is an 
important piece of the resilience puzzle.  
 
Diana talked about resilience in terms of the ability of the community to find solutions.  She said 
it was probably easier for larger communities to be resilient because of greater resources.  She 
said that to increase resilience, communities must find ways to not put their structures at risk in 
the urban areas and move away from agricultural mono-cultures in the rural areas saying that 
“diversifying is a big part of resilience.” She said some of the questions communities have to 
address to be more resilient are “Do you have systems in place if there is a major flood? What 
systems do you need to have in place so that there is not mass chaos in your communities…so 
that critical infrastructure is protected?  [Do people] impacted by the hazard have a place to go? 
[Do they have] the resources they need to get them through?” 
 
Harold offered a different perspective, and started the discussion surrounding resilience with a 
brief explanation of what he thinks the process of resilience entails. He said “Folks need to 
understand that what you do in the flood plan makes a difference. That you need to employ the 
science to understand flood plain issues. And then you need to look at the practices that are 
going to reduce the impact of flooding”. He continued on to say that this process is continuing 
and requires planning for the future. Harold also described several ideas about how envisions 
the community can be more resilient. He identified that multiple approaches are needed 
including public awareness. He also said that management of the flood plains and runoff are key 
in conjunction with ongoing education, communication and “rule making”. Finally, he offered 
thoughts about LMI populations and resilience, saying the use of rules might help people and 
get people to understand that the purpose of the rules is to protect structures from damage. He 
said there needs to be continued awareness and he said that while he does not like idea of 
“trying to scare anybody,” you have to have better management skills. He referred to the “Aldo 
Leopold approach,” saying that it is not just aesthetics, but management that is necessary.  He 
said, “Management of the flood plain and management of the runoff are the keys to flood 
resiliency.” 
 
Barry also provided a unique perspective and framed his response using the City of Vinton as an 
example. He said that Vinton demonstrated what he thinks is resilience during recent flooding 
when community members came out to work together to sandbag. However he pointed out 
that this form of resiliency might not be a sustainable approach. He also mentioned that the 
incorporation of new green spaces reduced the number of structures needing to be 
sandbagged.  
 
Oscar said he would define resilience as “Helping [people] come back from whatever level 
they’re affected, helping them understand there are choices they can make.” He said HACAP’s 
role is to provide information to people as they make decisions on what course of action to take 
when confronted with a flooding event, and assist them in navigating the next steps after they 
have made their decision.  He also emphasized that, “You can’t make decisions for people, but 
you can tell them these are your options and these are your outcomes.” 
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Middle Cedar River Documented Meetings 
Meeting 1: Iowa Watershed Approach Middle Cedar River Watershed Management Authority IWA 

Kickoff Meeting 
Date: June 16, 2016 

Location: Farmers Savings Bank and Trust, Vinton 

Attendance:  ~55 people were in the room 

Meeting Goals: The meeting was promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce the IWA 
project to interested parties in the watershed. Kick-off meetings in each watershed will bring 
together local landowners, partners, and other interested parties to learn more about the IWA 
project and the specific details relevant to their communities. There were opportunities for 
questions during the meeting. 

Activities: IWA partners presented an overview of the IWA program and various partners’ 
contributions to the project.  There were opportunities for questions during the meeting.  

Discussion: The question and answer sessions covered the following topics: IWA’s relationship 
to the Des Moines Waterworks lawsuit, the size of the Gulf of Mexico “dead zone,” maintenance 
agreements, engagement with Upper Cedar in Minnesota, meaning of the word “authority” in a 
Watershed Management Authority, involvement of the Army Corps of Engineers, distribution of 
resources throughout the watershed (administrative, planning, implementation), conservation 
easements, and opportunities for putting the Cedar River “back where it was.” 

Next Steps: None were provided. 

 

Meeting 2: Middle Cedar WMA Quarterly Meeting 
Date: October 27, 2016 (This meeting was rescheduled after a meeting scheduled for September 

had to be postponed because of flooding in the area.) 

Location: Farmers Savings Bank and Trust, Vinton, IA  (We noted as we entered that this room is 
not accessible.) 

Attendance: ~35 attendees 

Activities:  

• MCRWMA 28e agreement updates: 

Information was sent to eligible entities who were not already a part of the WMA.  The 
City of Gilbertville and Linn County SWCD have signed on. 

• IWA updates:  

o Larry Weber (IFC) presented updates.  HUD contract is now in place for partners 
and counties will have their funds in the next month or so. Weber stressed 
importance of WMAs in the IWA project. In planning, WMA should consider 
long-term goals as well as practices to be implemented through IWA.  IWA 
website is up and running.  Website will have real-time data from the watershed 
via the website. Will begin to deploy sensors in the watersheds during Spring 
2017.   
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o Antonio Arenas (IFC) talked about flooding trends in Iowa and the upper 
Midwest.  He said that heavy rainfall events are becoming more frequent. He 
also presented information about the work they will be doing using mapping of 
the BMPs across the watershed and potential practices suggested using the 
Agricultural Conservation Planning Framework (ACPF) tool. He also talked about 
recent rains, noting that the Cedar River basin exported roughly the same 
amount of nutrients in the water as the whole state typically exports, 
demonstrating that slowing down the water will have positive impact on water 
quality as well as flooding. 

o Breanna Shea (IFC) shared a list of the services that are available from the Iowa 
Flood Center as part of IWA.  The other partners also have these lists – all are on 
IWA website. 

• Prairie on Farms presentation: Ashley Kittle (UNI-TPC) provided information about how 
Tallgrass Prairie Center  (TPC) can help landowners as part of the IWA. They can do 
demonstration sites and hold field days, as well as doing one-on-one consultations with 
landowners. She described the test site at Dysart what people can visit.  She talked 
about what it can do for water quality, how they can be built such that it does not 
interfere with equipment and weeds are prevented by use of a good seed mix.  

• Watershed Coordinator hiring: Jennifer Fencl (ECICOG) led the discussion of the hiring 
process for the WMA project coordinator (PC) funded by IWA. They have established a 
hiring committee and are working on the adapting the PC job template provided by 
IDALS/IDNR.  Decision to be made on whether they want the PC to do planning as well 
as coordination or to subcontract the planning separately. There is planning money in 
addition to the PC salary.  Board decided to hire PC separately and as soon as possible to 
have on board during the subcontracting of the planning aspects of the project.  They 
also decided to have the PC position report to ECICOG (Fencl), be housed at Benton 
County and have some hours at the Benton County SWCD.  IDALS will be providing 
manual for the PC  

• Watershed planning discussion:  The IDNR has also developed a template for watershed 
planning and they will use that to begin solicitation of bids for planning services.  They 
will have a tech team that will review applications for that, separate from the PC hiring 
committee.  

Discussion: There were many questions and extensive discussion at the meeting.   

• Questions related to the IWA presentation included: Roles of the IWA partners – they 
are available to help with many things, will be present at the meetings.  IFC will be there 
at all quarterly meetings.  All presentations are available on the IWA website.  Timeline – 
one quarter delay because of delay in funding. Next meeting will be resilience focused, 
spring meeting will be about sensor deployment. Why does concentration of nutrients 
first drop then go up after heavy rainfall events?  Water that flows quickly off land does 
not have a chance to pick up nutrients.  Then in the next days as it has a chance to sit on 
the ground a while, it picks up more nutrients.  Has recent flooding changed the 
availability of funds for other areas?  No, funding is still limited to those that had 
flooding in 2012-13. 

• Questions related to TPC: Can it be either in-field or edge of field?  Depends on slope, 
space, landowner, and money. Does it affect production? Yes, but limited to the land in 
use.  It is not harmful to adjacent crop land. Can prairie strips be put on land that is not 
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profitable?  Yes, can be put on less productive land – it works okay with sandier and 
rockier soil. 

• Questions related to PC position and planning RFP:  (most were described above in 
activities section) There was extensive discussion of the logistics of the position 
including costs of housing the position, transportation costs, work with NRCS (must have 
clearance if using NRCS computing), budgeted amount and whether that was enough to 
get quality hire and to be in line with fair hiring practices.  They talked about appointing 
of a tech team so that they RFP decision is made by people who are knowledgeable 
about the needs of planners. J Fencl has been a MCRWMA board member but since 
ECICOG will be doing oversight of PC, she resigned to avoid conflict of interest.  She will 
stay on in advisory role.  They set February 1, 2017 as goal to have PC in place.  

Next Steps: Next meeting January 12, 2017 at same place.   Hiring committee to meet regarding 
coordinator position and tech committee to meet regarding RFP for planning. 

Meeting 3: Middle Cedar WMA Quarterly Meeting  
Date: January 12, 2017 

Attendance: ~46 people in the room 

Location: Farmers Bank and Trust, Vinton, IA 

Activities: 

• The resilience presentation was given by Craig Just (FRT). He said that the resilience 
piece means that HUD had seen that recovery meant just build back the same and we 
have to stop building back the same – how we define, react and change for the better. 
He talked about how they will be working with HACAP in that area to do boots on the 
groundwork with LMI population. He said they will be working in Vinton too even 
though the implementation dollars cannot be used there – could help people 
understand in the future that they can spend money upstream from the flooded 
community and have a benefit, rather than spending in the community itself.  He 
presented flood maps that were overlaid with LMI data. 

• Project coordinator discussion:  Todd Wiley (MCRWMA board chairperson) said the 
position was posted after the last meeting.  They had 11 applicants and will interview 
four.  They have a hiring committee and would like the discretion to interview and hire.  
(Voted yes by board.)   They will work on sub-contracting out planning once the project 
coordinator is in place.  They will need a technical team to look at these proposals for 
planners.  A tech team was appointed.  

 
Discussion:  

• Resilience: An attendee asked how all the parts of the project will work together.  Just 
said there are a lot of things going on in the Middle Cedar and said they want to know 
about the ways in which people still see gaps in where they are resilient. He also 
reiterated that many of the other Middle Cedar projects are related to water quality and 
that IWA is “flood first.” This helps in making sure that they are not duplicating efforts 
and that they are doing what they do best.  Another person said that he was taken by 
surprise hearing about the resilience aspect.  He was just expecting to hear about 
structures, cover crops, etc.  Just explained the two aspects of the IWA and said that by 
looking at the LMI and flood vulnerable populations you can better make decisions about 
how to prepare for and react to floods. 
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• Project Coordinator:  There was also discussion of the coordinator, mostly related to 
requirements and who would supervise etc.  Benton County will house, ECICOG will 
supervise. 

Next Steps: Full board review of RFP for planners needed.  Hiring committee will interview and 
hire Project Coordinator. Next Meeting March 21, 2017 3:30 at bank. 
 
Meeting 4: Middle Cedar WMA Quarterly Meeting  
Date: March 28, 2017 

Location: Farmers Savings Bank and Trust, Vinton, IA 

Attendance: ~38 people in the room 

Activities:  

• Introduction of new Project Coordinator:  Adam Rodenberg was introduced as the new 
IWA PC.  He is considered a Benton County employee, but is housed at ECICOG and 
provided supervision by Jennifer Fencl (ECICOG). 

• Logo for MCRWMA – There was a brief discussion of logo needs and the process to 
design one.  A small committee was organized to get designs from one person and bring 
to the board next time. 

• IWA:  Ashlee Johannes (FRT) provided a brief summary of the survey results from the 
last WMA  meeting. Antonio Arenas (IFC) presented some new hydrologic assessment 
results.   He said the hydrologic assessment will be completed by Spring 2018. They are 
currently looking at mapping of the existing BMPs and will be comparing that with the 
results of the Agricultural Conservation Planning Framework (ACPF), a tool that makes 
suggestations for potential practices in the watershed.  They also use all radar rainfall 
data since 2003.  Three new sensors will be placed in the watershed this summer, one in 
an eligible area, others in data gap areas.  They may be able to place more sensors later.  
The MCRWMA will be asked to help them find willing landowners to host the sensors.   

• Partners: Steven Kalkhoff (USGS) gave a presentation on water quality monitoring in the 
area.  He said the average flow rate has increased over the past 80 years as has the 
nitrates loss.    
Felicia Campbell (IDALS) explained her role in supporting the project coordinator 
throughout the process.  She provided a handout concerning some procedures for 
implementation and a “laundry list” of FAQs from landowners about the process.  It is 
possible that 3-4 more HUC 12s could be added to the list of targeted areas to gather 
more data and have ready if there are additional funds available.  Jeremy Sills will chair 
a subcommittee with the SWCD office to develop a project implementation process.  
Rodenberg, Campbell, and Wiley will also be part of that group. 

• Watershed planning services:  A tech team has been working on the RFP for this. The 
board approved going ahead with finalizing and posting the RFP and presenting a 
contract for planning services. Fencl asked board members to give their top three 
priorities/concerns on planning to the meeting next time and to Rodenberg.  

Discussion: 
• IWA presentations:  Questions for Arenas included the impact of shallow bedrock on 

flooding – does it increase flooding? Arenas said it was more complicated than that and 
Sherman Lundy added that although the shallow bedrock increased the potential for 
contamination, it is less clear how it contributes to flooding potential.  Wiley asked what 
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the baseline nutrients in the water is?  Kalkhoff and Arenas said that the IFC and USGS 
teams will be doing simulations related to water quality during Phase II of the project.  
They will be using data from at least 14 sensors.  A questioner asked if they could 
incorporate other projects (than ponds) into their model adding that “ponds don’t draw 
much interest” in that area.  Antonio said they are looking at other BMPs as well and 
Lundy said that wetlands are more beneficial to water quality and easier to manage. 
They also discussed looking for placements for sensors. Arenas said the ACPF maps 
should be done within the next 6 months and that the next update would describe 
existing and some of the potential BMPs. 
 
Questions for Campbell included Wiley asking how the HUD 1 project is relevant to this 
one.  Campbell said that the process of making this user-friendly for landowners is the 
same and was a challenge the first time through.   Another questioner asked if practices 
had to be structural only, answered yet, not seasonal practices, tillage practices, or 
cover crops.  The same questioner suggested that Rodenberg work with the SWCD to 
see what people are doing around there.  Mary Beth Stevenson (IDNR) said that the plan 
will have maps informed by the IFC modeling, but that Campbell was talking about the 
other end of how to work with landowners. She agreed that Rodenberg talking with the 
SWCDs would be a good idea.  Campbell suggested (and Lundy agreed) that Rodenberg 
should start working with landowners as soon as possible because they will have a lot of 
questions. 

 
Next Steps: Maybe meet to meet more often?  Next meeting tentatively scheduled for June 28, 
2017 from 3-5.  Location will probably need to change to meet accessibility requirements.  Tech 
committees will meet.  
 
Meeting 5:  Middle Cedar WMA Quarterly Meeting 
Date: July 25, 2017 

Location: US Bank in Vinton, IA (new location, now accessible) 

Attendance: ~40 people in the room and one on the phone 

Activities and discussion :  

• IWA: 
o Ashlee Johannes (FRT) gave a presentation on the Resilience team’s work.  In 

addition to their regular slide presentation, Johannes said that they will be 
working with the City of Vinton on a case study of more detailed information of 
flood related financial and displacement burden.  She was asked how they 
determine LMI?  Johannes said they are using the areas describe in the original 
proposal.   Another person asked how this will work with HAZUS?  She said that 
in the past HAZUS work has been at the county level and now it will be 
watershed wide, but this has not yet occurred.  Someone else asked about the 
work in case study work in Benton County and whether that will be watershed 
wide?  She replied that it will start in Vinton and they don’t know yet how much 
they will be spreading out beyond that. 

o Calvin Wolter (IDNR) gave a presentation on their BMP mapping.  He said they 
can get PDFs of their area reports even if they do not have the software to 
actually run the programs.  He was asked whether it will have 1) historical data 
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or 2) summary data?  He said that people have asked for summaries and they 
will be getting those together for the Middle Cedar at the HUC 8 scale.  As far as 
historical data, they are only looking at what is on the ground at the time of the 
LIDAR/photography.  They do not have organized information about the age of 
the existing practices.  An attendee asked if this was redundant with NRCS data.  
Wolter replied that the NRCS data is not publicly available – this data is public 
data.  Someone asked if they will keep up with changes/additions to the 
conservation practices on the ground.  He said this is static data, but perhaps 
they will repeat in 10 years or so, if money becomes available. 

o Antonio Arenas (IFC) provided a brief hydrologic assessment update. He said 
there are 68 HUC 12s in the Middle Cedar.  He said they have a very high 
percentage of row crops.  He talked about the use of the Agricultural 
Conservation Planning Framework for locating practices.  He showed some of 
the comparisons to the BMPs in place and the practices suggested by ACPF tool.  
He characterized the results as being the “inventory of possibilities rather than 
mandates or recommendations. He said current ponds tend to be smaller in size 
than those suggested by tool.  Someone asked what criteria the tool uses.  
Arenas said there are default parameters with the tool, some of which are the 
drainage area and the ratio between drainage area and pond size.  Another 
person asked if ACPF sited benefits or environmental outcomes.  Arenas said no 
– that it is simply a siting tool and that they will do benefit analysis as another 
part of the model. 

o Ashley Kittle (UNI-TPC) gave a presentation on their program Prairie on Farms.  
She said they are establishing demonstration sites.  They want to train planners 
and let them know what exists.  She mentioned two field days coming up 
September 19 and 20 at Dry Run Creek and Dike. She was asked if they also 
work with CRP programs and she said yes. 

• Watershed Management Authorities of Iowa group:  ISU is starting a WMA group and 
are recruiting someone from Middle Cedar to join.  After short discussion they decided 
to have Adam Rodenberg (project coordinator) attend.  

• Implementation Update: Rodenberg said they are working on finalized the application 
process and the HUC 12 selection.  They also met on the laundry list that Felicia 
Campbell (IDALS) gave them to create a simple landowner application.  He provided 
some details on that including that landowners would give Rodenberg access to land 
and also to others for environmental and archaeological review.  They would pay ahead 
of construction to Benton County as lead fiscal agent.   They are working also on priority 
setting rubric for applications, although they said it was hard to foresee turning projects 
down.  Rodenberg also explained HUC 12 selection process.  There were four identified 
in grant; they chose four more. Lime Creek and Bear Creek in Buchanan and Twelve Mile 
and Devils Run in Tama County.  There was a question as to the HUD requirements.  
Rodenberg and Jennifer Fencl (ECICOG) answered that it was based on LMI, unmet 
environmental and infrastructure needs.  Also it is possible that down the road they may 
have opportunity to do more.  Board approved selection of these additional four HUC 
12s. 

• Planning Update:  They reviewed the process for selecting planner. They had prebid 
meeting. They received 6 proposals and interviewed final two after selection committee 
reviewed.  Chose EOR Engineering.  They have an office in Vinton and partner with 
several other engineering firms.  They are happy with process and outcome.  Mary Beth 
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Stevenson (IDNR) reminded everyone that the plan will address the entire watershed, 
not just the implementation area.  They will also develop plans for additional six HUC 
12s beyond the eight.  Todd Wiley (WMA chair) said this is a plan that will long outlast 
the IWA grant and be a nice asset for 20+ years. 

• Other: There was a proposal from a University of Minnesota group for the WMA to be 
aprt of another research project that would require participation in groups at WMA 
meetings.  It was agreed to communicate, but not agree to participate yet. 

Next steps:  Choose additional  six HUC 12s for the planning.  Next meeting October 19, 2017 at 
US Bank in Vinton. 

Middle Cedar River Attendance Analysis 
 

At quarterly WMA meetings for all IWA watersheds, attendees were asked to sign an 
attendance log and provide their affiliation.  Attendance data in this report are therefore limited 
to those who signed the log. All affiliations were coded into the categories listed below in Figure 
4 and in the note concerning the “Other” Category.  Counties, municipalities, and SWCD 
representatives are the member entities for the WMA.  Those listed as affiliated with a county 
include not only the official county representative to the WMA, but also anyone who listed the 
county as their affiliation.  The total shown below may include representatives of the Board of 
Supervisors, County Engineers, Emergency Management Staff, etc.  The same is true for 
municipalities such that the total may include the mayor, city administrative staff, storm water 
management staff, etc.  Counties and municipalities who had representation at one or more 
meetings are listed above in the note. Total attendance does not include representatives of IWA 
partner groups.  

Figure 4 reports attendance at the five quarterly meetings that occurred from June 2016 
through August 1, 2017.  The kickoff meeting had the highest attendance total and drew the 
largest number of citizens (11).  Attendance by count, municipality, and SWCD representatives 
was steady across the meetings.  

Figure 4. 

Year 1 WMA Meeting Attendance: Middle Cedar 
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NOTE: 
Other category includes the following affiliations: Colleges/universities, commodity 

groups, conservation groups, COGs or other regional planning groups, IAWA, 
social service agencies, state elected officials, NRCS, federal government 
agencies, and the IWA coordinator. 

Counties: Benton, Black Hawk, Buchanan, Linn, Tama 
Municipalities: Waterloo, Cedar Rapids, Evansdale, Cedar Falls, Grundy, La Porte, Vinton 

Raymond, Jessup, Shellsburg 
SWCDs: Benton, Black Hawk, Butler, Franklin, Grundy, Linn, Tama 

 

Middle Cedar River Surveys 
 

Middle Cedar River WMA IWA Kickoff Survey 
Attendees of the Iowa Watershed Approach Kickoff Meeting at the Middle Cedar Watershed 
Management Authority on June 16, 2016 were asked to complete a survey at the close of the 
meeting.  A brief summary of the survey findings follows here. The complete survey results can 
be found in Appendix J.  Respondents were invited to use the survey to ask questions and the 
CEA provided a list of their questions to IWA staff.  IWA staff provided answers to these 
questions at the next Middle Cedar Watershed Management Authority meeting and were added 
to a list of Frequently Asked Questions for all watersheds. 

Thirty-one people completed the survey of approximately 45 people who attended the meeting.  
There were a number of constituencies represented at the meeting (see attendance report for 
Middle Cedar).  
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When asked what about the IWA was of interest to them, the most common responses 
expressed interest in conservation (9), flood reduction (8), and in new practices (6).   An 
additional five people said the project was related to their work, four said they were interested 
in the collaborative process, and four said they were interested in the watershed approach. 

When asked what they thought the impact of the project would be on their community, a 
majority of the respondents (15 of 26) said the project would result in flood mitigation.  Eight 
respondents said that improved water quality would be a result of the project.   

Sixteen respondents suggested other groups that should take part in the Middle Cedar IWA with 
two suggestions mentioned most often (6 each): landowners and other representation from city 
councils and county supervisors. 

When asked to rate their interest in becoming involved in the IWA in the Middle Cedar 
watershed on a scale of 1 to 10 where 10 indicated strong interest, three respondents rated 
their interest as lower than 5 on the 10-point scale.  However, the mean rating of 7.68 was still 
quite high, despite a fair amount of variation (SD=2.51). 

Middle Cedar River WMA Resilience Survey 
All attendees at the Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Resilience Kickoff Meeting at the Middle 
Cedar River Watershed Management Association (MCRWMA) on November 17, 2016 in Vinton, 
IA were asked to complete a survey at the close of the meeting. A brief summary of the survey 
findings follows here. The complete survey results can be found in Appendix P.  

Twenty-seven of the 34 non-IWA partner attendees completed the survey. All respondents 
indicated that they had attended at least one other MCRWMA meeting. On scaled items, 
respondents indicated agreement that community engagement and active partnerships 
promote flood resilience. When asked to indicate if their community is flood resilient, the mean 
rating was 3.10 on a 5-point scale (where 5 indicated that they strongly agreed their community 
was flood resilient and 1 indicated they strongly disagreed), and although there was some 
variability, most responses were within one scale point of the mean 

Respondents were asked what they thought their community needed to become more resilient.  
The two most common categories of responses were that they need to increase the flood 
mitigation practices in place and that there needs to be more public education about flooding 
and flood mitigation.  A smaller number of respondents said they need to emphasize relocating 
critical infrastructure out of the flood plain and increase regulation related to flood plains. 

Respondents’ opinions were split on who is most affected by flood events with equal numbers 
of people (5 each) naming LMI neighborhoods, other residential neighborhoods, businesses, and 
rural landowners.  Respondents named agricultural interests (including the Farm Bureau and 
agricultural industries, e.g. Cargill, ADM) rural landowners/farmers, other local citizens, and 
social service groups, as entities that need to be involved in the MCRWMA to promote flood 
resilience. 

 

North Raccoon River Watershed 
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North Raccoon River Key Informant Interviews Summary 
The CEA conducted two interviews related to the North Raccoon watershed with key 
informants, but because the WMA was still in the formation stage, it was not clear who would 
continue to be involved in the process.  Therefore, the CEA, in communication with the IFC staff 
decided to postpone further interviews until the commitment to the watershed by particular 
individuals was clarified.  

North Raccoon River Documented Meetings 
 
Meeting 1: Iowa Watershed Approach North Raccoon River Kickoff Meeting 
Date: May 31, 2016 

Location: Storm Lake Public Library, Strom Lake 

Attendance: ~ 32 people were in the room 

Meeting Goals: The meeting was promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce the IWA 
project to interested parties in the watershed. 

Activities: The meeting was promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce the IWA project 
to interested parties in the watershed. Kick-off meetings in each watershed will bring 
together local landowners, partners, and other interested parties to learn more about 
the IWA project and the specific details relevant to their communities. There were 
opportunities for questions during the meeting. 

Discussion: The question and answer sessions covered the following topics: definition of 
resilience, development and implementation of a Watershed Management Authority for 
North Raccoon, interactions with state partners, location recommendations for 
practices, and who will collect data and where will it be available 

Next Steps: None were provided. On May 31, 2016 members of the University of Iowa team met 
with Jim Patrick and Keri Navratil of Storm Lake City and Ben Moss from Buena Vista University 
to discuss watershed projects and tour Storm Lake water management efforts.   

Meeting 2: North Raccoon WMA Formation Meeting   
Date: September 8, 2016 
Location: Lake City Community Center, Lake City, IA 

Attendance: ~27 people in room 

Meeting Goals: Overview of IWA project and discussion of WMA formation in the North Raccoon 

Activities:   

• Jim Patrick (City of Storm Lake) opened the meeting by saying that this is not a “Storm 
Lake thing, it’s a watershed thing.”  

• Larry Weber (IFC) provided an overview of the IWA. As part of this overview (much like 
the one done at the Kickoff Meetings), Weber said that although they would have liked 
to qualify the entire watershed, they will be focusing on Outlet Creek and Cedar Creek 
watersheds for implementation of practices.   Kyle Ament (IDNR) talked about the 
purposes of and the process for forming the North Raccoon WMA.  He provided a rough 
timeline for watershed formation and for the work of the IWA to begin. 
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Discussion: Quite a few questions arose during this meeting. 

• Does the watershed plan include all of the North Raccoon watershed or just the 
designated HUC 12s.  Weber said it will be for entire watershed and the project 
coordinator will work with all of the watershed HUC 12s, not just the designated ones. 

• How can WMAs get money to do additional work?  PC can write additional grants.  Allen 
Bonini (IDNR) pointed out that if they have a plan, they will be more able to get more 
money.  Weber added that legislators also sometimes come looking for shovel-ready 
projects that are designated in watershed plans. 

• What are the other WMAs?  Ament had provided map of other existing WMAs.  Bonini 
said that the Middle South Raccoon was the only one that had not successfully gotten 
off Weber and Ament said that local leadership can make things go faster – they can use 
the knowledge of the 17 WMAs already formed to get to the signed 28e agreement 
faster. 

• Who needs to be on 28e?  Bonini said cities, counties, SWCDs and lake districts must all 
be invited, but do not have to participate.  Can others join?  The statute limits it to those 
four entities, but others can attend meetings, provide expertise (e.g. IDALS, ISA, RC&Ds) 
and serve on committees 

• Are there restrictions on how you can find money for the 75/25% cost share? Are there 
other resources committed to WMAs? Yes, you cannot use federal money to make up 
the 25% because the 75% is federal money, but can use other state/local sources, as 
well as private money.  There are no additional moneys committed to WMAs, but WMA 
can seek out other funding once formed. 

• Is agriculture community part of this project?  Yes, IDALS is a partner. 
• Some counties were concerned about joining previous WMAs (e.g. Middle South 

Raccoon) possibly because of water quality issues.  Bonini answered that the IWA is a 
“flood first” program with water quality as a “side car.” Jurisdictionally, WMA 
membership is voluntary and entities can always join in the future. 

 
Next Steps:  Look into existing 28e agreements. Look into interested parties to work on 
agreement. 
  Schedule next meeting 
 

Meeting 3: North Raccoon WMA Informational Meeting  
Date: November 29, 2016 

Location: King’s Pointe Hotel, Storm Lake, IA  

Attendance: ~17 people  

Meeting Goals: Provide additional information about IWA and about WMA formation  

Activities:  

• Larry Weber (IFC) did a shortened version of the IWA kickoff presentation.  He also 
talked about the increasing frequency of heavy rainfall events in the Midwest, saying 
that they are not statistically larger, but are the flood threshold is exceeded more often.  
He also talked about that Calvin Wolters (IDNR) is working on LIDAR analysis of all 
existing conservation practices.  This data will be compared with models that show 
where conservation practices will be most beneficial.  Breanna Shea (IFC) provided 
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handouts on the services provided by the IFC to the WMAs and said the other partners 
have similar information on the IWA website.  She also announced the IWA Advisory 
Board meeting on January 26, 2017 in Iowa City.   

• Kyle Ament (IDNR) led more discussion about the WMA formation process.   They will be 
finalizing invitations to all 86 eligible entities soon. He said it is critical to get a project 
coordinator on board as soon as possible. 

Discussion: There were quite a few questions at the end of the meeting. Question topics of 
included:   
• WMA formation logistics – this included the possibility of meeting in a more central 

location to make it easier for potential members to meet and what kind of buy-in they 
are getting from potential entities. Ament and Weber answered that some WMAs move 
their meetings around to make it more accessible and North Raccoon is planning to meet 
in Lake City since that is more central.  

• IWA Questions – What kinds of projects are most effective?  Weber said that farm 
ponds, wetlands, and reconnected flood plains are among the most effective projects 
they have done in the past, but that they can also do buffers, bioreactors, etc., and can 
do things to make sure the projects are as effective as possible, like terrace around farm 
ponds.  He also reminded them of the 75/25% cost share and that the 25% can be 
funded through other non-federal sources.  He said plan to maximize the measurable 
impact by concentrating the practices in smaller HUC 12 watersheds (Outlet Creek and 
Cedar Creek). Nutrient reduction benefits? He said that although the project is “flood 
first” these kinds of practices result in nutrient reduction benefits as well.  Weber also 
emphasized, “They have to start somewhere.” There are more than 1600 HUC 12s in 
Iowa and this project will have an impact on roughly 25 of those.  Involvement with 
NRCS, FSA? Yes, SWCDs are member entities of the WMAs so they are involved and PC 
may work directly out of the SWCD offices in some cases.  PCs can guide landowners to 
appropriate programs – avoid the “two trucks in one driveway” problem.  Jeff Geerts 
(IEDA) also mentioned that although they have mostly been talking about agricultural 
land, there is also the possibility for on-road projects as well, and Larry said they were 
used successfully in Turkey River project.  

Next Steps: Invitations to join WMA and attend next meeting will go out soon.  Next meeting  -- 
tentatively scheduled for March 28, 2017, location TBD. 

Meeting 4:  North Raccoon WMA Formation Meeting 
Date: March 28, 2017 

Location: Lake City Community Bldg., Lake City, IA 

Attendance: ~42 people in the room 

Activities and discussion: 

• Tom Miller, Iowa Attorney General:   
o He said he came because he has interest in water quality and now that the Des 

Moines Waterworks lawsuit has been dropped, they need to find other routes 
to solution.  He said that instead of litigating, they need to think of it as a 
problem for which they can work together to find a solution. Introduced Meyer 
Koplow with whom he has worked on big problems to find solutions. Larry 
Weber (IFC) said  water quality is a problem for the state and they will be 
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working on a few HUC 12s in the North Raccoon on conservation practices 
aimed to impact both water quality and flood reduction. 

• WMA formation 
o Jim Patrick (City of Storm Lake) said they currently have 26 entities signed on to 

the 28e.   Kyle Ament (IDNR) said they had decided to call it a “coalition” to keep 
authority out of the name.  There was a question as to whether there were due 
to belong to the WMA.  Ament said no.  Allen Bonini (IDNR) said there are 
currently 17 WMAs in Iowa none of which require dues, but instead rely on 
grant funding. 

o Dale Arends (Buena Vista County BOS) gave an update on the project 
coordinator hiring process.  Money for PC will flow through Buena Vista County 
and coordinator will likely be housed at either BV or Pocahontas County.  BV 
county is also working with NEIPD  Ament said they are putting together a job 
description and Arends noted that the coordinator will need support and 
guidance.  The IWA funds the position. 

• IWA 
o Larry Weber (IFC) gave a presentation about the hydrologic assessment work 

being done.  There was a question about whether the work to be done would be 
only in the areas highlighted on the maps.  Weber said yes, but that there will 
also be a watershed plan developed that will be for the whole watershed.  There 
was a short discussion of the IWA as a start to the process, but that there are 
many other ways to look for funding. 

• Watershed Planning:  Kyle Ament  (IDNR) talked about watershed planning.  There is 
IWA money to fund planning that will be locally led.  They will develop an RFA for 
planning entities once the WMA has officially formed. 

• HSEMD: Jim Marwedel (HSEMD) explained how Hazard Mitigation planning should be 
linked with the IWA watershed planning to enhance flood planning and to increase 
eligibility for hazard mitigation money. 

• Environmental/Archeological Review: Jeff Geerts (IEDA) and Kevin Griggs (EOR) talked 
about the environmental review being done that looks for potential issues with 
threatened or endangered species and other environmental issues.  Geerts said that the 
archeological review will also be done for the selected HUC 12s.  

Next steps:  Next Meeting May 17, 2017  

 
Meeting 5:  North Raccoon WMA Meeting  
Date: May 17, 2017 

Location: Lake City Community Center, Lake City, IA 

Attendance: ~33 people in the room 

Activities:  

• Updates:  Jim Patrick (City of Storm Lake) said the 28e agreement has been filed.  There 
are 86 eligible entities and 36 have signed on.  They started to review the bylaws, but 
realized that they did not have a quorum, so the bylaws cannot be approved by the 
group. There were some questions concerning small edits to the plan that Patrick will 
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clean up. After a discussion of the need to make sure they have a quorum next time, 
they agreed to carry on the meeting and focus on what else needs to get done.  

• IWA:  Breanna Shea (IFC) said they are well on their way to getting the WMA working.  
She said they will be deploying sensors in Buena Vista, Pocahontas, Calhoun, and 
Greene counties soon. She is looking for help in finding willing landowners to host those 
sensors. She described the BMP inventory that is being done to map existing BMPs and 
how those maps will be compared with findings from the Agricultural Conservation 
Planning Framework (ACPF) that will show some suggested conservation practices based 
on modeling.  She gave a brief summary of a survey conducted at the last watershed 
formation meeting saying that overall everyone is positive about the work being done 
and that the formation meetings have been helpful for increasing engagement.  
Respondents said they hope the project addresses both water quality and flooding 
issues and they would like to see more participation in the WMA by landowners, and  
both ag and conservation groups. 

• Project Coordinator: Felicia Campbell (IDALS) said that she will be available to help when 
the project coordinator is hired.  Cara Elbert (Northwest Iowa Planning) said that she 
met with supervisors to discuss the position and the job description has been posted. 
Allen Bonini (IDNR) said the IDRN has been assisting (and will continue to assist) with the 
WMA formation and development of bylaws.  They can also work with the hiring 
committee.  

• Continuation:  Patrick expressed concern that they are getting behind in their process 
and that they need a system in place to assure a quorum.  Bonini said that they are 
maybe only a little behind in getting to hiring a project coordinator, but that they are 
ahead of where they hoped to be as far as actually getting the WMA formed.   Someone 
asked if the group bylaws could be changed to modify the quorum requirement. They 
agreed to meet again in June to try to get a quorum and to get bylaws approved.  (See 
discussion). 

Discussion: Mark Hanson (Dallas County BOS) said that since there were nine members there, 
perhaps they could get to know each other and have a small group meeting without making any 
decisions. One person wondered aloud whether there was a point to meeting if no decisions 
could be made, but others agreed it could be constructive. The board members moved to a 
center table with additional attendees seated around the table.  There was a lot of discussion 
after that point with some key questions/points of discussion listed below: 

• Is this the first meeting since the lawsuit (Des Moines waterworks) was dismissed?  
Maybe people have lost interest. The lawsuit may be done, but the issues need to be 
addressed. 

• Could they amend bylaws today to vote on a smaller quorum requirement?  Bonini said 
that would be against the laws on the 28e and approval of changing would have to be 
done by the governing body. 

• What can they do to try to get people to come?  Patrick said they were a “victim of their 
success” in getting so many to sign on, but they have to let them know how important it 
is, make it easier for people to attend, and get to the point where they have rules in 
place to allow people to send an alternate or to attend remotely.  Kyle Ament from the 
DNR will coordinate making sure that people come.   

• Patrick read the list of signatories and they indicated which ones were there.    
They noted that some from the farthest south areas were not there. Hanson and 
another person said they will encourage that group to come. 



96 
 

 

 
Table 3 
 
Signatories in North Raccoon WMA as of May 17, 2017 

Counties Cities SWCDs 
1. Boone County 
2. Buena Vista County 
3. Calhoun County 
4. Carroll County 
5. Dallas County 
6. Greene County 
7. Pocahontas County 
8. Polk County 
9. Sac County 
10. Webster County 
11. Boone County 
12. Buena Vista County 
13. Calhoun County 
14. Carroll County 
15. Dallas County 
16. Greene County 
17. Pocahontas County 
18. Polk County 
19. Sac County 
20. Webster County 
 

21. City of Clive 
22. City of Fonda 
23. City of Glidden 
24. City of Grimes 
25. City of Lake City 
26. City of Lakeside 
27. City of Lake View 
28. City of Laurens 
29. City of Lidderdale 
30. City of Lohrville 
31. City of Nemaha 
32. City of Newell 
33. City of Perry 
34. City of Storm Lake 
35. City of Van Meter 
 

36. Boone SWCD 
37. Buena Vista SWCD 
38. Carroll SWCD 
39. Dallas SWCD 
40. Greene SWCD 
41. Madison SWCD 
42. Pocahontas SWCD 
43. Polk SWCD 
44. Sac SWCD 
45. Webster SWCD 
 

Clay County has also expressed interest in the WMA.  Palo Alto and Madison have expressed low 
interest because of the small amount of land their county has in the watershed.  

• Why should cities/counties who are not eligible for IWA funding participate?  Watershed 
plan will be for the entire watershed and watershed plans help make areas eligible for 
other funding.  Someone said that at the last meeting State Attorney General Miller was 
in attendance and says that the state is interested in “mending fences” and helping to 
get more money for flood control and water quality issues and that Iowa Secretary of 
Agriculture Bill Northey had confirmed this.  

• Someone said that at the next meeting it would be good to get a review session on the 
IWA and on all that is part of that and the WMA.   There was agreement on this.  Bonini 
provided information about the project coordinator position being paid for by the IWA as 
well as money for planning.  

• Another person said that some of the cities that are members are quite small and may 
not have staffing to allow someone to come to the meeting. Need to get alternates 
authorized or a remote connection allowed.  

• Hanson wondered how the additional people at the meeting (not member entities) 
could contribute to the WMA too.  There was discussion that people need to think 
“beyond boundaries” to do what is good for the whole watershed.  Hanson added that 
you need to think upstream to fix what’s wrong downstream.  One person contributed 
that they may want to be careful on asking why people are there now – they may not 
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know really why they are there now – may just be curious. Make sure everyone feels 
welcome. 

Next steps:  Kyle Ament (IDNR) will help make sure that people are at the next meeting so that 
they can pass by-laws and define proxies and procedures for joining remotely. Others also said 
they can help with that.  They will proceed with process of hiring coordinator.   

Meeting 6: North Raccoon Watershed Management Coalition Meeting  
Date: July 12, 2017 

Location: Stewart Memorial Community Hospital, Lake City, IA 

Attendance: ~30 people in the room.  (A quorum was reached – 24 there, 19 necessary) 

Activities: 

• WMA Organization Business: 
o Keri Navratil (City Administrator for Storm Lake) is acting chair until a new chair is 

elected after Jim Patrick has moved away. 
o Board member introduction: This was important since they had failed to reach 

quorum at the last meeting. Counties: Buena Vista; Pocahontas; Sac; Webster; 
Carroll; Greene; Boone; Dallas; Polk; Calhoun.  SWCDs: Sac; Greene; Boone; Polk; 
Carroll; Dallas; Pocahontas; Calhoun. Cities: Clive; Grimes; Lake City; Lohrville; Perry; 
Storm Lake. 

o Mark Hanson, Dallas County Supervisor was elected (unopposed) to serve as chair 
until 12/31/2018.  Keri Navratil was elected (by written vote 17 for Navratil and 7 
for Dale Arends (Supervisor for Buena Vista County))  Volunteers were requested for 
Treasurer and Secretary filled by Arends and Katie Rock (Polk County SWCD). 

o Member were asked to designate alternates for future meetings to make sure they 
reach quorum.  They were also asked to post notice of all meetings in public areas 
and to report to their stakeholders.  They also talked about possibilities for proxy 
voting with Allen Bonini (IDNR) sharing examples.  They will discuss in more detail at 
the next meeting.  Hanson said he would talk to the city of Adel about joining 
because the river runs right through it. 

o Hanson organized committees for hiring the coordinator, watershed planning, 
stakeholder and outreach.  Bonini explained that the grant allows for hiring of 
watershed planners, but there needs to be a committee that decides what they 
want in a plan.  There also was a listing for a stakeholder advisory committee that  
Bonini said was probably more important later when working with planners, etc. 
DNR will serve as tech advisor for all committees and IFC will also have a 
representative, as appropriate.  

o They went through discussion of official newspapers for public publishing purposes 
and decided on Storm Lake Pilot-Tribune, Dallas County News (Perry), and the Daily 
Times Herald (Carroll).  

o Jim Marwedel (HSEMD) talked about the value in linking the watershed plan with 
the municipalities and other entities’ hazard mitigation plans that they are required 
to file with FEMA.  Putting those together will allow for additional mitigation dollars 
to be made available to the watershed. 

• IWA updates:  Navratil provided information about a statewide WMA organization being 
led by the ISU Iowa Water Center.  Hanson will represent the Board at this group for 
now and will report back. Breanna Shea (IFC) said that the IFC is continuing work on the 
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hydrologic assessment for the North Raccoon and will be sharing that at the next 
meetings.  They are also looking for willing landowners to install sensors. 

• Bonini thanked everyone for working so hard to get the meeting together to get these 
organizational tasks accomplished.   

• Cara Elbert (City of Storm Lake) said they have received release of funds to allow the 
project to proceed. 

Discussion: 
• Proxy voting: There was extended discussion of proxy voting practices with Hanson 

saying he prefers to have people either in person or on the phone, not proxy.  They 
decided to talk about it next time.  

• Newspaper notice:  There was also animated discussion of newspapers in which to 
publish public notice.  Most of this centered around competing newspapers in Storm 
Lake. 

• Water quality and monitoring:  There was discussion of the Des Moines water works 
lawsuit and that it had been dropped.  They talked about the impact of water quality 
issues being mostly in the urban areas around Des Moines but that they need to help 
people see the importance of what they are doing upstream and downstream.  They 
need many perspectives to “change the dialog around flooding, drought, and water 
quality.  

Next steps:  Get the coordinator hired by next time.   
 
North Raccoon River Attendance Analysis 
At quarterly WMA meetings for all IWA watersheds, attendees were asked to sign an 
attendance log and provide their affiliation.  Attendance data in this report are therefore limited 
to those who signed the log. All affiliations were coded into the categories listed below in Figure 
5 and in the note concerning the “Other” Category.  Counties, municipalities, and SWCD 
representatives are the member entities for the WMA.  Those listed as affiliated with a county 
include not only the official county representative to the WMA, but also anyone who listed the 
county as their affiliation.  The totals shown below may include representatives of the Board of 
Supervisors, County Engineers, Emergency Management Staff, etc.  The same is true for 
municipalities such that the total may include the mayor, city administrative staff, storm water 
management staff, etc.  Counties and municipalities who had representation at one or more 
meetings are listed below in the note. Total attendance does not include representatives of IWA 
partner groups.  

Figure 5 reports attendance at the five quarterly meetings that occurred from May 2016 
through August 1, 2017.  A total of 87 people attended one or more meetings of the North 
Raccoon WMA (or WMA formation) meetings. In addition, 15 representatives of IWA partner 
groups attended one or more county and SWCD representatives was high at the first meeting 
after the WMA had submitted their 28e to form the WMA (March 2017) and again in July after 
the May meeting failed to reach a quorum.  The North Raccoon has two lake protective 
representatives at WMA meetings. 

Figure 5. 

Year 1 WMA (or WMA formation) Meeting Attendance: North Raccoon WMA 
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NOTE: 
Other category includes the following affiliations: Agriculture industry, commodity groups, 

COGs or other regional planning groups, RC&D staff, state elected officials, media, 
nature/conservation groups, and federal government agencies. 

Counties: Buena Vista, Calhoun, Carroll, Dallas, Greene, Palo Alto, Pocahontas, Polk, 
Webster 
Lake Protectives: Black Hawk, Rathbun  
Municipalities: Alta, Clive, Grimes, Lake City, Lake View, Perry, Scranton, Storm Lake 
SWCDs: Buena Vista, Calhoun, Carroll, Dallas, Greene, Madison, Pocahontas, Polk, Sac 
 

North Raccoon River Surveys 
North Raccoon River Kickoff Survey 
Attendees of the Iowa Watershed Approach Kickoff Meeting at the North Raccoon watershed on 
May 31, 2016 were asked to complete a survey at the close of the meeting.  A brief summary of 
the survey findings follows here. The complete survey results can be found in Appendix K.  
Respondents were invited to use the survey to ask questions and the CEA provided a list of their 
questions to IWA staff.  IWA staff provided answers to these questions at the next North 
Raccoon Watershed Management Authority informational meeting and were added to a list of 
Frequently Asked Questions for all watersheds. 

Twenty-six people completed the survey of approximately 32 people who attended the meeting.  
It is possible that at least a few of the respondents were IWA partners because of the way the 
survey was described and distributed at this meeting. There were only two different counties 
and one municipality represented at the meeting (see attendance report for North Raccoon).  
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When asked what about the IWA was of interest to them, the most common responses 
expressed interest in conservation (10), collaboration across groups (5), and flood reduction (4).  
Three people said the project was related to their work, two said they were interested in the 
implementation of conservation projects, and two said they were interested in the funding 
opportunities. 

When asked what they thought the impact of the project would be on their community, seven 
of the 19 respondents to this item said the project would result in improved water quality.  Four 
respondents said that there would be improved flood mitigation.  Two each said that the project 
would help their community by aiding in watershed planning, increasing community resilience, 
providing better information about the flood plain, and providing general improvement in the 
community.   

There were quite a few suggestions from the 14 respondents to this item for other groups that 
should be involved in the project including: local NRCS, SWCD, and county conservation groups; 
flood plain managers; emergency management personnel; commodity organizations; Buena 
Vista University personnel; city planners; agribusiness; local IDNR; news media; wildlife non-
profits; and more local landowners. 

When asked to rate their interest in becoming involved in the IWA in the North Raccoon 
watershed on a scale of 1 to 10 where 10 indicated strong interest, only two respondents rated 
their interest as lower than 5 on the 10-point scale. The mean rating of 7.44 was moderately 
high, with 15 respondents rating their interest as 8 or higher. 

 

North Raccoon River WMA Formation Survey 
All attendees at the late winter North Raccoon Watershed Management Authority (WMA) 
Formation meeting on March 28, 2017 in Lake City, IA were asked to complete a survey at the 
close of the meeting. A brief summary of the survey findings follows here. The complete survey 
results can be found in Appendix T.  

Of the 39 attendees, 11 were first time attendees.  Twenty-six people completed the survey for 
a response rate of 67%.   

On a series of scaled item regarding the WMA formation process, respondents indicated that 
the formation meetings were providing a good base for a successful watershed partnership, and 
that forming the WMA will help them find ways to mitigate flood damage and improve water 
quality in the watershed.   Their responses to whether or not the group had the necessary 
people and leadership to form the watershed were also positive, but to a lesser degree. 

Respondents were asked what the most positive aspects of the WMA formation work had been 
to date.  Nearly three-fourths of the respondents said that the engagement and participation of 
some many groups was the most positive aspect of the WMA formation process.  Other positive 
aspects mentioned were the actual formation of the WMA itself, the leadership and 
partnerships, and the hydrologic information they receive. 
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When asked what kinds of challenges they anticipate in the WMA formation and work, the most 
common response was the engagement of all stakeholders, especially those who are not directly 
impacted by flooding. They also named the need for more education, establishing trust with the 
stakeholders, and personnel related issues as challenges. 

There was no real consensus in who else needs to be involve in the WMA, but agricultural 
groups and conservation groups were both mentioned by more than one respondents.  

Respondents were asked to reflect on the rate of progress being made toward forming their 
WMA on a 7-point scale, where 7 was “too fast”, 1 was “too slow”, and 4 was “just right”.  The 
mean response was 3.36, slightly below the “just right” point on the scale with most people 
indicating it was just a little too slow. 

The respondents were also given the opportunity to comment on anything they wanted and 
these were the comments given by individual respondents: 
• “Money won’t make people do the right thing voluntarily” 
• “Spread leadership from top to bottom of the watershed” 
 
Upper Iowa River Watershed 

Upper Iowa River Key Informant Interviews Summary 
The following is a summary of information gathered from four interviews with stakeholders 
involved in water management in the Upper Iowa watershed in the past and who are currently 
involved with the Upper Iowa Watershed Management Authority. All interviews were 
conducted via telephone by Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) staff members 
between November 2016 and April 2017. The interviewees were selected by Iowa Watershed 
Approach (IWA) staff and by the CEA because of their particular interests and expertise in the 
Upper Iowa watershed.  
 
Interviewees included: staff members from the Northeast Iowa Resource Conservation & 
Development (RC&D), the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), the Iowa Department 
of Natural Resources (IDNR), and a Luther College faculty member.  Interviewees were given the 
opportunity to review a summary of their interviews and provide clarification or edit as they 
wished. Only information included in the summaries was used to create this composite report.   
 
To maintain the limited anonymity promised to interviewees as required by the University of 
Iowa IRB, pseudonyms are used for all interviewees. The pseudonyms used do not necessarily 
represent the gender presentation of interviewees.  
 
A description of the complete methodology for conducting key informant interviews is attached 
to this report as Appendix E.  

 
Demographics 
“Adam” has been a district conservationist for the NRCS in this region of northern Iowa for more 
than 20 years. He lives in the Upper Iowa watershed and is a landowner and farmer. He has 
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been involved in a variety of watershed projects. He has not experienced flooding of his own 
land. 
 
“Barbara” has also carried out watershed work in northern Iowa for nearly 20 years.  She is 
currently the executive director of the Northeast Iowa RC&D.  Over the years, she has led 
thousands of presentations about water quality and quantity and has worked with a broad 
group of stakeholders and stakeholder organizations. She lives in the watershed and has 
experienced flooding and helped friends and family with flood preparation and recovery efforts. 
 
“Carla” has been an assistant professor of Environmental Studies and Political Science at Luther 
College in Decorah for nearly three years. Her research interests are in social systems and 
policies within the context of environmental studies. She lives in the watershed but does not 
own land that has experienced substantive flooding. 
 
“Diana” is a River Basin Coordinator for the IDNR.  Se has worked with other watershed groups 
in Iowa on watershed planning and will work with several of the IWA watersheds to provide 
technical support to watershed groups.  She does not live in the Upper Iowa watershed and has 
not experienced flooding of her personal property or land. Some of Diana’s comments included 
in this summary are general to all of the IWA watersheds in eastern Iowa, while some comments 
refer specifically to the Upper Iowa watershed. 
 
Water Quantity Concerns in the Watershed 
When asked about the main flooding issues for the Upper Iowa watershed, the following main 
categories of concerns emerged: 

• Flashiness/flash flooding 
• Upstream vs. downstream  
• Rural vs. urban problems  
• Unique topography  
• Education and outreach 

 
Key informants also mentioned some specific locations of concern including the Canoe Creek 
area (Locust Road – north of Decorah), Freeport, main channel of the Upper Iowa, other small 
communities, and the Big Slough. Key informants’ comments are described in detail below: 
 
Flashiness: All four of the key informants mentioned that a main concern for flooding in the 
Upper Iowa watershed is the increase in heavy rainfall events, in particular, flooding events that 
are inundating places that were not previously flooded and/or where people do not usually 
carry flood insurance.  Adam said that the frequency of high rainfall events has gotten more 
people concerned about water quantity issues.  Barbara said that with the increase in heavy 
rainfall events, people (especially in Decorah) have come to believe, “It’s not a matter of if flood 
waters will go over [the dikes], they just wonder when it will actually happen.”   
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Carla said that flashiness is partly a concern because people affected by flash flooding are less 
likely to carry flood insurance. Diana said that flash flooding is an increasing concern in all the 
watersheds. 
 
Upstream vs. downstream:  All four of the key informants in one way or another said that the 
WMA must find a way to deal with the fact that flooding needs to be addressed upstream to 
impact the communities downstream.   
 
The key informants characterized upstream/downstream issues in these ways: 
 
Barbara worried about the fact that the IWA projects funds can only be used in downstream 
areas (Winneshiek and Allamakee counties), when those areas are greatly impacted by what is 
happening upstream in Howard County and in Minnesota.  She was concerned that IWA funds 
were directed toward “where there is greatest damage without consideration of why the 
damage is occurring there.”  She described the impact of 2016 flooding in Freeport that affected 
the town itself, but then also sent debris further downstream into a backwater slough of the 
Mississippi where they have no funding to clean it up. 
 
Adam said that people who are affected by flooding often are trying to get involved and “are 
looking to the government units to see if there are programs out there that can assist with it.”  
He said that they are usually adjacent to streams and there is not a lot they can do for them 
directly because the water is coming from upstream. 
 
Diana and Carla both said that the upstream/downstream issue is often confounded by the 
rural/urban issue: downstream urban areas may be reliant on their upstream rural neighbors to 
mitigate and slowdown runoff. 
 
Rural vs. urban problems:  Three of the key informants described the flooding concerns in the 
Upper Iowa as being different in urban vs. the rural areas.  The key respondents clarified that 
the Upper Iowa does not have any true “city/urban” areas, but indicated that it is important to 
think about how flooding is handled and experienced by municipalities as opposed to rural 
areas. They said that there is a need for education and outreach to address water quantity 
issues that benefit both urban and rural areas.  
 
According to the key informants, even among the urban problems, there are differences.  Carla 
said during the most recent flood event (late summer 2016), some urban areas experienced 
more damage than others. She said that the city of Decorah is protected to a great extent by 
dikes while communities like Freeport are not. She said that it is possible that the dikes in the 
Decorah area may have actually exacerbated flooding in the Freeport area.  She said that urban 
flooding is likely to have greater economic and social impacts and that urban flooding is also 
more likely to impact lower income people or people who do not have flood insurance because 
they live in areas that have not previously flooded.  However, she said she knows that in the 
recent flood, rural landowners were also greatly affected because they “weren’t able to use 
crops because of standing water.” She emphasized the need to come up with a way to address 
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the impact of flooding “as a collective burden” and figure out “how we work together… to 
address that individual interest vs. collective interest issue.” 
 
Barbara also emphasized that the people in the urban areas are increasingly aware that the “low 
flow is lower than ever and that the high flow is higher than ever.”  She said that rural producers 
have already been helping the Decorah community by providing pumps and equipment to 
reduce pressure on the dikes. 
 
In addition to needing to work with their upstream rural neighbors, Diana said planners for 
downstream, urban areas must be particularly cognizant of flooding factors and what can be 
controlled when planning new development, especially in sensitive areas.  She also said that it 
can be extremely difficult for smaller “urban areas” to deal with the impact of flooding and that 
they need to be involved in the WMA and work with others to address their problems. 
 
Unique Topography:  Two key informants paired their discussion of the heavy rainfall events 
with a description of the karst topography that is a feature of much of northeast Iowa. 
According to the key informants, the karst topography changes the ways water moves and 
makes it challenging to address flooding concerns in the same way as in other areas. The NRCS 
conservationist said that in northeast Iowa stream banks tend to be very steep and water runs 
off quickly.  Barbara talked in detail about the nature of the watershed that is characterized by 
“sinkholes, springs, and losing streams,” all of which can direct water in unexpected ways.  She 
added that in thinking about the IWA project, there is the great necessity to think about the 
dynamics of this hydrologic system, “The surface-ground water interaction makes this 
watershed much more complicated than anything you’re going to find in other areas of Iowa.” 
 
Education and Outreach:  All four key informants addressed the need for education and 
outreach to help address water quantity issues in the Upper Iowa watershed.   
 
Barbara said that the Upper Iowa citizens are very receptive to outreach and a great deal of 
outreach and education has already occurred in the watershed. She said that in addition to her 
own organization (the RC&D), the SWCDs, the IDNR, and the Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation 
have done a tremendous amount of working reaching citizens both one-on-one and through 
group outreach events.  She said there are also newsletters, school based curricula, print and 
social media that get out the word about flooding issues.  In addition, she said a very important 
role is played by the Upper Iowa River Alliance, a group that pre-dates the WMA and that works 
to “implement projects that help private landowners protect the river and enhance riverfront 
properties, [and] educates the public about river and watershed issues.” 
 
Adam said they often work with individual landowners on a voluntary basis, but that they are 
also trying to get the word out on installing conservation practices and building overall 
awareness of flooding and run-off. 
 
Carla also mentioned the work of the NRCS and the SWCD in educating local residents about 
flooding issues, but said that there was an ongoing need to get people to learn more and to find 
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ways to think about “How can we change land use?  How can we put in some structural 
measures in key areas that might have an impact to reduce peak flows during these flooding 
events?”  She said that the work that has been done promoting cover crops, for example, is 
“really visible and something that people are really excited about.” 
 
Diana said that education will be a key component in the communities. She also said that 
forming relationships among the communities in the watersheds will be an important aspect of 
success. 
 
Other  
During the interviews, most key informants were also asked about the impact of flooding on LMI 
populations, their familiarity with the FEMA hazard mitigation plans, and their perception of the 
level of concern about water quantity problems among local residents. 
 
LMI: None of the four Upper Iowa key informants had extensive knowledge about the impact of 
flooding on LMI populations.  Adam said that if there are LMI people who are affected by 
flooding, their LMI status is definitely taken into account when applying for funds for recovery.  
Diana said that he was not familiar with the exact location of LMI in all the watersheds in which 
she works.  Carla said that the recent flooding in Freeport was a case in which LMI populations 
were probably disproportionately impacted by flooding.  Barbara said that in the case of most 
recent flooding in particular, people across the income levels were affected partly because of 
the fact that so many areas that have not historically had problems were affected, and even 
higher income people were hard hit because they did not carry flood insurance.   
 
FEMA hazard mitigation plans:  The four key informants for the most part were not deeply 
familiar with the FEMA hazard mitigation plans. Adam said he knew that they were also trying to 
slow down water from the uplands and wanting to get information out about that.   Diana said 
that currently FEMA plans (speaking in general, not specifically about the Upper Iowa) are “very 
cookie cutter” and do not take a “watershed management approach.”  Barbara said that in the 
Upper Iowa there is a disconnect between what they (Emergency Management Personnel) do 
and what the WMA is trying to do.  She said it was “difficult to get Emergency Managers (EM) to 
attend meetings or to even recognize the benefits of flood prevention.  They seem to be stuck in 
response.”  She said that overcoming the “local EM bias will require encouragement and 
leadership from the state that hasn’t seemed to have happened yet.”  Carla was not familiar 
with the plans. 
 
Citizen concern about water quantity issues:  Key informants who were asked about the level of 
citizen concern said they believe Upper Iowa area residents show a relatively high level of 
concern about water quantity issues. Carla said that citizens were “really concerned in August 
and September” especially those who were impacted by flooding, despite being outside the 
flood plain and that there has been a “push for thinking about flood insurance.”  She also said 
there has been a strong focus on “response and disaster relief,” including charitable events.  
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Diana also indicated in general people who are personally affected have a much stronger 
interest in working on water quantity issues, however he said that Upper Iowa residents 
probably have a greater degree of conservation awareness and general interest. She added 
there is a need to build educational programming that emphasizes, “We’re all in this together.  
We’re all impacted by flooding.” She suggested that education include demonstrating the ways 
in which rural flooding has an impact on markets, livelihoods, and the community as a whole.  
She said that the project needs to “convey urgency” and bring in “ag-centered partners – co-ops 
and agribusiness” to be part of the process. 
 
Barbara said that the Upper Iowa is a “phenomenal watershed.” She said that in some of the 
Upper Iowa sub-watersheds people will use almost any available funding and “there will be a 
lines out the door for [money to improve] water quality, watershed health, and to reduce 
flooding.” She said that in other watersheds this has not been the case and their “social 
attitudes toward conservation activities are different.” She encouraged project planners to be 
aware of the huge social component that can be part of decision making for the project. 
 
Water Quality Concerns in the Watershed 
All four Upper Iowa key informants at least to some extent talked about sediment and sediment 
erosion as main concerns for water quality in the Upper Iowa.  The NCRS leader said that 
sediment and sedimentation is still their “#1 pollutant.”  He said that the practices that the IWA 
project is proposing to help hold water in place will also have a positive impact on water quality.  
 
Both Adam and Barbara talked again about the importance of considering the karst topography 
when thinking about water quality issues in the Upper Iowa watershed.  They both described 
the dye studies that have been done in the area to show where water enters the ground in one 
place and resurfaces in a different watershed and how that must inform the practices to 
improve water quality and water quantity issues.  Barbara said, “This surface-ground water 
interaction makes this watershed much more complicated than anything you’re going to find in 
other areas of Iowa.” 
 
Barbara also talked again about the social component to farming practices as it relates to water 
quality.  She said, “…How they farm, how their parents or grandparents farmed, how their 
neighbors farm, and what’s acceptable locally in their neighborhood socially is a huge influence 
on decision making. …You have to look at and consider every sub-watershed as its own system, 
not only because of the water coming from that watershed is a distinct hydrologic system, but 
also because the social system within that sub-watershed is a very different and sometimes 
complex and counterintuitive system.” 
 
She also talked about that what gets talked about in water quality is highly influenced by 
“what’s measured.” She expanded on that by saying that most people would emphasize 
problems with nitrates, phosphorus, sediment, and bacteria because they are all measured 
often and because bacteria cause impairments. She added that in the past they also measured 
for chemicals and found high levels of atrazine at different places in the watershed. However, 
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now that they lack regular funding to routinely measure chemicals, people think they are no 
longer a problem. 
 
Carla talked about other concerns in water quality including bacteria problems (particularly E. 
coli) in the watershed.  She said that although they have little point-source contamination in the 
Upper Iowa, they have run-off from fields.  She talked about increased sediment problems due 
to land use in areas where there are more bank cuts, row crops, and monoculture and about 
increased bacteria in areas along the river where there are “larger confinement operations.”   
 
Diana also said that the Upper Iowa area has some of the same problems as other areas, but 
since it is not tile drained to the extent that most of the rest of the state is, it has more problems 
associated with sediment and erosion sediment issues. 
 
Both Diana and Barbara said that it is hard to tell the extent to which people are concerned 
about water quality and that a survey should be done to gauge awareness and concern. Diana 
said that when people have water quality issues in their drinking water they tend to become 
more concerned.  Carla said that Decorah drinking waters are drawn from ground near water 
and mentioned again that connectivity of the ground water with the river may cause issues.   
 
Carla said that in general, Upper Iowa local residents are probably more concerned about 
flooding than about water quality, but that there are definitely people who are “very 
concerned” about water quality. She also mentioned that despite the Upper Iowa being 
“impaired in some areas,” it is highly used recreationally.  She also said that a number of groups 
including, Trout Unlimited Driftless Region, another group in the Bear Creek watershed, the 
NRCS, Dry Run Watershed Group, and the RC&D, are all actively trying to do something about 
water quality.   
 
Barbara said that people in the Upper Iowa are “phenomenally engaged” and that meetings 
about water quality issues (e.g. in Cresco, Decorah, New Albin, Dorchester) are always well-
attended. 
 
Collaborations in the Watershed 
 
Three key informants agreed that there are many successful collaborations in place in the Upper 
Iowa watershed.  [Diana did not specifically address collaborations in the Upper Iowa.]  Barbara 
characterized the collaborations (including public-private) as being “second to none.” Groups 
with existing strong collaborations mentioned by one or more key informant included: 

• Bear Creek Watershed Group 
• Dry Run Watershed Group 
• Farm Bureau (Winneshiek and 

Howard counties) 
• IDALS 
• IDNR 
• Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation 

• Landowners 
• Luther College 
• Municipalities 
• NRCS 
• Pheasants Forever 
• RC&D 
• SWCDs 
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• Trout Unlimited 
• Upper Iowa Alliance 

• Upper Iowa River Watershed 
Project (UIRW)
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Adam said, “I think that we’ve got a strong network of groups that have are working well together and 
I’m sure there’s some more out there that may want to come to the table that can bring something. And 
for course, the farmers…everything we’re doing is on a voluntary basis… and so they’ve stepped up to 
the place when there’s been opportunities and have taken advantage of different opportunities.”  He 
said that it would be good if more municipalities would get involved in the WMA work. 
 
Carla, while agreeing that there are many great collaborations in the Upper Iowa, said that it would be 
helpful to get someone, perhaps the counties, to work on bridging the gap between “agricultural use 
and what’s happening in town.”  
 
Communication and Information Needs in the Watershed 
Key informants agreed that successful collaborations in the watershed have helped foster 
communication and sharing of information in the watershed and that, according to Barbara, there is a 
“good level of trust across the board.” She mentioned specifically that the SWCDs in Winneshiek and 
Allamakee counties are especially trusted as well as the RC&D.  She said NGOs, such as Pheasants 
Forever and the Upper Iowa Alliance (new non-profit made up of landowners along the river and public 
partners) are also trusted for the information they provide to landowners.  She also mentioned that 
local press (including Decorah, Cresco, and Waukon newspapers) is a good source of information for 
landowners in addition to the county pages in the Farm Bureau Spokesman. 
 
Adam said the NRCS provides a lot of information to landowners that he thinks landowners trust, but 
that landowners also have strong relationships with co-ops, co-op agronomists, seed dealers, and 
herbicide vendors. He said that working with those entities would be important for the IWA so that they 
have accurate information available to them.  In general, he thought that it would be advantageous to 
work through some of the organizational steps of the IWA before involving both these groups and the 
landowners, adding, “There’s a need for patience right now.”  He said he wanted to avoid getting people 
excited about the project if they weren’t going to be eligible for funding or if it was going to be too long 
before the time to select practice sites was closer.  He said he didn’t foresee obstacles in doing this; he 
just thinks that they should wait until they are ready “to roll the project out and really be able to answer 
all the questions on who, what, why, and where.” The information they need as soon as possible is the 
criteria for site selection and what makes certain sub-watersheds “rise to the top.”  He echoed Barbara’s 
remarks concerning the social culture of the sub-watersheds by saying that they need to carefully 
consider landowner willingness or “We’re dead in the water before we start.” 
 
Diana did not talk about communication and information in the Upper Iowa watershed specifically, but 
she also mentioned the Farm Bureau as a trusted source.  She said the Cedar Rapids Gazette and Des 
Moines Register also provide a lot of information about water quality, but in particular wasn’t sure how 
trusted the Register is.  She agreed that the crop consultants and technical service providers are 
probably most relied on for “delivering the right information.” In terms of current flood information, she 
said most people rely on mainstream media and that during the August-September 2016 heavy rain 
events in the Upper Iowa (and Middle Cedar), the media made good use of the IFIS website. 
 
Carla said that some landowners get information they trust from the “coffee shop culture.” She also 
mentioned the local newspapers as providing good information.  She mentioned that some people are 
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looking for additional information about flood insurance and the National Flood Insurance Program. In 
talking about future communication, she said they need to figure out how to move beyond “reaction 
and response” to actual “broader risk reduction” planning.   
 
The WMAs  
 
The key informants were asked to talk about their WMA as an organization.  Adam and Barbara were 
the most familiar with the organization and its work.  Adam focused on the need of the WMA to have 
the work related to the IWA project well-organized and have key decisions made before they begin to 
involve landowners.  He said, “We need to make sure we (all the board…and the groups involved) all 
lock arms and say… ‘This is the project we’re presenting,” and to explain how all the decisions were 
made in regard to eligible landowners.  
 
Barbara and Carla both emphasized the strong need to respect and make good use of both the local 
efforts that have already occurred to be good stewards of the Upper Iowa and the immense amount of 
technical knowledge that exists in the area.  Barbara talked about the Upper Iowa River Watershed 
Alliance, a group that has existed since the early 2000’s and has been made up of people with a great 
deal of technical expertise in both water quality and quantity.  She emphasized the benefit of retaining 
the strong local ties and expertise of these people and to make sure they are part of the WMA work.  
She said that because of the 28e agreement requirements, the board of the WMA is now made up of 
supervisors and Soil and Water Commissioners who are “different” kinds of leaders.  She said they may 
have the passion and interest in improving the water quality and dealing with water quantity issues, but 
they do not have the technical expertise of the former group.  She said the new leaders have the 
advantage of being elected officials, but they need the local technical expertise to both understand the 
work to be done.  She suggested that they although they will have strong technical guidance from the 
IFC, ISU, and IDNR, it would be highly advantageous to create a “local technical team comprised of 
knowledgeable people who have a history of working in the watershed and are trusted by local 
watershed residents as experts” to “bridge the gap between the new project people coming into the 
area and the policy makers” on the board. 
 
Carla also emphasized the importance of robust local technical expertise and she acknowledged that it 
appears that the people involved with the IWA are trying to provide the support the WMA needs while 
still encouraging local ownership. 
 
Again speaking about all watersheds, Diana said that the WMAs must be very engaged with the project 
partners, in particular the IFC, the IDNR, and the Iowa Economic Development Authority (IEDA).  She 
said it was also important that the counties involved be very engaged and “grasp what this project 
means.” She said the counties will need assistance to handle the financial policies required by the IEDA 
and by HUD.  She added that the delay in funding gave some people the impression that the project 
would move slowly, but that now that funding is in place, they need to really move on. 
 
The Watershed Coordinator 
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[At the time of these interviews, the watershed coordinator had not been hired in the Upper Iowa.  
Although it was clear that the position might be filled before these interviews were complete and 
summarized, this question was intended to help describe stakeholders’ priorities for the position.] 
 
All four of the key informants interviewed said that the project coordinator will need to have multiple 
skills. Three of the four emphasized that the person who fills the position must be able to work with “a 
broad group of people that have different priorities” (as stated by Barbara).  Diana said they must be 
able to communicate with landowners and producers, but also work with many professionals and 
university people.  Carla said they must “understand the social complexity” of the watershed a theme 
echoed by Barbara who said the most important characteristic might be to “overlook prejudices within 
the social atmosphere…to be able to work with partners effectively.”  She said the coordinator will need 
to be able to answer conservationists who ask “Why are you working with the Corn Growers, the Farm 
Bureau, and the Soybean Association? and there are Corn Grower and Cattlemen who are saying, ‘Why 
are you working with that conservation organization?’” 
 
All four agreed that the person will need technical skills and good outreach and communication skills. 
Adam phrased it that the coordinator would need to be, “Comfortable with walking on that farm and 
being able to strike up a conversation… and be able to present the technical side of the project… talk the 
soil health angle.”  
 
Diana spoke in general about watershed coordinators for all watersheds, echoing some of the same 
qualities, saying that they would need to have a varied set of skills to work with a broad range of 
stakeholders.  She expressed concerns that some of the WMAs appear to be focused on a traditional set 
of skills for project coordinators that center on “selling practices.”  She said other people in the 
conversation have come to believe that the coordinator must carry out outreach and education in order 
to “change hearts and minds” to “advance the concept of resiliency and create sustainable watershed 
management authorities that have a future beyond the project.” 
 
Resilience 
The key informants approached their responses regarding resilience in different ways.  Carla expressed 
strong interest in resilience and suggested that they try to be more comprehensive in thinking about 
resilience, “What can we do more broadly to think about not just response, but risk, collective risk 
mitigation, and sharing this risk across the watershed, reducing the risk across the watershed?  And 
bridging that boundary between urban and rural – connecting those dots.”  She said that although the 
Decorah community has had “good community mobilization” around flooding events, it is not enough.  
She said that there are people and niches who are probably completely disconnected and do not the 
resources for resilience that others do, “and that’s something we could be better at.” 
 
Barbara began her resilience discussion by emphasizing that those who are in the IWA project must 
respect the way that the people involved in the watershed have talked about it for years, that is, to talk 
about watershed health “and the resiliency of the landscape and the hydrologic system to recover from 
any event, whether it be drought or flooding.” She indicated that she understands that as part of the 
IWA project, they are also talking about other types of resilience, they must be careful to not “discredit” 
the way the word has been used in the past and “acknowledge that it is still valid and important.” She 
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said that in thinking about social resilience, “Low income populations are least able to respond…They 
can’t buy a new house.  All their savings went into the old one and there is no flood insurance.  I 
understand they can’t recover from that. There’s no resilience there and that’s really, really important.” 
 
Adam said that, “Unfortunately, they’ve gotten a lot of practice…so I think they’re getting pretty good at 
being able to respond…[to do] some of the immediate things that can be done to help mitigate some of 
the flood waters in the town.” He described pumping and sandbagging efforts and that farmers with 
pumps will come into town to help out. He said that as a community they are “pretty progressive” and 
are interested in finding ways to slow the water down to lessen the impact of flooding in a pro-active 
way, but that they realize there is no silver bullet.  He described some of the people who live in the 
Decorah “flats and adjacent areas” as being more vulnerable and then people who live below Decorah, 
like Freeport, where there is not a dike system, as also being very vulnerable. 
 
Diana talked about resilience in terms of the ability of the community to find solutions.  She said it was 
probably easier for larger communities to be resilient because of greater resources.  She said that to 
increase resilience, communities must find ways to not put their structures at risk in the urban areas and 
move away from agricultural mono-cultures in the rural areas saying that “diversifying is a big part of 
resilience.” She said some of the questions communities have to address to be more resilient are “Do 
you have systems in place if there is a major flood? What systems do you need to have in place so that 
there is not mass chaos in your communities…so that critical infrastructure is protected?  [Do people] 
impacted by the hazard have a place to go? [Do they have] the resources they need to get them 
through?” 
 

Upper Iowa River Documented Meetings 
Meeting 1: Iowa Watershed Approach Upper Iowa River WMA/Kickoff Meeting 
Date: June 8, 2016 

Location: Decorah City Council Chamber, Decorah 

Attendance: 38 people, approximately 27 were from the Upper Iowa community 

Meeting Goals: The meeting was promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce the IWA project to 
interested parties in the watershed. Kick-off meetings in each watershed will bring together local 
landowners, partners, and other interested parties to learn more about the IWA project and the specific 
details relevant to their communities. There were opportunities for questions during the meeting. 

Activities: IWA partners presented an overview of the IWA program and various partners’ contributions 
to the project.  There were opportunities for questions during the meeting. 

Discussion: The question and answer sessions covered the following topics: history of water quality 
monitoring in the area, maintenance agreements for practices, sensor types and placement in the 
hydrologic assessment 

Next Steps: None were provided. Members of the University of Iowa team met with researchers at 
Luther College to discuss the IWA program and flood resilience. Luther also facilitated a watershed tour 
for University of Iowa. 
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Meeting 2: Upper Iowa WMA Quarterly Meeting  
Date: September 28, 2016 
Location: Decorah City Council Chambers, Decorah, IA 
Attendance: ~30 attendees 
Activities and Discussion:  

• IFC: 
o Larry Weber (IFC) said the HUD/IEDA agreement has now been signed and sub-contracts 

should go out in the next few weeks.  A version of the IWA website is up and running.  
Watershed planning is pushed back a little because of the funding delay.  There was a 
question as to whether they know what conservation practices already exist on the land. 
Weber said that Calvin Wolters (IDNR) is making use of aerial photographs and LIDAR 
data to map existing practices and that will be compared with simulations of suggested 
practices to start getting ideas about what practices can be most useful. 

o Antonio Arenas (IFC) provided a presentation on the hydrologic assessment work to 
date.  He said that the magnitude of flooding is not increasing, but heavy rainfall events 
are occurring more frequently.  He talked about the most recent storm in Decorah in 
August 2016 where they had over 9” of rain and streamflow on the Upper Iowa reached 
over 50,000 cfs.  He pointed out that the soil was also fully saturated. 

• UNI – TPC: Eric Giddens (UNI-TPC) talked about their role in the project to assist landowners in 
planning prairie grass farm projects and advise on seed mixes, etc.  He described the benefits of 
the prairie system for flood protection, soil conservation, biodiversity and pollinator recovery, 
and improving water quality.  He mentioned the field days they had conducted in August and 
that they would have additional field days next year and could provide individual consultations.  
There was a question about the prairie practices as opposed to traditional grass waterways.  Eric 
explained that traditional waterways lay down and convey water, whereas prairie grass holds 
the water in place and that, and deep roots, encourages it to stay in place.  There were also 
questions regarding CRP funding (still eligible for that), backing of Pheasants forever (yes), and 
burn recommendations (difficult in the strip context, but if possible, only every three years).   

• IDNR: Mary Beth Stevenson (IDNR) provided the WMA with a list of the pro bono services 
available to them from the IDNR as part of the IWA.  She said they can immediately be helpful to 
the WMA in helping them with their project coordinator position by sharing a template for 
advertising for the position and providing input. They can also help with putting their budget 
together, watershed planning activities, and conducting bi-annual meetings for project 
coordinators for doing training, etc.  

 
Next Steps: Next meeting scheduled for January 11, 2017 where there will be a flood resilience program 
update. 
 

Meeting 3: Upper Iowa WMA  
Date: January 11, 2017 
Location: Decorah City Council Chambers, Decorah, IA 
Attendance: ~28 people in the room 
Activities:  
IWA:  

• Ashlee Johannes (FRT) gave the resilience presentation.  She said they would be partnering with 
local organizations like Northeast Iowa Community Action and Luther College to learn more 
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about the area’s resilience needs.  She explained that flood resilience focuses on mitigation, 
preparedness, response, and recovery and that they will be looking at the resources available to 
promote flood resilience, including social, human, institutional, natural, economic, and physical 
factors.  They will be working with local people to put together a Flood Resilience Action Plan. 

• Breanna Shea(IFC) announced IWA advisory board meeting –1/26/17 in Iowa City. 
• IWA and Project Coordinator Hire:  Todd Duncan (NRCS) talked about the hiring of the project 

coordinator, indicating that the NRCS is willing to house the coordinator and provide 
supervision. Winneshiek SWCD can also help. 

Discussion:  
• Resilience: There were questions regarding the resilience presentation including: How does 

socio-economic status affect resilience? Johannes said that there is not a lot of research on how 
to increase flood resilience or on flood resilience in general, so they are trying to work with 
different groups and help them with things that the groups think could improve resilience.  For 
example, increasing availability and quality of social outreach and education could be one 
example. Topics might include information about flood insurance, temporary housing options, 
211 services to help provide up-to-date information about how to get help with various flood-
related problems.    Could they provide some examples of resilience actions?  They are still too 
early in the program so they have no current implementation information. How can resiliency 
information be used to help with decisions on sub-watersheds?  Still to be determined, but they 
will be looking at lower income areas that are also vulnerable to flooding.  Is there money to do  

• IWA logistics: Will the fact that money is going through Winneshiek County hinder involvement 
in other counties?  Duncan said not and Lora Friest (NEIRC&D) agreed and said things like this 
had been done before. Can they really get much done if they concentrate in just a few sub-
watersheds?  (Said it would be more in original proposal) Duncan said they have to start 
somewhere and Friest reminded that the money was cut back in final funding.  There was also 
discussion about ponds not holding water, landowners are not involved (and meeting 
times/dates make that difficult), why is the project only structures, and that the plan they had 
before was not used.  Paul Berland (NEIRC&D) said the plan is being used and that landowner 
involvement is crucial and they can change meeting times to make it possible for landowners to 
be there.  There was discussion of the ponds and that some are made to hold water for a long 
time and others for less time, but to hold it during events. There was also discussion that limiting 
the sub-watersheds can be thought of as a pilot to demonstrate efficacy.  The project is limited 
to money for structures, but other things can be included in plan and other money sought.  Ross 
Evelsizer (NEIRC&D) said that although the money is for structures to increase flood mitigation 
potential, these practices also improve water quality. Will the coordinator write the plan?  John 
Beard (UIRWMA chair) said that the coordinator will be involved, but that the RC&D is going to 
write the plan. 

Next Steps: Hire coordinator.  Next meeting scheduled for March 29, 2017 and it will be farmer-
oriented. 
 

Meeting 4:  Upper Iowa WMA Quarterly Meeting 
Date: April 6, 2017 

Location: Decorah City Council Chambers, Decorah, IA 

Attendance: only 8 people signed in, estimate of attendance ~15 

Activities and discussion: 
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• IWA:  
o  Larry Weber (IFC) talked about the overall plan that will be for areas beyond the eligible 

areas.   
o Ashlee Johannes (FRT) gave a short review of the survey done at the most recent 

meeting.  
o Antonio Arenas (IFC) provided an update on the hydrological assessment work 

happening.  He showed maps of BMPs and maps of land use showing very little change 
over time in use in the area. He provided information about the karst topography and 
losing streams in the area. He also showed precipitation maps with specific information 
about storms in the areas in 2008, 2013, and 2016, particularly showing the August 2016 
flooding in Dorchester.  He said they are looking for sites for sensor deployment in 
Winneshiek and Allamakee counties. 

o Felicia Campbell (IDALS) talked about the work she will be doing providing technical 
assistance to the project coordinator when the PC is hired.  She also provided a “laundry 
list” of frequently asked questions by landowners. 

• Planning process 
o Ross Evelsizer (NEIRC&D)talked about logo design for the UIRWMA.  They are also 

starting the planning process. 
Next steps: Project Coordinator hire to occur by next meeting. More frequent meetings may be needed 
– meeting scheduled for May 11, 2017 (next meeting was actually June 15, 2017). 

Meeting 5: Upper Iowa WMA Quarterly Meeting 
Date: June 15, 2017 

Location: Decorah City Council Chambers, Decorah IA 

Attendance: ~33 people in the room 

Activities and Discussion: 

• Introduction of IWA Project Coordinator: 
• IWA 

o Resilience:  Ashlee Johannes and Craig Just (both from FRT) presented on the Flood 
Resilience Team’s work.  They showed HAZUS maps as an example of how they will look 
at the impact of flooding on people. They will be adding a handful of cities to these 
maps in more depth, including Freeport, where they will be looking at other measures 
of loss including inability to get to work or school.  Their objective is to look at LMI 
populations who cannot recover as quickly and have fewer resources.   They will be 
working on the watershed resiliency plan which will be part of the formal watershed 
plan.  They said HSEMD is on board with this as a way to link up the hazard mitigation 
plans with the IWA work.  Just also explained the work they are doing with Luther 
College that will be a unique local resource. 

o Weber (IFC) : Thanks for everyone putting their time into talking to legislators about the 
need for funding for IFC. 

o BMP Mapping: IDNR has put together maps of existing BMPs in the watershed to look at 
where beneficial practices already exist.  This helps to identify the investment that 
landowners have already made in conservation and enables them to compare with 
recommended practices.  There were some question:  as to whether they do “ground 
trothing” of the maps to which Calvin Wolter (IDNR) said they do not have the capacity 
to send out people, but locals can let them know; as to whether they can add more 



116 
 

 

recently built practices to the maps and Wolter said that was also difficult to do, but 
they hope to do it again in 10 years; as to whether they can tell whether practices are 
functioning properly to which Wolter said that they can sometimes see channels that 
help tell whether the water is flowing correctly and whether things are mowed properly 
to divert water.   

o Antonio Arenas (IFC): They are doing comparisons of the BMPs with Agricultural 
conservation Planning Framework (ACPF) to see how they are doing in conservation 
practices already.  The area is doing very well on grassed waterways so think about 
some other practices, so they looked at ponds and nutrient removal wetlands.  Existing 
ponds are in the 4-1-120 acre drainage area and the ACPF recommends larger ponds 
(120-640).  Arenas also talked about the IWQIS and provided some local data.  Weber 
said most places in Iowa would love to see figures like those.  IFC has been working with 
Matt Frana on finding locations to install new sensors in the Watershed.   They have also 
done some analysis on losing streams. Lora Friest(NEIRC&D) said that she is confident in 
Arenas’ data   

• Planning: NEIRC&D has been contracted to do the planning for the Upper Iowa. They talked 
about forming a technical committee.  They also walked through a draft outline of what will be 
in the plan.  Megan Buckingham (NEIRC&D) said they will be doing a survey of landowners to 
help guide in finding landowners interested in practices, and to learn about the impact of 
flooding on other land owners.  They want to capture stories of the flooding in the watershed.  
They showed drafts of potential logos for the UIWMA 

• Project Coordinator:  Matt Frana (UIRWMA project coordinator) said he is trying to learn 
everything he can about the watershed.  He is trying to set up criteria for subwatershed 
selection for practices.  Some of the criteria will be landowner willingness, high runoff and 
localized flooding, past history of projects. There will be a landowner informational meeting on 
July 20, 2017 to start talking with landowners.  He mentioned some HUC 12s that are rising to 
the top of their list:  Canoe Creek, Coon Creek, Tem Mile, Nordness – he said they were not set 
in stone, but were rising to the top.  He’s also been working on the application form and will 
have the board look at that.   Weber said that there was discussion last week about making sure 
that they get money spent and that it may be possible if some places aren’t as quick about 
spending money that there will be money that goes to different WMAs.  Ross Evelsizer 
(NEIRC&D) said that ISU is forming a group that they want someone to come to from the WMA.   

Next steps:  Next Meeting August 10, 2017, Make changes to 28e to remove drainage district from list 
(not allowed to be part of the board). Landowner meeting July 20, 2017 at the NRCS office. 

Upper Iowa River Attendance Analysis 
At quarterly WMA meetings for all IWA watersheds, attendees were asked to sign an attendance log and 
provide their affiliation.  Attendance data in this report are therefore limited to those who signed the 
log. All affiliations were coded into the categories listed below in Figure 6 and in the note concerning the 
“Other” Category.  Counties, municipalities, and SWCD representatives are the member entities for the 
WMA.  Those listed as affiliated with a county include not only the official county representative to the 
WMA, but also anyone who listed the county as their affiliation.  The total shown below may include 
representatives of the Board of Supervisors, County Engineers, Emergency Management Staff, etc.  The 
same is true for municipalities such that the total may include the mayor, city administrative staff, storm 
water management staff, etc.  Counties and municipalities who had representation at one or more 
meetings are listed below in the note. Total attendance does not include representatives of IWA partner 
groups.  
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Figure 6 reports attendance at the five quarterly meetings that occurred from June 2016 through August 
1, 2017.  A total of 48 individuals attended one or more meetings of Upper Iowa WMA meetings. In 
addition, 18 representatives of IWA partner groups attended one or more meetings (not included in 
Figure 6).  Attendance logs were available at all meetings, but IWA did not receive the one for the 
September 28, 2016 meeting.  Evaluator’s notes indicate that most of the meeting attendance totals 
listed below are an underestimate of the actual number of attendees with attendance ranging from 24-
30 non-partner participants.  It is recommended that the project coordinator encourage attendees to 
sign in. The WMA had five member entities when formed including three counties and two 
municipalities and the attendance of representatives of those entities is somewhat consistent.  The 
involvement of the Northeast Iowa RC&D is clear in the large number of “other” category attendees.   

Figure 6. 

Year 1 WMA Meeting Attendance: Upper Iowa 

 

NOTE: 
* There was a WMA meeting on 9/28/2016, but IWA did not get a copy of the attendance log. 
Other category includes the following affiliations: Colleges/universities, commodity groups, 

conservation groups, COGs or other regional planning groups, RC&D staff, state elected 
officials, NRCS, and federal government agencies. 

Counties: Allamakee, Howard, Winneshiek 
Municipalities: Decorah 
SWCDs: Winneshiek 
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Upper Iowa River Surveys 
Upper Iowa River Kickoff Survey 
Attendees of the Iowa Watershed Approach Kickoff Meeting at the Upper Iowa watershed on June 8, 
2016 were asked to complete a survey at the close of the meeting.  A brief summary of the survey 
findings follows here. The complete survey results can be found in Appendix L.  Respondents were 
invited to use the survey to ask questions and the CEA provided a list of their questions to IWA staff.  
IWA staff provided answers to these questions at the next Upper Iowa Watershed Management 
Authority meeting and were added to a list of Frequently Asked Questions for all watersheds. 

Twenty-four people completed the survey of approximately 27 people who attended the meeting. Two 
counties, one SWCD, and one municipality had representatives at the meeting (see attendance report 
for Upper Iowa).  

When asked what about the IWA was of interest to them, the most common responses expressed 
interest in conservation (8), flood reduction (6), and interest in new conservation practices (4). Two 
people said the project was related to their work and two said they were interested in the public/private 
collaboration process. 

When asked what they thought the impact of the project would be on their community, the majority 
respondents to this item (14 of 21) said the project would result in improved flood mitigation.  A third of 
the respondents said it would result in improved water quality.  Three each said that the project would 
help their community by aiding in watershed planning and in building partnerships between landowners 
and others.   

The most commonly mentioned group suggested that should be part of the IWA project were 
landowners, mentioned by six respondents. There were quite a few suggestions from the 14 
respondents to this item for other groups that should be involved in the project including:  commodity 
groups, local environmentalists, smaller communities, Northeast Iowa Community College, Luther 
Center for Sustainable Communities, Trout Unlimited, Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation, the Farm 
Bureau, more county supervisors, and private sector business. 

When asked to rate their interest in becoming involved in the IWA in the Upper Iowa watershed on a 
scale of 1 to 10 where 10 indicated strong interest, none of the respondents rated their interest as lower 
than 5 on the 10-point scale. The mean rating of 8.55 was quite high, with 16 respondents rating their 
interest as 8 or higher, including 11 people who rated their interest as a 10. 

Upper Iowa River Resilience Kickoff Survey 
All attendees at the Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Resilience Kickoff Meeting at the Upper Iowa River 
Watershed Management Association (UIRWMA) on January 11, 2017 in Decorah, IA were asked to 
complete a survey at the close of the meeting. A brief summary of the survey findings follows here. The 
complete survey results can be found in Appendix Q.  

Eleven of the 23 non-IWA partner attendees completed the survey, a somewhat low response rate. 
Eight survey respondents indicated that they had attended at least one other UIRWMA meeting. On 
scaled items, respondents indicated agreement that active partnerships promote flood resilience and 
that improving flood resilience requires an understanding of the watershed. When asked to indicate if 
their community is flood resilient, the mean rating was 2.61 on a 5-point scale (where 5 indicated that 
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they strongly agreed their community was flood resilient and 1 indicated they strongly disagreed), with 
two-thirds of the responses falling at or below the mid-point of the scale. 

Respondents were asked what they thought their community needed to become more resilient.  
Although very few respondents responded to this item (5), the two most common categories of 
responses were that they need more public engagement and they need to get more 
farmers/landowners involved in flood mitigation. 

With only a few people responding (6), respondents’ opinions were split on who is most affected by 
flood events with equal numbers of people (2) naming LMI neighborhoods, and rural landowners.  
Respondents named agricultural interests and rural landowners/farmers as entities that need to be 
involved in the UIRWMA to promote flood resilience. 

Upper Wapsipinicon River Watershed 

Upper Wapsipinicon River Key Informant Interviews Summary 
The following is a summary of information gathered from four interviews with stakeholders involved in 
water management in the Upper Wapsipinicon (Upper Wapsi) River watershed in the past and who are 
currently involved with the Upper Wapsi River Watershed Management Authority (WMA). All interviews 
were conducted via telephone by Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) staff members between 
November 2016 and April 2017. The interviewees were selected by Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) 
staff and by the CEA because of their particular interests and expertise in the Upper Wapsi watershed.  

Interviewees included staff members from the Emergency Management departments of Bremer and 
Buchanan Counties, the Iowa Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), and a Supervisor for the 
Buchanan County Board of Supervisors. Interviewees were given the opportunity to review a summary 
of their interviews and provide clarification or edit as they wished. Only information included in the 
summmaries was used to create this composite report.   

To maintain the limited anonymity promised to interviewees as required by the University of Iowa IRB, 
pseudonyms are used for all interviewees. The pseudonyms used do not necessarily represent the 
gender presentation of interviewees.  

A description of the complete methodology for conducting key informant interviews is attached to this 
report as Appendix E.  

Demographics 

“Isaac” is the Emergency Management Coordinator for Buchanan County and has been doing emergency 
management work for 18 years and working in the fire and rescue area for more than 25 years.  This has 
given him a lot of experience since the county has been vulnerable to flooding and has experienced 12 
presidential disaster declarations earning it the nickname “D.A.M. County – Disaster A Month.” He has 
worked with the National Weather Service on their flood prediction projects and with the WMA on buy-
out projects.  He lives in the watershed and has personally experience flooding in a cabin he owns along 
the river. 

“Kevin” has worked with Bremer County Emergency Management for 14 years.   Bremer County has 
several waterways that have experienced flooding and Kevin says that in high water times, nearly the 
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whole county is impacted.  Kevin also works with the Middle Cedar and Upper Cedar Watersheds.  He is 
a lifelong resident of Bremer County and lives close to the river.  He also is a wildlife photographer and 
says that people in the area “refer to me as a river rat.” 

“Diana“ is a River Basin Coordinator for the IDNR.  She has worked with other watershed groups in Iowa 
on watershed planning and will work with several of the IWA watersheds to provide technical support to 
watershed groups.  She does not live in the Upper Wapsi watershed and has not experienced flooding of 
her personal property or land. Some of Diane’s comments included in this summary are general to all of 
the IWA watersheds in eastern Iowa, while some comments refer specifically to the Upper Wapsi River 
watershed. 

“Jack” is the Chair of the Buchanan County Board of Supervisors and of the Upper Wapsi River 
Watershed Management Authority Board. He has held both positions for two years.  He does not own 
property that has been impacted by flood waters. 

Water Quantity Concerns 

The key informants had somewhat differing perspectives on the impact of flooding in the Upper Wapsi. 
Jack and Isaac both live and work in Buchanan County which is downstream from much of the Upper 
Wapsi and whose county seat, Independence, has experienced flooding. Jack said he is most concerned 
about “the destruction that it causes and the grief that it causes families.”  He emphasized that 
communities must begin to think more proactively about how to improve the lives of those who may 
feel the impact of floods.  He said that they have done some of this by working with FEMA to leverage 
buy-outs for 172 homeowners.  Since the buy outs, the community has create a “green zone” that 
helped mitigate flood damage during the most recent flooding in 2016.  Jack said that flood damage 
could have reached $2 million in that flood, but was under $100,000 because of the previous work. Jack 
said that residential areas continue to be affected most by floodwaters. Jack said that during the 2016 
flooding in Independence, they had great collaborations during the disaster with Buchanan County 
Emergency Management, Board of Supervisors, and the County Engineer; FEMA; HSEMD; the Mayor, 
and the Public Works department. 

Isaac also talked about the impact on area residents, the “life safety”, as the main flooding concern in 
the Upper Wapsi.  He agreed that things have improved since the buy-outs, but said there are still plenty 
of households who have to be notified in the event of rising waters.  He said there is an issue with the 
need to train the public about how to react to flood notifications, saying that they have good ways to 
get the necessary information out, but that “the problem is that people don’t take heed to it.”  He said 
people wait too long to move out of the hazard areas and then they engage in additional dangerous 
behaviors like driving through standing water. 

Isaac also said there should be additional education about putting structures in potential flood areas. He 
said people place sheds in low lying areas and then store hazardous materials (e.g. gasoline, liquid 
petroleum tanks, paints) in these vulnerable areas that can get washed away and create environmental 
hazards.  Isaac suggested that there be training for local residents about what their response should be 
when informed of potential problems and they should be told there are areas where, if they ignore the 
warnings, they will not be easily evacuated without risking their own or others’ lives.  In addition, Isaac 
said elected officials should receive annual training on their responsibilities to the community to make 
good decisions about allowing building in flood vulnerable areas.  He says that elected officials need to 
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understand that in an emergency, they, not just the emergency management personnel, are responsible 
for the lives of their communities.    

Isaac said that people tend to think about flooding in two extremes; either “We’re all going to die” or 
“It’s not going to happen to me.”  He said they need to teach people that they all need to be vigilant and 
prepare themselves for what can happen, and to be aware that although the 2008 flood was a major 
event, “Records are meant to be broken.” He said that their office’s (emergency management) 
knowledge of demographics and the land help them know what to advise when floods occur adding that 
floods are like “snowflakes” – no two are alike and you have to understand the differences.  He referred 
to the differing landscapes of Clayton and Winneshiek counties, where water goes both up and down 
quickly because of the hard, rocky landscape, as opposed to the Upper Wapsi watershed where, “It 
takes a lot for it to come up, when it’s up, it is up for a long time and you’re dealing with long-range 
flooding.” 

In talking about water quantity in the Upper Wapsi, Kevin appeared to approach it in a different way.  
Bremer County where he works and lives is situated upstream from Buchanan County and does not have 
urban areas impacted by the flood.  He said that the Upper Wapsi is a completely different watershed 
than others in the area. He said that there would have to be “catastrophic 2008 level” flooding in order 
to see widespread impact. He said that the number of affected residents would be “quite low on the 
Wapsi watershed in Bremer County, but the damage or the level that [the water] gets in those particular 
residences can be quite high.” He said that the impacted areas aren’t even necessarily close to the river, 
but instead are impacted because of the flat topography of parts of the watershed. He said that they 
have very good initial response to sandbagging needs and that the emergency management personnel 
make the call when they need to evacuate.  Sometimes there are issues when people think they can get 
by with sandbagging, but they may actually need to evacuate.  Kevin said that there are few homes left 
in the really flood-prone areas and that if the county had the money, they would buy-out the dozen or 
fewer homes still at risk.  He said if that were to happen, in Bremer County, flooding damage other than 
crop damage would be minimal. 

Kevin said that he works closely with Buchanan County emergency management since Bremer County is 
located upstream from them and any flooding that occurs there will hit the City of Independence in 18 
hours. 

Diana, speaking in general about all the eastern Iowa IWA watersheds, said that education will be a key 
component in all the watersheds.  She said that education efforts should to focus on questions like, 
“What is flood risk?  What factors can we control related to flood risks?”  She expressed concern about 
making sure that planning for development in communities takes into account not building in flood 
plains and understanding how water flows off the surface (as mentioned by Isaac). She said that smaller 
communities often do not have the resources to address flood risks.  She also mentioned that there are 
often (as in the case in the Upper Wapsi) rural areas upstream whose actions can affect urban areas 
downstream.  She said it is difficult because people’s concerns about flooding are usually related to how 
it affects them, “If they’re impacted by floods, they’re concerned.”  

Water Quality Concerns 

Both Kevin and Jack talked about the quality of drinking water in the watershed.  Jack said that his 
community (Independence) does not have drinking water issues because they draw from an aquifer. 
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Kevin said that wells that are too close to the Upper Wapsi can be problematic.  He said that in towns 
like Frederika that do not have municipal water, people have had nitrate issues with their well-water, 
but these problems are non-point-source.  Frederika has attempted to deal with some of this by laying 
pipe to allow people to draw from piped in “rural water.” Kevin said that people do not really discuss 
water quality much partly because they have had nitrate issues for years and they know the options: 
bring in water, connect to rural water, or drink borderline water. However, he said that some places, like 
the town of Plainfield, are trying to identify the source of their nitrate problem, and how to address it. 

Isaac talked about water quality issues beyond drinking water quality.  He agreed that nitrates are the 
greatest problem for water quality in the Upper Wapsi.  He talked about making sure that they are not 
developing areas or taking out buffer areas that “Mother Nature has shown us need to be there.”  He 
said that after the 2008 flood, the river “reclaimed” some farm areas taking with them their silt, nitrates 
slurries and chemicals. He said they need to make sure that farmers are using correct practices to 
prevent nitrates from entering the water, adding, “There are good practices out there – we just need to 
pay attention.” He said that although the county is trying to maintain buffers between row crop areas 
and streams, common practices allow runoff to get into those streams quickly.  

Although Isaac said the buy-outs have helped with flood mitigation in the areas that were previously 
flood-prone in town, they have also caused a “catch-22” for the community in that they have seen 
diminished water quality since the buy-outs.  He said this appears to be due to rapid building and urban 
sprawl.  The water is moving through the watershed more quickly and they are having trouble retaining 
it where it falls.  He said that additional pavement in new areas is also causing more road weather 
treatments products (e.g. salts and brines) to enter the watershed.  He said that ISU Extension and 
Outreach does a good job of providing training for farmers on practices, the trainings are not well-
attended.  He suggested that they find other ways to provide that training, perhaps through the Farm 
Services Agency.  

Diana, again speaking in general about eastern Iowa watersheds, said that nutrients, especially nitrates, 
are the “hot button” across watersheds.  She said it is difficult to gauge public awareness and interest in 
water quality issues and that getting good data is important.   She said that people who have drinking 
water quality issues may be more concerned than others, even then when it comes to doing something 
about it, “Were not close to being there yet.”  She said that DNR will be doing a state-wide educational 
campaign on non-point source pollution concerns.  Diana also said that is important that there be 
outreach and education for landowners.  She said it can be hard for landowners to understand the 
individual contribution of each farm to the run-off problem. She said it can be easy to believe that Iowa 
is contributing to the nutrient run-off problems and still believe that their own farms do not contribute 
to the problems. 

Communication and Information Needs in the Watershed 

Since Kevin and Isaac are both emergency management personnel, it makes sense that that most of 
their comments about communications were related to flooding concerns.  They both said that in recent 
emergency situations, Facebook has been an extremely effective way of getting the word out about 
flood conditions.  Kevin said that within a couple of hours after posting information about flooding, he 
received more than 165,000 hits, and that it goes beyond that when he adds “Please share” to his posts. 
Isaac said that, in his mind, the most important aspect of emergency communications is to “keep it 
simple enough” and have the same message going out over whatever communications means being 
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used.  He said he refers the public to the website of the county or of the emergency management 
department.  

Isaac and Jack also talked about the use of Alert Iowa to provide the public with emergency information.   
Alert Iowa (http://www.homelandsecurity.iowa.gov/about_HSEMD/alert_iowa.html) is a statewide text 
messaging system, provided by the Iowa Homeland Security and Emergency Management Department 
in use in 87 Iowa Counties that distributes emergency cell phone and email notifications to citizens.  

Kevin and Isaac said they also continue to take advantage of print media as long as it will not be out of 
date by the time of print.   

 

When asked if there were gaps in their communications with the public regarding potential weather and 
flooding issues, Kevin said he has concerns about getting in time to the people who will experience the 
emergency situations first.  When he is aware of people who may be in this category, he tries to call 
them directly.  Isaac said he also worries about the large Amish community in Buchanan County.  He said 
that they have five contacts within the Amish community who use cellphones and that they can be 
counted on to spread the information.  They also find communicating with Amish schools to be an 
effective way to get the word out about weather emergencies.   

Kevin talked about a particularly difficult situation in that the first official river gauge on the Upper 
Wapsi is just north of the city of Tripoli. He said that situation requires the use of other means to notify 
the upstream city of Frederika that the river is rising.  He said he ends up either calling someone 
upstream in Chickasaw County for information or drives up to that area to check river levels.  They then 
get in touch with Frederika to provide them with updates and to make sure they have adequate 
sandbagging supplies.  He also said that they are always willing to communicate with individuals about 
the flooding potential, citing a business owner along the river in Independence who calls to ask him 
about projected river levels. 

Isaac said that although they do their best to spread information, it is important for people to 
understand that much of the responsibility for staying up-to-date on evolving storms is at the individual 
level. He enjoined, “I cannot come out to every one of the 21,000 residents [in the county] and tap you 
on the…shoulder when I need to get you out of bed at night.  You need to figure out how to help 
yourself.” 

Diana did not mention information particular to the Upper Wapsi, but said that, in general, many people 
rely on mainstream media for weather information. 

Kevin was the only one who talked specifically about water quality information, saying that the public 
generally gets water quality information from the Iowa DNR and that it is most often related to 
problems in private wells. 

Collaborations in the Watershed 

Again because of the fact that Kevin and Isaac work in emergency management, most of their 
comments, and also those of Jack were related to emergency collaborations.  Jack reiterated Buchanan 
County’s good collaborations (that existed in the past and are also firmly in place now) with Emergency 
Management, the Board of Supervisors, FEMA, HSEMD, the county engineers, mayor of Independence, 

http://www.homelandsecurity.iowa.gov/about_HSEMD/alert_iowa.html
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and the Public Works department.  Jack said, “These people do a wonderful job.  You couldn’t ask any 
community to better handle a disaster than we do.”  In thinking about any further needs, Jack simply 
said that there is always room for improvement. 

Isaac talked about the great collaboration that his department has with the Emergency Operation 
Center, adding that they are particularly key when emergency recovery situations last more than one 
night. He listed others who are important in longer term recovery situations, including elected officials, 
the sheriff’s office, responder agencies, ISU outreach, the Ministerial Society, their information 
technology staff, and legal counsel.  He said, “I’ve tried to get a good cross-section of anything and 
everything that could possibly happen,” and he emphasized, “Without some kind of collaborative 
groups, without those bang-up groups, communities…are just spinning their wheels. Collaboration is 
everything in my opinion.” 

Continuing to reflect on collaboration, Isaac admitted that there are definitely moments when 
collaborations are not perfect and they second guess the way others have reacted.  He said, however, 
that they have learned to be honest with one another.  When asked if there were necessary parties 
missing from existing collaborations, Isaac said no, but that he said occasionally groups spend too much 
time trying to respond individually rather than seeing out others to help out indicating that it’s not that 
people aren’t at the table, it’s that they don’t get there “quick enough.” 

Diana’s comments were somewhat different talking about the general need in all the watersheds to 
engage landowners as collaborators.  She talked about the need to get “every farm” engage in 
significant conservation activities to meet nutrient reduction goals.  She also mentioned that the WMA 
in the Upper Wapsi has a really good collaborative relationship with their RC&D. 

Watershed Management Authority Process 

Jack summarized the main purpose of the Upper Wapsi WMA in this way, “The ultimate goal is to hold 
the water where it falls.”  He said that in doing this you can reduce instances of flooding and you 
improve water quality with complementary interventions: impounds, marshes, nutrient reduction areas, 
buffer strips. “You have cleaner water and you don’t have flooding.” 

Isaac, Kevin, and Jack all had quite a bit to say about the WMA process.  Jack talked about the history of 
the WMA, relating that it was formed nearly four years ago and has (at the interview date) 11 counties 
involved and covered nearly a million acres. Kevin described it as a “large ambitious group” that ends up 
filling the meeting room in the Buchanan County Courthouse nearly every time they meet.  He described 
their membership and attendees as stretching from the Minnesota border to the south end of the 
watershed, including representation from the Soil and Water Conservation districts, and including many 
rural attendees.  He said they have “a good mix of people.” Jack also praised their “broad pool of 
knowledge” and said that in addition to the SWCD, counties, municipalities, and conservation people, 
they also attract to their meetings “landowners, Farm Bureau, Soybean Association, Corn Growers, 
environmental attorneys, and the Sierra Club.”  He said it is a community-wide effort “and we’d like to 
keep it that way.”   

While citing the diversity of the group as one of its biggest strengths, they also mentioned the use of 
experts in many other areas as assets, including the Iowa Flood Center, IDNR, ISU Extension and 
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Outreach, the National Weather Service, and other local people with valuable information.  Jack also 
mentioned the HUD funding for the IWA as a new strength for the WMA 

Isaac said that he is “engaged [in the WMA] by political prowess” explaining that his emergency 
management office is considered to be “subject matter experts” because they have the experience and 
history with watershed management issues. He thinks that the WMA work is going well, but he sensed 
some frustration with the group’s hesitance to just “dive in.” He expected this to be short-lived 
frustration because they will be hiring a coordinator soon. 

When asked about obstacles or challenges to the work of the WMA, Kevin and Jack (while appreciating 
the new HUD funding) said that they need an actual constant funding stream.  Jack said that when you 
don’t have money, it is difficult to keep people interested in the good of the watershed, adding, “Until 
the WMAs have a designated stream of revenue so they can function and do their jobs, I see this as a 
tremendous challenge.”  He emphasized that maintenance of projects is particularly difficult if they do 
not have money and that “in the long run, taxpayer money is wasted.”  He said there is also an ongoing 
need for landowner outreach and education. He said that people do not always understand what they 
can do on their own land and don’t understand the best methods for flood mitigation in general. He said 
having the expertise from the IFC is just what they need, but they don’t always have that available. 

Diana did not address the Upper Wapsi WMA specifically, but said that, in general, WMAs need to be 
well-informed and be at the table to communicate with the IFC and with the IEDA to make sure they 
understand what the IWA grant can and can’t do. She said that the slow start of the grant funds’ 
availability may have given some WMAs the impression that the whole process will be slow and it is 
important that the WMAs be ready to go.  She said that sitting down together with the diversity of 
groups that WMAs attract helps solve problems because, “It’s easy to demonize the other person.  
When you’re actually sitting down with them, and that’s what great about WMAs, we all sit down 
together.” 

Watershed Coordinator Position 

When the interviews were conducted, the coordinator had not yet been hired for the Upper Wapsi 
WMA.  Diana and Jack both had concerns about the logistics of the employment process at this time 
(where will the coordinator be housed, who will supervise their work, etc.).  Only two of the key 
informants briefly addressed the ideal characteristics for a coordinator with Isaac saying that they 
needed to be aware of “all hazards, all populations” and also saying that they need to, “Know [who] you 
represent. Know how you’re going to handle it. Know what’s in your area. Be prepared for it.”   Diana 
strongly emphasized the importance of the watershed coordinator position in the success of the IWA 
project.  She said the coordinator needs to be able to communicate with landowners, but also with 
university people and many other professionals.  She said they need a strong mix of “great 
communication skills, technical skills, some ability to manage budgets… and timelines…really solid 
project management skills…[be a] coalition builder…skilled at bringing various stakeholders groups to 
the table and engaging them effectively.”  She expressed concerns about some groups’ preliminary 
emphasis on “selling practices” to landowners as their primary role.  She said that it appear more 
important to be involved in lots of outreach and education so that they begin to “change hearts and 
minds” and not simply provide “technical arguments.” 

Resilience 



126 
 

 

Jack, Kevin, and Isaac provided a similar answer to the question of the ways in which the Upper Wapsi is 
resilient.  They cited the buy-out program that has removed structures from the flood plain.  Isaac and 
Jack both cited this as a positive situation also because there is now green space for the communities to 
enjoy. Kevin said that there have not been a lot of structures in the flood plain in Bremer County in the 
past, it is partly because the Bremer County Conservation Board owns large sections of land along the 
Wapsipinicon that make good timber stands and wildlife habitats and minimize the financial burden of 
flooding.   

 

Diana talked about resilience in terms of the communities to finds solutions to their flood problems.  
She said that communities need to have policies that do not put structures at risk and that provide a 
clear path when and if they experience problems.  She said communities need to ask themselves, “Do 
you have systems in place if there is a flood? What systems do you need to have so that there is not just 
mass chaos and so that critical infrastructure is protected? Do impacted people have a place to go? And 
the resources they need to get them through?” 

Upper Wapsipinicon River Documented Meetings 
Meeting 1: Iowa Watershed Approach Upper Wapsipinicon River WMA/Kickoff Meeting 
Date: June 14, 2016 
Location: Buchanan County Courthouse, Independence 
 
Attendance: 69 people, approximately 60 were from the Upper Wapsipinicon community 
 
Meeting Goals: The meeting was promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce the IWA project to 
interested parties in the watershed. Kick-off meetings in each watershed will bring together local 
landowners, partners, and other interested parties to learn more about the IWA project and the specific 
details relevant to their communities. There were opportunities for questions during the meeting. 
 
Activities: IWA partners presented an overview of the IWA program and various partners’ contributions 
to the project.  There were opportunities for questions during the meeting. 
 
Discussion: The question and answer sessions covered the following topics: monitors currently on the 
ground, process for landowner engagement, criteria for qualifying areas, planning services available to 
the whole watershed, scope of water quality monitoring, leveraging efforts already in motion related to 
water quality monitoring, specific rain event in 2008, weather monitoring equipment in the state. 
 
Next Steps: None were provided but this meeting was immediately followed by an Upper Wapsipinicon 
WMA business meeting.   
 
Meeting 2: Upper Wapsipinicon WMA Meeting 
Date: August 30, 2018 

Location: Buchanan County Courthouse, Independence, IA 

Attendance: ~32 people in room   

Activities: IWA Partners provided updates about the IWA program including:  
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• IFC update regarding potential date for final contract and slight delay in project timeline due to 
delay in funding, brief report on CEA kickoff meeting surveys, IWA website preview, and 
announcement of first advisory board meeting tentatively scheduled for November 2016.  

• IFC update regarding increase in heavy rainfall events in Iowa (not increase in magnitude, 
frequency) Provided data regarding heavy rainfall events in May and June 2013 and recently 
(August 1-27, 2016) in Independence and Tripoli. 

• IDNR update regarding pro bono services available from IDNR.  Emphasized WMA putting 
together budget, hiring project coordinator, and other watershed planning activities.  They 
provided a template for IWA project coordinator job description. 

• Tallgrass Prairie Center update regarding the potential for their work with landowners on prairie 
strips for flood prevention.  Presentation on the benefits of prairie strips for flood reduction, soil 
conservation, bio-diversity, and pollinator recovery. Announcement of field days in Dysart and 
Nashua in September 2016. 

Discussion:  

• Where to locate sensors – discussion of Independence, Anamosa, Tripoli.  Stream sensor data 
will be publicly available on IWQIS.  Data are used for water quality and quantity, not for 
regulatory purposes. 

• City of Frederika has requested to join WMA.  Approved. 
• NEIRC&D announced there will be Watershed Community committee meetings.  They have put 

in an application for UI College of Engineering Work for water project analysis and water 
conservation projects.  

• WMA committees – recruiting for executive committee, education committee, and outreach 
committee 

Next Steps:  

• Communities interested in work with UI College of Engineering work with NEIRC&D should 
contact Lora Friest. 

• Decide on committees at next meeting. 
• Next meeting will be Tuesday November 15 at 1:30 PM.  Same location. 
• Flood resilience team update at next meeting. 

 

Meeting 3: Upper Wapsipinicon Quarterly WMA meeting 
Date: November 15, 2016  

Location: Buchanan County Courthouse, Independence, IA 

Attendance: ?? 

Activities: 

• ISU Extension and Outreach: Adam Wilkie (ISU-EO)provided a list of the services that ISU EO can 
provide as part of the IWA.  He said they will adapt to meet the needs of WMAs, but said they 
can plan and promote events, provide educational materials, connect watershed personnel with 
extension personnel, provide social media, help with project coordinator training, provide 
information on nutrient reduction strategies. 

• IFC: Breanna Shea (IFC) said the IWA website is up and running and has much information 
including lists of the available partner services.  She announced advisory board meeting to be on 
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January 26, 2017 in Iowa City with information about the Iowa Watershed Project, the precursor 
to the IWA. 

• Resilience:  Craig Just (FRT) provided a presentation on the resilience team’s planned activities.  
He provided a handout. He said their goal was to provide value to the communities. He talked 
about their planned partnerships with local Community Action Partnerships (in this case HACAP 
and Operation Threshold) and their focus on how floods affect people in the watersheds, 
particularly LMI populations.  Upper Wapsi is in the second cohort, so work will begin there in 
second year of IWA.  His presentation touched on what it means to be flood resilient, actions 
that can be taken to increase flood resilience, and how to measure the social resources that 
communities have to help them be more resilient.  He said the resilience plan will be part of the 
Hazard Mitigation plan in the watershed and they will aim to have them interactive and useful 
for informing planning.  He showed an example of the way that information about social 
vulnerability will be put onto the Iowa Watershed Approach Information System (IWAIS) so that 
planners can be aware of the intersection between flood events and low resource areas.   

• Water quality sampling:  There were some issues about the water sampling routinely done by 
the WMA (Elaine usually does this but cannot do in November).  They will skip November --
counts are usually lowest in November anyway. 

• Watershed Planning:  Lora Friest (NEIRC&D) said that the Northeast Iowa RC&D had been 
chosen to do the planning for the Upper Wapsi.  They will be using information from multiple 
sources.  They discussed gathering of local data about where landowners are interested in 
participating, who is eligible, and where they can most benefit from the installation of practices. 
They will work with local engineers on determining where infrastructure has been damaged by 
flooding in the past to help them determine how to recommend money be spent.  The RC&D 
will do surveys and hold meetings to get input to make sure decisions are based on data.  They 
will also help with information about how to get help with cost share for landowners.    

Discussion: (Some of the discussion is included above.)   

Additional discussion included need to form tech committee and project coordinator (PC) hiring 
committee.  They need three or more volunteers for both committees and IDNR (Mary Beth 
Stevenson) and IDALS (Felicia Campbell) will also serve on those committees.    They also talked 
about that much of their conversations have centered on rural issues and they cannot forget 
that there are urban issues as well.    Planning for the watershed will include urban areas and 
will include planning for areas that are not eligible for IWA funding, but that can apply for other 
future funding opportunities.   An attendee asked about what size area of watershed are they 
trying to target?  Larry Weber (IFC) answered that it is best to work with a relatively small area 
(1-26 acres) so that you can show evidence of slowing of water.  He said they will spend $1.5 
million in two HUC 12s in the Upper Wapsi.  Another attendee talked about the other kinds of 
practices that can be part of the planning, but not funded for implementation including no-till, 
cover crops, etc.   Allan Bonini (IDNR) commented that the hiring of the PC will be key to the 
project’s success.  There was additional discussion of the need for the PC to be able to “sell 
practices.” He indicated there is flexibility in hiring so that if additional money is needed, they 
can move money from projects to personnel. They also talked about that the role of the project 
coordinator will evolve over the course of the project and they need to keep in mind all the 
necessary skills.  Campbell will mentor the IWA PCs and Stevenson will also support their work. 

Next Steps: Committee Meetings, Hire PC (goal of 1st quarter of 2017), PC will help with planning and 
collaborate with RC&D.  Next WMA meeting scheduled for February 21, 2017. 
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Meeting 4: Upper Wapsipinicon Quarterly WMA Meetings 
Date: February 21, 2017  

Location: Buchanan County Courthouse, Independence, IA 

Attendance: ~36 people in the room 

Activities:  

• IWA:  Ashlee Johannes (FRT) provided a summary of the survey done at the last meeting.   
Antonio Arenas (IFC) presented new hydrologic data.  He described the physical properties and 
hydrology of the watershed. He said that row crops are the dominant land use in the watershed. 
In terms of soil, he said the area is varied with some areas with high clay concentrations which 
affects the model because of its infiltration qualities.  He said that there are also areas in the 
watershed that have karst topology (characterized by sinkholes, springs, etc.) which affects both 
water quality and hydrology, making it vulnerable to contamination.    He also talked about 
average precipitation in Iowa (26-38”) and in the Upper Wapsi (32-38”).  He said there is lots of 
variability in precipitation and that precipitation is the most important feature in their 
hydrologic modeling, but that bedrock depth and typography are also important.  They’ve begun 
testing and calibrating their model. He said that once they were comfortable with the model 
they would begin to look at potential impact of additional BMPs. Arenas also presented water 
quality data on E. coli and nitrates collected by IIHR.  He said the E. coli data is affected by recent 
high precipitation events in particular areas and therefore varies quite a bit. He said nitrates are 
high, but not unusual within Iowa.  He said the IWA will be adding a sensor in Buchanan County, 
there is currently one in Dewitt which is on the same river, but not within the Upper Wapsi 
Watershed. 

• IWA planning:  Ross Evelsizer (NEIRC&D) said the Northeast Iowa RC&D was selected by Howard 
County and will be creating the 20-year watershed resiliency plan.  He said the plan will be 
complete in 18 months.  He said the IWA $2.7 million for the Upper Wapsi will be able to be 
used in only small specified areas, but that the plan will be for the whole watershed.  He 
explained that the plan will be put together by the RC&D, but that it is “your plan.” They will be 
gathering input from the community as to their conservation priorities, talking with county 
engineers, and analyzing data they receive from many sources. He said they want to invest in 
many resources and strategies to keep it low risk and diverse.  He described the conservation 
pyramid consisting of: 1) soil health, 2) edge of field practices, 3) impoundments, and 4) riparian 
management.  He said the plan will address all four, but that the IWA focuses only on 2 and 3.  
He said they have a website people can look at and that there is a lot of information there.  They 
will be conducting a survey soon both to learn about areas of concern among watershed 
residents and to gauge interest in practices.  They will also be having public meetings and 
community teams to assess needs and brainstorm project ideas. 

• Community Updates:  UI and ISU students have been working on projects in Dunkerton and in 
Winthrop.  Kip Ladage (UWRWMA board) also reported that the City or Readlyn will be doing a 
sewer update including adding bioretention ponds for areas without stormwater management.  
He called Readlyn the “poster child for stormwater management” because of their attainment 
of state revolving funds and the major downstream impact they have had.  Ladage also reported 
that the January IWA advisory board meeting was valuable and helpful as to their process for 
hiring a project coordinator.  

• Project coordinator hiring:  Paul Berland (NEIRC&D) said they are working on hiring a 
coordinator who will be housed at the Buchanan County SWCD.  They will firm up the position 
description and hope to have the person in place by the next WMA meeting. 
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• Committees:  They currently have these committees: PR and Education; Planning committee); 
Project coordinator hiring committee. 

• Water monitoring needs: a sensor will be added, attention on E. Coli values. Arenas suggested 
they continue doing what they have been doing for now.  It was discussed that the coordinator 
will do this work for the time being, Elaine will continue for now. 

• HSEMD: Jessica Turba (HSEMD) said that the WMA should work with communities to make sure 
that they name the watershed plan in their hazard planning documents.  This will allow 
communities and the watershed to be eligible for other funds for unmet needs. 

Discussion:  

• IWA:  Evelsizer asked if they were using radar data from the NWS for their model and if this was 
accurate if they were not near the center of the radar area.  Arenas said they were trusting the 
data. Don Shonka (UWRWMA board chair) commented that they in looking at simulated ponds 
in optimized locations, they must think about how to get landowners involved. Another 
questioner asked what is a good drainage area? Arenas said they can run scenarios if they 
supply him with a specific area.  An attendee asked how the eligible areas were selected.  It was 
explained that they were chosen  based on unmet environmental and structural needs from 
2010-13 and aligned with census blocks.  Jeff Geerts (IEDA) added that HUD is visiting IEDA in 
March and they will be discussing possible flexibility in the qualified areas because of the 
downstream benefits.  He also reminded the group to make sure they are taking advantage of 
the different services that are offered through the IWA partners. 

• IWA planning: Allen Bonini (IDNR) suggested that this is also a good opportunity to work with 
hazard mitigation folks to cooperate on planning and to identify critical infrastructure.  Shonka 
suggested putting together a rural landscape technical team to help prioritize, too.  There was 
also a discussion that ISU is conducting an analysis of existing BMPs and they will have that to 
work with.  Someone asked if there was coordination between watershed on planning to make 
it consistent with other watersheds.  Bonini said that there wasn’t anything formal, but that 
some people (including the RC&D and Mary Beth Stevenson (IDNR)) have worked in nearby 
watersheds and have that institutional memory.   

Next Steps: Coordinator hire to take place before next meeting.  Meeting scheduled for May 16, 2017. 

Meeting 5: Upper Wapsipinicon Quarterly WMA Meeting  
Date: May 16, 2017 

Location: Buchanan County Courthouse, Independence, IA  

Attendance: ~35 people in the room 

Activities:  

• IWA Flood Resilience Update:  Craig Just (FRT) provided an update of the Flood Resilience team 
work.  He provided handout #2 which outlines the goals and products they expect to produce.  
The goals are: Measure, visualize, and communicate flood resilience resources; Enhance flood 
resilience content in formal watershed plans; and Improve social resources for flood resilience.   
They are working on creating interactive flood damage estimate maps.  They are working with 
HSEMD using the HAZUS tool to integrate information about the financial and displacement 
burdens of people affected by floods into the hazards maps.  They will be doing case studies in 
smaller areas within the watersheds and creating action plans for those areas. Just said HSEMD 
wants their watershed plan to be linked to all community maps for this kind of information. 
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• IWA Hydrologic Assessment Update: Antonio Arenas (IFC) presented the new hydrologic 
assessment materials.  He explained the BMP maps compiled by Calvin Wolter (IDNR) that show 
existing BMPs created through the use of LIDAR and aerial photographs.  They show many 
different kinds of structures and then they can be compared with modeled suggestions of the 
Agricultural Conservation Planning Framework.  He said that the area has done very well in their 
installation of grassed waterways saying that they were “saturated” in their grassed waterways 
and now should begin to consider other practices.  He showed the BMP and ACPF maps for 
Water and sediment control basins (WASCOB) and said that the 8% saturation level of those 
indicate WASCOBS could be a good option for the Upper Wapsi.  He also said that nutrient 
removal wetlands could be another good option.  He asked for help in finding locations for two 
monitors that IWA will install – usually want agricultural land.  They would like one in Buchanan 
and one in Bremer County. He will collect recommendations.  (UWRWMA notes for this meeting 
say that Arenas mentioned the Buffalo Creek and Silver Creek areas as HUD eligible areas.) 

• Watershed Planning Update:  Ross Evelsizer (NEIRC&D) reported that they are working on the 
long-term watershed plan for the entire watershed.  They are working with the IWA partners 
among others to gather data for the report. This includes IFC, tech committee, community 
teams, public meetings, county engineers, and county planners. They will be working with the 
WMA and the community to decide on goals, vision, and objectives.  Megan Buckingham 
(NEIRC&D) talked about the survey that will be sent to a sample of 1000-1500 watershed 
residents saying the purpose of the survey was to inform the watershed planning.  The survey 
will be broken down by watershed and will ask respondents about their flood experiences, 
interest and experience in conservation practices, and attitudes and concerns about water 
quality. It will go out in June and they hope for a good return rate.  She said it seemed like they 
might not have the same purpose as the resilience team work. Evelsizer read some examples of 
potential watershed visions and goals from other watersheds (NEIRC&D wrote the Turkey River 
Watershed Plan).  They examined the goals of the WMA and talked about how those could be 
used to inform the watershed plan goals.  

• Update on UI Engineering projects in Winthrop and Dunkerton:  The city clerk from Winthrop 
talked about a project that they had engaged in with UI engineering students.  They are happy 
with the idea for a retention pond with recreational potential.  They are doing sewer work now, 
so they can’t afford the project at the moment, but they are interested.  Dunkerton is also 
working with students who presented a similar project to the town of Dunkerton.  They will talk 
more about it at the next meeting. 

• Project Coordinator hiring:  Paul Berland (NEIRC&D) said the deadline for applicants was last 
Friday, they will be lining up interviews soon. 

• Community Meeting:  There was a community meeting on 4/21 to review purpose and potential 
of the WMA for their communities.  10 of 15 communities attended.  They said each community 
needs to have decision makers and “boots on the ground” representatives.  At that meeting, the 
community of Readlyn had shared their projects which Elaine Ryan (UWRWMA Secretary) said 
were very exciting and Evelsizer briefly explained their funding sources. 

• Water Monitoring:  Ryan is doing monitoring for now and sending them to Coe College for 
analysis.  They need samples in May.  E coli is high because of pasture land, but can fluctuate.  
Arenas will put together water quality maps for a future meeting.  They provided benchmarks 
for water quality of different tests. 

• WMA Board election: Don Shonka (current UWRWMA Board Chair) was nominated as chair.  He 
said he would do it, but that it takes a lot of time. He was re-elected.  Ryan said she only wants 
to be secretary for one more year.  She was also reelected, as was Gary Gissel for vice-president. 
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Discussion:  

• The main portion of the discussion was during the watershed planning presentation. There was 
discussion of the competing goals of the resilience and RC&D surveys.  Just said, if they agreed 
on what was important they needed to work together on this.  Lora Friest (NEIRC&D) talked 
about some of the aspects that they will be looking at including health, stewardship, and 
resilience.  They also discussed whether they should be designating a particular % reduction for 
their goals.  Some said yes, because it helps establish a goal to work toward.  In current WMA 
goals, water quality and quantity are addressed together.  Probably good to separate them.  Just 
also discussed using the HUC 12 level analysis to better focus their energies and dollars. Friest 
said that in the Turkey, they had also done analysis at the HUC 8 level.  Just suggested that 
working at the HUC 12 helps you demonstrate success more effectively.   There will be HUC 8 
scenarios created and then more in-depth HUC 12 study areas in the chosen HUC 12s.  Kip 
Ladage (UWRWMA board member) suggested setting achievable goals and then modifying if 
they think they can be more ambitious down the road.  There was discussion of setting 20-30 
year overarching goals and then goals for the lifespan of the HUD project. They need to select 
HUC 12s soon for increased flood mitigation, water quality, and conservation practice 
installation with HUD money.  Friest said this group work is effective because they have a stable 
group of attendees. Buckingham said that that also want to get rich stories of how people 
engage in the work they are doing on flood mitigation – stories of businesses, farms, economic 
stories, garbage in the river – all the stories that people have.  She said we are all both upstream 
and downstream from someone and that is how they should engage in the watershed. They are 
looking for people with these kinds of stories – also people who have already proactively 
installed practices, stories about silted in waterways, too.   

Next steps: RC&D will be sending out survey and will work on rewriting WMA goals to fit new planning 
document.  Interviews for PC position soon.  Next meeting date: TBD 

Upper Wapsipinicon River Attendance Analysis 
At quarterly WMA meetings for all IWA watersheds, attendees were asked to sign an attendance log and 
provide their affiliation.  Attendance data in this report are therefore limited to those who signed the 
log. All affiliations were coded into the categories listed below in Figure 7 and in the note concerning the 
“Other” Category.  Counties, municipalities, and SWCD representatives are the member entities for the 
WMA.  Those listed as affiliated with a county include not only the official county representative to the 
WMA, but also anyone who listed the county as their affiliation.  The total shown below may include 
representatives of the Board of Supervisors, County Engineers, Emergency Management Staff, etc.  The 
same is true for municipalities such that the total may include the mayor, city administrative staff, storm 
water management staff, etc.  Counties and municipalities who had representation at one or more 
meetings are listed below in the note. Total attendance does not include representatives of IWA partner 
groups.  

Figure 7 reports attendance at the five quarterly meetings that occurred from June 2016 through August 
1, 2017.  A total of 78 individuals attended one or more meetings of Upper Wapsipinicon WMA 
meetings. In addition, 20 representatives of IWA partner groups attended one or more meetings (not 
included in Figure 7). The kickoff meeting had the highest attendance total and drew the largest number 
of citizens (11).  Attendance by county representation was particularly strong across meetings; 
attendance by municipality and SWCD representatives dropped off slightly after the first meeting. Only 
one engineer signed in to an Upper Wapsipinicon WMA meeting. 
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Figure 7. 

Year 1 WMA Meeting Attendance: Upper Wapsipinicon 

 

NOTE: 
Other category includes the following affiliations: Colleges/universities, commodity groups, 

conservation groups, COGs or other regional planning groups, IRVM, RC&D staff, state 
elected officials, NRCS, and federal government agencies. 

Counties: Linn, Buchanan, Howard, Black Hawk, Chickasaw, Mitchell, Fayette, Jones 
Municipalities: Dunkerton, Elma, Independence, Oelwein, Tripoli, Winthrop  
SWCDs: Black Hawk, Bremer, Chickasaw, Delaware, Fayette, Linn 

 

Upper Wapsipinicon River Surveys 
Upper Wapsipinicon River Kickoff Survey 
Attendees of the Iowa Watershed Approach Kickoff Meeting at the Upper Wapsipinicon watershed on 
June 14, 2016 were asked to complete a survey at the close of the meeting.  A brief summary of the 
survey findings follows here. The complete survey results can be found in Appendix M.  Respondents 
were invited to use the survey to ask questions and the CEA provided a list of their questions to IWA 
staff.  IWA staff provided answers to these questions at the next Upper Wapsipinicon Watershed 
Management Authority meeting and were added to a list of Frequently Asked Questions for all 
watersheds. 

Of the approximately 58 people who attended the meeting, 24 people completed the survey. Nine 
different counties, four SWCDs, and six municipalities had representatives at the meeting (see 
attendance report for Upper Wapsipinicon).  
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When asked what about the IWA was of interest to them, the most common responses expressed 
interest in conservation (13), flood reduction (11), and four said it was related to their work. Two people 
said they were interested in recreational use of the river and two said they were interested in the funds 
available. 

When asked what they thought the impact of the project would be on their community, about half (9) of 
the 20 respondents to this item said they thought there would be improved flood mitigation.  Eight 
respondents said the project would help improve water quality.  Several respondents said the project 
would keep the community updated on its accomplishments (3), raise awareness about watershed 
issues (2), and aid in watershed planning (2).  

Respondents were asked to provide suggestions for other people that they thought should be involved 
in the IWA.  Only eight people responded to this item, but they had many suggestions of groups that 
should be involved: Farm Bureau (2), legislature, people from above Independence, wildlife groups, 
IDNR fisheries, recreational river users, people from urban areas, commodity groups, and the Lime Creek 
Watershed Board. 

When asked to rate their interest in becoming involved in the IWA in the Upper Wapsipinicon watershed 
on a scale of 1 to 10 where 10 indicated strong interest, only one of the respondents rated their interest 
as lower than 5 on the 10-point scale. The mean rating of 7.87 was somewhat high, with 16 respondents 
rating their interest as 8 or higher. 

Upper Wapsipinicon River Resilience Kickoff Survey 
All attendees at the Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Resilience Kickoff Meeting at the Upper 
Wapsipinicon River Watershed Management Association (UWRWMA) on November 15, 2017 in 
Independence, IA were asked to complete a survey at the close of the meeting. A brief summary of the 
survey findings follows here. The complete survey results can be found in Appendix R.  

Eighteen of the 25 non-IWA partner attendees completed the survey, a somewhat low response rate. All 
survey respondents indicated that they had attended at least one other UWRWMA meeting. On scaled 
items, respondents indicated agreement that improving flood resilience requires an understanding of 
the watershed, it’s important to measure flood resilience and track its progress, and that community 
engagement contributes to flood resilience. When asked to indicate if their community is flood resilient, 
the mean rating was 3.35 on a 5-point scale (where 5 indicated that they strongly agreed their 
community was flood resilient and 1 indicated they strongly disagreed).  Responses were split with a 
third of the respondents rating it as a 5 on the scale, but 10 responses falling at or below the mid-point 
of the scale. 

Respondents were asked what they thought their community needed to become more resilient.  
Although very few respondents responded to this item (6), among those who responded there was 
agreement they need to concentrate on increasing flood mitigation efforts.   

Respondents’ opinions were split on who is most affected by flood events with equal numbers of people 
(3) naming LMI neighborhoods, and other residents and businesses.  When asked who was missing from 
the UWRWMA efforts, there was no answer mentioned by more than one person.  
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Dubuque Evaluation Study Activities 
Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program Evaluation Plan 
The Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) worked collaboratively with team members from the 
City of Dubuque to develop an evaluation plan for their work with Dubuque.  Specifically, CEA is 
providing program evaluation services for the Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program (BBHHRP).  
The full evaluation plan can be found in Appendix A.  As written in the plan, the evaluation plan is based 
on the current project plan.  If the project implementation plan changes, the evaluation plan will be 
revised.   

CEA had six tasks for Year 1 specified in the plan: 

1. Design evaluation plan 
2. Assist in developing the BBHHRP Home Advocate Data Collection 

a. BBHHRP Home Advocate Resilience Survey developed by IWA Flood Resilience Team 
b. BBHHRP Home Advocate Client Interview developed by BBHHRP Team 

3. Develop CEA BBHHRP Home Advocate Interview protocol and Interview Home Advocates 
4. Develop CEA BBHHRP ECIA Interview protocol and Interview ECIA Team Members 
5. Work with Home Advocates to determine format, develop, and administer CEA BBHHRP Client 

Follow-up Survey 
6. Develop first year formative report to BBHHRP 

The BBHHRP Team asked the CEA to postpone contact with program clients until after work has been 
completed in their home.  This was done to be sensitive to clients’ time and the fact that their feedback 
would be negatively impacted when the work had not been completed.  The CEA will work with the 
BBHHRRP team to develop and begin to administer this survey in Year 2.   

Assist in developing the BBHHRP Home Advocate Data Collection 
During Year 1, the BBHHRP team and the IWA Flood Resilience Team (FRT) requested that CEA provide 
feedback for their client data collection tools.   

BBHHRP Home Advocate Client Interview 

BBHHRP team members built the Client Interview (aka Intake Assessment) starting with items from 
multiple existing survey or interview tools.  The CEA provided feedback as requested in the development 
process related to format, item redundancy, item wording, and flow of conversation.  Specifically, 
BBHHRP team members asked for feedback related to wording sensitive items (e.g., any items related to 
finances).  All feedback was provided to the Home Advocates to incorporate at their discretion.   

BBHHRP Home Advocate Resilience Survey 

As members of the FRT, the CEA participated during the development of the BBHHRP Home Advocate 
Resilience Survey (aka Supplemental Resilience Survey).  The CEA provided feedback as requested 
related to survey format, survey flow, and item wording.  All feedback was provided to Cristina Muñoz 
as the lead in the development process.   

IWA Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program Home Advocate Interview Summary 
The following is a summary of information gathered from the two Dubuque Bee Branch Healthy Homes 
Resiliency Program Home Advocates (HA). Survey items were developed with input from Sharon Gaul, 
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Resiliency Project Coordinator for the city of Dubuque. Survey items were reviewed by the University of 
Iowa Human Subjects Office. Both interviews were conducted via telephone by Center for Evaluation 
and Assessment staff members during August 2017.  The interviewees were selected by the BBHHRP 
leadership team because of their role in the program.   

Because the two Home Advocates share a role in this program, their responses were combined for 
review.  The interviewees were provided an opportunity to review and update or edit the completed 
summary before it was included in this report. 

To maintain the limited anonymity promised to interviewees as required by the University of Iowa IRB, 
pseudonyms are used for all interviewees: Mae and Kathleen. The pseudonyms used do not necessarily 
represent the gender presentation of interviewees. 

Role with the BBHHRP 

Mae and Kathleen are case managers with the Visiting Nurses Association (VNA) contracted by the City 
of Dubuque to provide home advocacy services for the BBHHRP.  They both said it is the role of the HA 
to meet with the family, often at the same time as the home inspection, to learn about their personal 
needs and connect them to community resources from which they could benefit.  According to the 
interviewees, the HA assessment covers the following general topics: 

• Health, heath care needs, and safety of family members 
• Energy Efficiency, , overall safety of the home,  flood related issues 
• Financial needs 
• Stress levels 
• Family’s goals for improvement 
• Any other needs the family members may have such as employment and education needs 

Kathleen said that follow up with each family varies depending on their specific needs: “It just depends 
from person to person.  Sometimes everything’s fine and they were able to get the help they needed. 
But things can change for them and they may need additional resources.  It differs with each client.” 
Some families only require a periodic check in.  Families being referred to community resources will 
receive additional follow up.  Additionally, the HAs will follow up with service providers to see how the 
interaction went.   

When asked if participants understand their role in the program, Mae and Kathleen tentatively agreed.  
Both described how they communicate their role to families.  Mae specified that the HAs call the 
participants before the visit to describe who they are and what they do.  Both Mae and Kathleen said 
they often do some education when they get to the home about why they are there and what they can 
provide to the family. After which, people typically warm up.  Kathleen described a specific situation: 
“Once I explained my role, the resident participated in the conversation.  I followed up yesterday on 
different resource needs and helped him connect to resources he wasn’t aware of.” Mae specified that 
it is helpful to describe how the HA and Home Inspector roles differ.   

When Kathleen was asked if this job is a good fit for what she typically does with the VNA, she said that 
it is because they do care coordination and “have a lot of resources at our finger tips.”  The VNA has 
many connections in the community, so, “It goes hand in hand with what I did previously before I 
started doing the home advocacy.” 
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Home Visits 

Participant Engagement During Home Visits 

Both Mae and Kathleen said most people are engaged during home visits.  Kathleen said some people 
who have fewer needs wonder why the HAs asks some of the assessment questions.  Mae said she has 
noticed less engagement from parents who are attending to their children while also doing the 
assessment.  She also said that although the HAs prefer to have “both parents” present for the 
assessment interview, sometimes they split up and one goes with the inspector.   

Typical Home Visits 

Mae and Kathleen approached their response to the item, “Describe for me the process of a typical 
home visit” somewhat differently.   

When asked about a typical home visit, Mae’s initial response was, “Is there any typical?”   

Mae said she does not bring a bag with her, but the HAs bring a packet of materials for the participant 
including information related to the program and the supplemental survey to be given to the participant 
after the interview is complete.   

She attempts to call all the participants before they go to their homes so they know the HA is coming 
and to confirm that someone from the family will be home.  After that, HAs meet the participants when 
they walk through the door.  They sit down with the families and have a conversation which informally 
hits on the points outlined in the assessment.  She said that the conversations often do not go in the 
order of the assessment because “different things spur different conversations with other people.”  
However, she mentioned that the HAs try to keep a few items on the assessment for last (e.g., What are 
your goals?  What do you want to see different with your home or your life?).  She said she writes notes 
as she talks to the family.   

According to Mae, a home visit typically lasts an hour to an hour and a half.  She said sometimes 
participants have less time available and sometimes participants talk about different issues and “go off 
on different tangents” so the interview may take longer.  She said the conversation is typically very 
friendly. 

When asked about how recommendations for services are made to the participants, Mae said she will 
make recommendations as they come up in conversation: “If they have concerns about different things, 
I let them know their options and what I can do for them and what resources are available for them.”  
She also said that they review everything at the end of the conversation and tell the participants what 
they will plan to follow up on.  When asked about follow-up, Mae said that follow-up varies depending 
on what the participant needs: “It all depends on what they want and what they need.”  As an example, 
she said that if a family needs cleaning supplies, she can make a follow-up visit to bring supplies by their 
house for them, as available.   

Kathleen addressed some specific aspects of the visit process.  According to Kathleen, the BBHHRP 
Intake Specialist schedules the appointments.  HA appointments are scheduled to begin 30 minutes 
after the inspection begins so that the inspector can speak with the participants for a few minutes at the 
beginning of their inspection.  When the inspector and the HA arrived at the same time, it either 
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disrupted the assessment or the HA had to wait.  Kathleen said that the HAs are in good communication 
with the inspectors if anything comes up during the assessment that the inspectors need to know.   

Kathleen said that the team is just now getting into the multi-family units.  With multi-family units, the 
tenants seem to be harder to reach by phone to set up appointments.   If the Intake Specialist is unable 
to schedule an appointment with the tenant the HA will attempt to call the family.  This allows the HAs 
to call to reschedule if the tenant is not home at the scheduled time or conduct the interview over the 
phone.  Kathleen said that the landlords can let the inspectors into the building for their portion. 

Difficult Home Visit 

When asked to describe a home visit they would consider to be particularly difficult, both Kathleen and 
Mae said that overall most visits have been positive.  However, both mentioned that some participants 
are somewhat resistant to the assessment interviews for various reasons: they are less talkative, feel the 
assessment is an intrusion, or the assessment is not relevant to their situation.  For example, Kathleen 
said one man did not feel the questions were relevant to him.  He also refused the supplemental survey 
and told her he did not need any follow-up: “He did have some issues, but he was not accepting of any 
help. He said he knew what he needed to do and where he needed to go.”  Even though this interaction 
was more difficult than others, Kathleen said she followed his lead.  She said that she didn’t pressure 
him to continue the interview and he was “very nice about it.”  When asked if she would follow up in 
any way with this participant, Kathleen said she would likely call him once work gets started on his home 
just to see how things are going.  Mae said that in her “difficult” situation, the participant warmed up 
throughout the conversation.  She said she “just kind of works with them, and usually it’s okay.” 

Mae mentioned some additional difficulties working with families.  She described a more challenging 
interview where she conducted the assessment outside while the participant was waiting for the mini-
bus to take her children to therapy sessions.  In that situation, “You have a lot of different things come 
up, people she knows walk by, and so it kind of disrupts the conversation a little bit.”   

Mae also mentioned having more issues with tenants than with homeowners since the homeowners are 
already invested because of the home improvement piece of the program.  Initially, tenants feel like 
they are participants for their landlord but “once they talk to us, they understand we’re there to help 
them, too, and find out what their needs are and the health and safety of their children and the 
individuals that live there.”   

Another barrier Mae has encountered has been lack of response to initial phone calls or the family not 
being home at the appointed time.   

Resources 

Most Recommended Resources 

Both HAs mentioned home improvements in their responses to what were the most recommended 
resources.  Kathleen mentioned home resources related to weatherization and lowering high energy 
costs.  Mae said many of the recommendations they make are for agencies that help out with the home 
including Operation New View (for weatherization) and Green Corp Iowa.  

Mae and Kathleen also mentioned education and/or career improvement. Kathleen said the HAs make 
referrals to the Career Pathway program through Northeast Iowa Community College.  This is a program 
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that provides support and education for career change and job placement.  These services are suited for 
participants who are looking for a job or for a different job. Mae said that participants are interested in 
services to help them better themselves or their education, like Opportunity Dubuque, but, “We haven’t 
had a lot that have followed through with it…It doesn’t mean that they don’t want to do it, I just think 
things come up, and sometimes that’s on the back burner for them.” 

Kathleen mentioned additional resources in her response.  She said some participants need support for 
basic healthcare needs.  The HAs can help them find a dental provider or coach them about insurance 
coverage related to Medicaid.  As team members with the VNA, the HAs have good resources for this 
type of support including lists of providers who accept Medicaid.   

Kathleen said that during the summer, participants are interested in summer programs for kids.  There 
are free programs available through Dubuque Parks and Recreation at some downtown schools. 

Kathleen also said she discusses food programs with some of the participants and provides referrals for 
the food pantry and other local food programs. 

Resources Not Currently Available in Dubuque 

Both HAs described limited financial resources as a barrier for some families.  Mae mentioned that some 
people have issues finding affordable housing and others need payment plans for their bills and 
expenses.  She said, “It’s hard to meet all those needs when it’s more money that they need.” Mae said 
that some people are very happy with what they have despite the fact that it’s minimal; others want to 
do better, but it’s “just not the right time for them to change jobs or go back to school.” 

Kathleen said transportation and affordable child care are issues for some people.  She highlighted a 
case where a woman was paying for childcare out of pocket because she did not work the minimum 
number of hours needed for state assistance.  Because of this, she is having difficulty paying her electric 
bill.  Additionally, she walks two and a half hours to work because she has trouble affording a bus pass.  
She said, “She’s just having a difficult time trying to get ahead.”  Kathleen said she’s been working with 
this participant to find a solution to getting a bus pass.   

She said it is difficult to make any generalizations at this point since each client is so different and the 
work is just getting underway.   

Improvement of Life for Citizens 

Impact of BBHHRP Home Advocate Counseling 

Though both positive, responses to the question of how the HA work had improved the lives of their 
clients were different.  Kathleen began by saying that they hadn’t done too many visits yet, but, “I think 
for the most part, the ones that need assistance, are very appreciative.”  She said that often participants 
do not initially understand the resources, especially community resources, the HAs can connect them 
with.  She shared an example of a man who had lived in Dubuque a long time who was “doing okay” but 
was very appreciative to hear about budgeting classes being offered: “He’s going to try to go and he just 
kept thanking me.” 

Mae said, “I think it’s a great asset with the program.”  She said that the HA counseling is needed 
because HAs are providing and educating the participants on the resources in the community and 
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showing them how to access those resources.  The goal of the HAs is to make sure that participants 
understand and know the resources in the community and how to access them, so that in the future, 
they are able to navigate the system and become self-sufficient. 

Impact of BBHHRP Home Repairs 

Again, although positive, responses to this item were different, however, both HAs said that it is early to 
tell what the impacts will be.  Mae said that there have not yet been any home repairs, so it’s difficult to 
tell how they will improve the lives of participants.  However, the Healthy Homes team have been able 
to provide small updates to homes in the meantime.  She mentioned providing smoke and carbon 
monoxide detectors to make the homes safer as well as teaching the family how to properly clean their 
home. She said, “Even if the work isn’t done yet, we can begin making the home safer. 

Kathleen said, “I definitely think it will help.”  Participants who have already received their bid packages 
have been surprised about how much can be done to improve their home.   

Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program 

Communication Among Team Members 

Responses differed on this item.  Kathleen said email typically works best for communicating among 
team members: “I feel like if I have questions, I get responses back pretty quick.  For the most part, I 
haven’t really had any specific challenges with communication.”  

Mae said there are team meetings with the other Healthy Homes team members, but agreed that most 
of their communication is via email.  She said that “communication could be a little bit better” because it 
is a new program and everyone is working on different things, but Mae did not have any suggestions at 
this time.    Mae also emphasized how good communication is between the two HAs.  According to Mae, 
the HAs “talk all the time.”  They often bounce ideas off of each other and discuss any emails they 
receive related to the program about what’s going on and who is going to do what.   

Technology 

Both Mae and Kathleen had concerns about the iPads for data entry and the GIS system.  According to 
both women, they take handwritten notes during the assessment and enter the data into the GIS system 
after the fact.  There are multiple reasons for this.  Both said that entering data directly into the iPads 
would interrupt the flow of the conversation and ultimately lengthen the interviews.  Additionally, 
Kathleen explained that having an additional item to juggle could cause difficulties during home visits.  
She said the HAs take precautions in every house against potential risks to the HAs themselves: bedbugs.  
She said, “There are certain protections that we have to take when we do home visits.”  To prevent 
bedbugs from getting into their things or onto their person, HAs bring their own stools, wear shoe 
covers, and have only a small bag they wear continually on their shoulder.  Kathleen said while in the 
home, she keeps everything in her lap, and an iPad would be difficult to juggle along with writing notes.   

Both women had concerns related to accessing assessment data from the GIS system.  Mae said that 
data entered by the HAs have only recently become viewable.  Until that point, they wanted to keep 
their written records to be sure they could review participant information. Kathleen had very targeted 
feedback related to this aspect of the technology.   
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• She’s working with the City of Dubuque to fix this problem, but there are still fields with 
character limits so she can’t enter everything she wants to write.   

• Every time a change is made to the system, the team members have to re-download the system.   
• Some of the data the HAs have entered are not viewable from their end.  She said that 

sometimes she cannot view whole responses and other times selected questions like the 
“Additional Comments” section, adding, “It makes it hard to go back and to look up what you 
did.”  [Please note this has been resolved since the interview.] 

• Responses in the GIS system are not printable and it is time prohibitive to type it once in GIS and 
once in Excel.  [This has been resolved since the interview.] 

• The fields related to follow-up conversations are accessible, but they are not easy to follow.  

She said, “That’s the main concern right now with our notes and our documentation.  It would be nice if 
it was all in one place and we can just look it up.   I’m keeping a Word document now with all of my 
follow up notes.” 

Kathleen said that the HAs previously did their data entry in Excel then sent their records to the BBHHRP 
Intake Specialist for filing which seemed to work.  Now the information is entered into GIS where 
everyone is supposed to be able to see it, but, “I don’t know how much they can see.   [This has 
improved since the interview.] 

Biggest Challenges 

Both Kathleen and Mae reiterated problems with the GIS system when asked about biggest challenges 
in the program.   

Kathleen mentioned that she has some difficulty knowing how frequently to follow up with participants 
when they do not return phone calls.  She said that in previous work she’s done, she just uses her best 
judgement: “I don’t want to bother somebody by calling too often.  I’ll leave them a message and if I 
don’t hear from them in a few weeks, then I’ll try to call them back.” Additionally, Kathleen said she 
does not know the status of the construction piece of the program.  She said that information would be 
good to know so they have some knowledge of it when they speak to families.  

Recommendations 

Mae said there have been some struggles with scheduling in the past where HA visits were scheduled on 
different days than the inspections, but that is not really the case anymore which is an improvement.   

She said that the HAs will be starting a resource group which is another opportunity for the team to get 
together and talk about the program in a different way.  Mae said the group would be starting in 
September 2017 and would be an opportunity for service providers to get together and help facilitate 
connections and better understanding of the resources available.  The goal will be to know “exactly 
where to go, who to send them to, what the numbers are, and what programs work best together.”  
Mae mentioned that the following groups are being invited to participate: Healthy Homes team 
members, Operation New View, Green Corp Iowa,   Crescent Community Health Center, Alliant Energy, 
Black Hills, Dubuque Community Schools, Multi-Cultural Family Center, Ect 
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IWA Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program ECIA Interview 
The following is a summary of information gathered from the three Dubuque Bee Branch Healthy Homes 
Resiliency Program East Central Intergovernmental Association (ECIA) team members. Survey items 
were developed with input from Sharon Gaul, Resiliency Project Coordinator for the city of Dubuque. 
Survey items were reviewed by the University of Iowa Human Subjects Office. All three interviews were 
conducted via telephone by CEA staff members during July and August 2017.  The interviewees were 
selected by the BBHHRP leadership team because of their role in the program.   

The interviewees were provided an opportunity to review and update or edit the each summary before 
it was included in this report. Because these three interviewees are all from ECIA, their responses were 
combined after review.  However, since the roles of the three ECIA team members are so different, no 
attempt has been made to analyze their comments together.  Additionally, because of differences in 
their roles, some respondents chose not to answer specific items.   

To maintain the limited anonymity promised to interviewees as required by the University of Iowa IRB, 
pseudonyms are used for all interviewees: Elaine, Pat, and Eric.  The pseudonyms used do not 
necessarily represent the gender presentation of interviewees. 

Interview Summary 

Role with the BBHHRP 

Elaine is the intake specialist for the BBHHRP. Her services have been contracted for BBHHRP through 
the ECIA. She described her many roles in the program: 

• Meets with people who may qualify for the program (e.g.., applicants, potential applicants, 
homeowners, rental property owners, tenants) to review the application and provide the 
documentation required to determine eligibility.   

• Conduct some radon testing. 
• Schedule meetings between owners or tenants and the inspectors and home advocates.   

Elaine said her job is to do “the basic ground word, the grunt work, to get the applicants approved.” 

When asked what interactions with potential applicants are like, Elaine said that she has gone so far as 
to visit the home and fill out an application with clients.   She said that not everybody understands the 
information on the application, so it is often more comfortable to work through the application with the 
applicants.  She reiterated that it has been helpful to visit homes because people are less anxious and 
more comfortable in their space.  She described some skepticism with giving out the amount of personal 
information required for the application and said, “If you can go to their home and make them feel 
comfortable and make them understand that you’re not trying to steal their identity, you’re just going to 
fill out this application, no one else is going to see it—I think that helps a lot.”   

When asked about her role in radon test placement, Elaine said that if the inspectors are not available 
she will set the radon kits up or pick them up when testing is complete.   

Elaine reflected that this conversation was a quick overview of her role and that there are a lot more 
details in what she does.   
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When asked whether participants understand her role in the program, Elaine agreed that they did.  She 
said that anytime she has met with a participant, she will have exchanged phone calls or emails with 
them in advance.  She said that phone calls are important to describe what she needs because she is 
compiling the information the participants need to provide for their application and making copies of 
their original documents.  She said, “A lot of people need copies and they can’t afford to get their copies 
made.” Elaine agreed that she has to stay nimble to what each participant needs from her. 

Pat is a construction inspector coordinator with East Central Intergovernmental Association (ECIA).  He 
said that he works directly with the homeowners participating in the program.   

Eric said his role with the BBHHRP is as the program administrator and grant administrator director.  He 
is the main contact for Iowa Economic Development Authority (IEDA) for both contracts Dubuque has 
for the Bee Branch.  He said all IEDA information flows through him.   

When asked if he works directly with the program participants, he said he does so occasionally because 
he has done a couple of inspections when they have needed backup.  He said his contacts with 
participants have been “extremely positive.”  He said people are excited to have their water issues 
addressed.   

When asked if he has had a participant interaction that was difficult in any way, he said that his contacts 
have been very limited, but that he has not had any negative experiences with participants.   

When asked if he believes that participants understand his role in the program, he responded, “As much 
as is necessary.” 

Interactions with Participants 

Typical Participant Interactions 

Elaine said she begins every interaction with a phone call to explain the program, describe the process, 
and ask if they are interested in an application. She said that the application is available online and on 
paper, but most participants prefer the paper format.  According to Elaine, at this point some people 
request a copy of the application and other people want to discuss it more with her.  She provides her 
email and phone number to participants and offers to help answer any questions. Elaine said she also 
sometimes follows up an interest phone call with a letter to say thank you for calling and for letting us 
know about your interest. In that letter she would also provide the application (if requested) and tell 
potential applicants to contact her if they have any questions or need help filling out the application.   

Elaine said that she’s developed a specific form for tenants on Section 8 which streamlines the data 
gathering process.  This process allows the tenants to sign a form that l allows ECIA to retrieve 
participant information (e.g. pay stubs, social security benefits) from the housing department.   

When the interviewer commented about Elaine being very busy, she responded “I love it. I absolutely 
love it.”  

Pat said that inspections are scheduled by a different team member.  He goes to the house at the 
appointed times and meets with the owner of the home or renting tenants and landlord.  He said that 
he starts his meetings with a conversation about the flooding history of the home: “What issues have 
they experienced in the past? Are there any ongoing issues or are they just related to larger flood 
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events?”  He says that he takes some notes about that conversation before starting the direct 
inspection.  Pat said the inspection starts at the basement and he “[works] his way through the house,” 
including the outside of the home.  Inspections include taking photos for his reference and for “historical 
clearance that needs to be done through the Iowa Economic Development Authority.” 

According to Pat, after the inspection, he returns to the office to write “rehab specifications.”  Although 
it has not happened in many homes yet, at this point Pat said he would reconnect with the owner to 
review the proposed work.  That would be followed by the bidding process.   

Participant Engagement During Home Visits 

When asked how engaged participants are in the process, Elaine said that the program is getting 
underway slowly and participants are “very excited about it and they want to see results now.”  She 
said, “If you filled out an application in November last year, and you’ve got your inspection done and 
everything’s done…I think you’re starting to get impatient waiting for us to get something done.”  Elaine 
said that she has had good experiences reassuring participants by being honest about the roadblocks in 
the process.  She specifically mentioned talking with participants about the bids that came back higher 
than anticipated and the fact that this is the first program like this and they are working out the kinks.   

Pat said engagement in the process has been good.  He said participants are particularly interested in 
what is going to happen, how the project will all come together, and what projects they are eligible for.   

Difficult Participant Interactions 

Elaine said she has not had any difficult interactions with participants.  She said, “Most people have 
been very accommodating for us and vice versa, we’ve been pretty accommodating for them.” 

Related to scheduling, Elaine said that there have been some difficulties scheduling visits in a multi-plex 
unit.  She said sometimes they cannot get them all in one day or people are unable to take off work for 
the visit.  She said that this is “not even an issue.”  She said, “It’s just something we have to work 
around, and the home advocate has been awesome with that. They take that on themselves and kinda 
work with it.” Reflecting on the home advocates, Elaine said, “We have a good crew. We do have a good 
crew.” 

When asked if he has had any interactions that have been difficult, Pat described a situation he 
reconnected with the homeowner to discuss the proposed work and the homeowner was joined by 
someone who claimed he would be his “worst nightmare.”  The extra person was the homeowner’s 
brother who does maintenance work in the Dubuque area.  Pat said this person was engaged to “set the 
record straight.”  Pat said that ultimately the conversation ended up “cordial,” but that ultimately he will 
be interested to see how that project progresses.  Pat said that he knew how to handle the situation 
because he has had worse experiences: “It didn’t alarm me.  Typically, I’m going to work through those 
issues and they always come up, and you just have to be cordial and polite and work your way through 
it.” 

Resources 

Structural Resources Not Currently Available in Dubuque 
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Elaine said the inspectors would be the best for answering questions regarding resources not available 
in Dubuque “because they do the nuts and bolts inside the houses.”  However, Elaine continued to say, 
“I know that people want everything done.”   

Pat said the list of resources available for structural improvements continues to grow and that the funds 
that are available for these homes have a wide range of uses.  He said that in each home “we could do 
more,” but the team wants to be able to make improvements in the anticipated 320 houses, so they 
have to be careful not to use the funds in the first 100.  He said, we are “just trying to be fair across the 
board in doing the best we can and due diligence in [each] place so that everyone is being treated fair 
and equally.” 

When asked what sort of needs led them to expand their list of eligible services, Pat said the city has 
made it a priority to find funds to do the more work, like replacing lead service lines and damaged 
sewers or addressing pests like bed bugs and cockroaches.  Because of reframe, additional points to 
address are included in the inspection. 

Eric explained that there are issues to be resolved in some of the homes that are not on the approved 
list of projects for this grant.  For example, he described a scenario where an inspection found a wood 
burning stove that violated code because it was too close to the wall.  He said that this was not the 
participant’s primary heat source and eventually the stove would need to be removed.   

Improvement of Life for Citizens 

Elaine said, “I definitely think it will improve the lives of participants.”  She described a period of heavy 
rain in the previous couple of days, and said that people who have not yet applied to the program 
contacted her because they had rain in their basement again.  She said that people get anxiety thinking 
about fixing their homes, especially if they do not have the funds to do it.  Elaine said people want to 
protect their property and belongings, “Your basement ruined…your stuff that you stored there, 
whether it’s good stuff or bad stuff, it’s your stuff and it’s important to you.” 

She described her interactions with an 89 year old man who was not interested in the program despite 
the fact that his neighbor has been enrolled.  This man was apprehensive about participating because he 
did not want a lien on his property since he has not owed money on his property for a long time—
despite the fact that Elaine reassured him that the lien with this program is not something to worry 
about.  Elaine said that he eventually called her because he was tired of his basement flooding.  He “hit a 
boiling point” and decided to apply for the program. She also said that when she took photos of his 
property, she also identified some electrical problems for which the team believes they can also find 
funding to fix.. 

Elaine said, “In the end [the community] is going to see some great results.  I think people’s lives will be 
better for it.  Not only that, the property values will be better… I think we’re going to see lots of good.” 
She said that even if the improvements are not clearly visible, it will make a difference in participants’ 
lives. 

Pat said he hopes for a “positive impact.”  He described the reduction of stress for people who are 
frequently flooded and not having to deal with those repeated recovery expenses, especially for people 
with limited resources.  He said, “I really hope that what we’re doing and the rehab process will make a 
difference and potentially even reduce cost for the owners down the road because the houses have a 
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higher level of reasonably being protected from water.”  He followed that comment with a disclaimer 
that they cannot guarantee the houses will be dry after rain events, but he said, “It should certainly have 
a positive impact on those structures.” 

Eric said that the work will be very good and that the program will “resolve a lot of their problems with 
water getting into basements and ruining floors, etc.”  

BBHHRP Internal Logistics 

Communication Among Team Members 

Elaine said that the seven team members work well together.  She said that the ECIA team members 
have worked together for a long time and have always worked well together.  She said that working with 
John Tharp, Sharon Gaul, and the home advocates is new, but “everybody gets along really well.”  Elaine 
said that sometimes there is tension with the home advocates for getting them the information that 
they need when they need it with her being as busy as she is, but “[We] work through it.  I think we do 
well. I think we’re a good team.”     

When asked about the primary forms of communication among the teams, Elaine said that she typically 
uses phone, email, or text with ECIA.  She said that she typically emails with the home advocates unless 
they need to talk over something difficult; then they use the phone. She said she shares an office space 
with John and Sharon. 

Pat said communication has been good overall.  He said the team has had a lot of meetings and 
sometimes the meetings are productive and other Times they are just updates which are less 
productive.  He said that emails back and forth and conversations have been positive; however, Pat did 
admit to “dropping the ball” on an email to Sharon that day.   

Pat said, “Dealing with HUD and state and local regulations and trying to bring them all together into 
one cohesive package has been an issue that we’ve all struggled with.”  When asked if he has any 
suggestions for making that better, Pat said, “I think those issues are being ironed out.”  He described 
the engagement of City of Dubuque attorneys in this process.  He described his frustration with waiting 
for regulations to line up and how this has slowed down the process for getting projects out to bid.  Pat 
admitted to being frustrated with waiting and also said that homeowners are also wondering why work 
is not moving forward.   

Eric clarified that he works mostly with IEDA and representatives for the City of Dubuque.  When asked 
if he interacts with the inspectors or home advocates, Eric said that he works with the inspectors, but 
that his interactions with the home advocates is fairly minimal.  However, he said the advocates have 
been great about sharing information to the inspector about specific needs or concerns from the 
participants.   

Biggest Challenges 

Elaine said the biggest challenge is navigating this new process.  She said, “You don’t know what the 
unexpected is until you reach it.”  She said that they have been working through each part of the 
process as they’ve reached it, so far they have just worked on applications and inspections.  She said 
now they are working through the bid process and making changes as necessary. 
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Pat anticipates that the process will go smoothly once they “get this thing rolling.”  He anticipates 
everything will fall into place once they get contractors and the contractors get used to the regulations 
of the program.   

Pat said that he does not believe that working with the city will be a barrier: “They’ve got good staff, and 
we’ll be successful working together with them.” 

Pat said that the difficult experience he described earlier with a participant is something that you 
anticipate with rehabilitation projects.  He said, “You have to deal with those… it’s just, roll with it and 
make it work.” 

When asked about interactions with the home advocates, Pat said he has had good interactions with the 
home advocates.  He said that he is typically on-site when they are, and that is a good thing.  He said 
that the occupants are usually more open with the home advocates, and the home advocates have 
shared concerns from the occupants themselves about the home.  He said, “Because they spend more 
time with them, maybe they start feeling more comfortable… it works well.” He said that he has listened 
to some of the conversations the home advocates have had with participants, and they have done a 
great job.   

Pat said that there have been challenges related to the rules changing as IEDA gets more information 
from Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  He said, “HUD has been of the opinion that [Dubuque] is 
way ahead of the rest of the country on [this program], and they don’t think it’s a big deal to change 
rules.  Because we’ve already got some things that we’ve had in place and moving forward, we end up 
having to go back and redo things and come up with additional documentation because it wasn’t 
needed before.”  Eric said this is a barrier to getting things “implemented and moving.”  He clarified that 
this is no fault of the city or IEDA.  When asked about an example for rules being changed, Eric said that 
“duplication of benefits” has been changed a couple of times.   

When asked if there have been other challenges, Eric specified that there have been challenges with the 
environmental review.  However, he said that much of that stems from changing program rules.  Despite 
these challenges, he said that “It’s not horribly unusual for us to run into some of these things, but it 
certainly delays projects.  No doubt about it.” 

Technology 

According to Elaine, the team has been having issues with the GIS system.  She said that it was supposed 
to be running last November but, “We just are getting it running now.”  She said that the team has to go 
back and hand-enter the previous data.  However, she said, “It’s not really a problem, it’s just another 
thing—a step in the right direction.”  She said that learning as you go is true of any kind of technology.   

Elaine also said there was an issue with the online application that they only knew was a problem when 
someone attempted the online application and then called the office when it did not work.  However, 
for the particular case she mentioned, she was able to mail a paper survey to the participant, and she 
got enrolled. 

According to Pat, the city has a GIS program that is working very well for single family residences: “It 
works quite well with single family, and I’m perfectly happy with that.”  However, he’s been struggling 
using the program with multi-family units.  He said he needs to work with city staff about this issue.  He 
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wondered whether they expected him to put each unit’s information into one GIS package for the whole 
building.  He said, “The last couple times I’ve done large apartment buildings, I’ve just abandoned it and 
gone back to paper and pencil, so I need to address that with the city and try to figure out a better way 
to do it.”   

Eric said that he works with Iowa Grants, IEDA’s online system, and that it has been working really well:  
“We haven’t had any issues with that.  That’s one of the pieces that does work well!” 

Recommendations 

Elaine said she did not have any recommendations at this time because they need to get into the homes 
before they know what they could improve.  She said she would answer this question differently in six 
months or a year.   

Pat said, “We just need to get started.  Once we get started, then we can look at tweaking it and making 
it better.”  He said that it’s exhausting just trying to get to the point of starting.  He said that he will be 
telling a very different and positive story during next year’s interview.   

Eric said that it would be helpful to have additional funding available to address needs identified in 
homes that are not covered under the current grant.  He speculated that funding will end up tight by the 
time the program gets rolling and the restrictions on number of dollars to spend on each house are 
limiting.  He said, “That’s not unusual at all, but if there was more funding available, we could certainly 
do more work.”   

When asked if some homes have already been recommended for more changes than the grant funds 
allow, Eric said that when the first round of bid packages came back, only one company had bid and they 
were higher than expected.  He continued to say that some of those bid packages will be rejected and 
others have been put on hold because of “procurement issues.”  He said procurement policies require 
you to have at least two contractors bid on any one package.  The city will need to request state 
approval to accept a bid from only one contractor.  Eric said that the city tried packaging bids to get 
better pricing and attract bigger contractors, but that did not appear to work in this case. He said that 
moving forward, they will take bids on each home individually.   

Eric described some complications because IEDA focuses on federal policy and the City of Dubuque 
focuses more on state policy.  He said that bonding is complicated but, “We’re working through it.”  

Other comments 

Elaine said, “I think we’re a valuable resource for the City of Dubuque.  I’ve worked with a lot of people, 
different departments that have been very helpful.  I think it’s going good.”  She then reflected in a 
positive tone that “it can be way better.”   

She emphasized that the slowness of the process has been a barrier, but that she sees a future where 
“it’s going to be really really good.”   

Eric said that he hopes the program can move forward and get implemented.  He continued to say that 
this is a concern because, “We were hoping to have a lot of places under construction by this time, and 
literally, we haven’t signed our first contract.” 
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Next Steps 
During Year 2, CEA will continue to administer BBHHRP Team Interviews to collect formative feedback.  
Additionally, CEA will report the results of additional BBHHRP Administrative Team Interviews that were 
requested after-the-fact by the Dubuque administrative team.  

CEA will collaborate with BBHHRP team members to build and administer surveys for clients to be 
collected after work has been completed on their home.   

Internal Metaevaluation 
Metaevaluation is, literally, the evaluation of an evaluation.  In an external metaevaluation, another 
evaluator examines the evaluation practices used as part of a program evaluation. More frequently, 
evaluators practice internal metaevaluation, where the program evaluators themselves engage in 
reflection on the quality of their evaluation of a particular program. The Program Evaluation Standards: 
A Guide for Evaluators and Evaluation Users, 3rd Edition (2011) call upon evaluators to examine their 
own practices by focusing on how the evaluation is adhering to one or more of the dimensions of quality 
standards: utility, feasibility, propriety, and accuracy.  Although an evaluation should adhere to all 
standards during its course,, one standard that is an integral part of the first, formative phase of a 
program is utility. In Year 1, the CEA team emphasized that in order to be successful, the evaluation 
must be useful to the project personnel. 

In reflecting on the evaluation methods during Year 1, the following CEA practices support this focus on 
utility: 

• Collaboration with IWA staff and partners on the purposes for the evaluation  
• Frequent consultation with IWA staff and partners as to what they would like to learn from 

surveys and interviews during instrument construction 
• Rapid communication of survey results to IWA staff and partners to support their formative use  
• Regular meetings with the principal investigator (PI) and key staff to discuss both the big picture 

and the details of the evaluation plan  

In addition to the observation of these CEA practices, the following activities serve as evidence that 
program stakeholders found the evaluation useful: 

• IWA staff presented evaluation findings during WMA meetings 
• IWA staff promoted the usefulness of the survey data for improving their project delivery  
• IWA staff began to spontaneously approach evaluators to request methods that address 

particular program components or particular issues 

In Year 2, the CEA will continue its metaevaluative practice by formally and informally asking IWA staff 
and partners about ongoing utility, including (for example): 

• In what ways is the evaluation meeting their needs and providing meaningful information? 
• In what ways is the evaluation process responsive to project changes? 

Additionally, the CEA will adhere to and reflect on the other dimensions of evaluation quality. 
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Iowa Watershed Approach Process Monitoring Evaluation Plan 
 

The purpose of the Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Process Monitoring Evaluation is to document the 
activities of the IWA and collect information related to the merit and worth of program activities and 
deliverables.  The Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) is an IWA partner and will implement a 
collaborative and participatory evaluation designed to explore, support, and monitor the processes 
undertaken by the IWA to increase Iowa watershed communities’ resilience to flooding.  The evaluation 
will be conducted in adherence with The Program Evaluation Standards (Yarbrough, et al., 2011). 

To carry out the process monitoring evaluation of the IWA, the CEA will observe and document IWA 
activities and engage with a diverse body of stakeholders to provide evidence of the roles and 
contributions of people participating in the IWA as a whole, and the Watershed Management Authority 
(WMA) work in particular. Findings will be reported on a rolling basis to the IWA team and collaborators 
to inform program improvements.  Written reports will be submitted quarterly to the Iowa Economic 
Development Authority (IEDA) and the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
following the protocol established by the IEDA/HUD for reporting.  More extensive annual written 
reports and a final written evaluation report will also be submitted to the IWA team, IEDA, and HUD.  

[Two components of the IWA, the Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resilience Program (BBHHRP) and the 
work of the University of Iowa Flood Resilience Team, while existing under the umbrella of the IWA, are 
somewhat self-contained and have their own evaluation plans that are included in this plan as Section A 
and B, respectively.] 

Brief Description of Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) 

The IWA is one of 13 projects funded in January 2016 under the National Disaster Resilience 
Competition (US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2016). According to the IWA grant 
proposal (Iowa Watershed Approach, 2015), the IWA will accomplish six specific goals in the 8 project 
areas: 

1. Reduce flood risk 
2. Improve water quality 
3. Increase resilience 
4. Engage stakeholders through collaboration and outreach/education 
5. Improve quality of life and health, especially for vulnerable populations 
6. Develop a program that is scalable and replicable throughout the Midwest and the 

United States. 

The IWA calls for the WMA, with the support of the HUD NDRC funds and the IWA partners, to 
be the agent of change in eight designated watersheds across the state of Iowa.   

Stakeholders 

The stakeholders in any program are defined as those who benefit from, are affected by, or who have an 
interest in the program or its evaluation (Yarbrough, et al., 2011). The IWA involves three main 
categories of stakeholders.   
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The first group of stakeholders are the IWA partners. These groups receive IWA funding and are key in 
supporting the project across the state.  The IWA partners are: 

• The University of Iowa (Iowa Flood Center, IIHR, the IWA Flood Resilience Team) 
• Iowa State University, (Iowa Water Center, Extension and Outreach, and Iowa Nutrient 

Research Strategy)  
• The University of Northern Iowa (Tallgrass Prairie Center)   
• Iowa Department of Natural Resources  
• Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship  
• Iowa Homeland Security and Emergency Management Department  
• Iowa Economic Development Authority  
• The Cities of Dubuque, Storm Lake, and Coralville 
• Benton, Buena Vista, Fremont, Iowa, Johnson, Mills, Winneshiek, and Howard Counties 

 
The second group of IWA stakeholders are the leverage partners. Leverage partners are a diverse 
collection of entities from across the state of Iowa who wrote letters of support for the IWA grant 
proposal and indicated their willingness to provide assistance to the IWA in a way consistent with each 
of the groups’ expertise and mission.  Leverage partners include public and private agencies including 
(but not limited to): conservation non-profits, agriculture industry groups, water quality interest groups, 
city and county associations, state and federal entities related to water quality and/or quantity.  [A 
complete list of the IWA leverage partners is included in the grant application.] 

 
The third category of stakeholders are those within each watershed. According to Iowa Legislation 
regarding 28e agreements required to form Watershed Management Authorities, all eligible political 
subdivisions must be invited to be part of the WMA.  Eligible political subdivisions include: 
municipalities, counties, and Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCDs).  In order to carry out the 
work of the WMA, each WMA will also employ a project coordinator and enter into a contract with a 
planning entity to formulate a watershed plan. WMAs will also engage with various other local and/or 
regional organizations to support their work including: RC&Ds, USDA/NRCS offices, conservation non-
profits, etc.  The WMAs will also interact in some cases with elected officials at the local, state, and 
federal level. Finally, in order to install conservation practices as part of the IWA, WMAs will seek the 
involvement of landowners and any other interested community members in each watershed.  Project 
implementation will in turn involve engineers and contractors.   

Finally, by extension, the IWA will potentially have an impact on all Iowa residents, and the country at 
large. 

Evaluation Questions 

The IWA is a complex project supported by many IWA partners whose goals are both discrete and 
collaborative.  Each IWA partner submitted a Scope of Work document that describe their planned 
responsibilities and deliverables to the IWA.  Despite the somewhat specific goals of each of the IWA 
partner groups, the IWA is also, to a great extent, a project that is developmental in nature and as a 
result the evaluation employs an iterative process.  The course and progress of the IWA is dependent on 
factors both physical (hydrologic factors, weather, geology) and human (project coordinators, planning 
staff, consultants, and landowners) and the ways in which these physical and human factors combine to 
affect progress toward the project goals will be different in each of the eight different watersheds.  
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To design a process monitoring evaluation plan that would be sensitive to these factors and responsive 
to the developmental nature of the IWA, the CEA met with members of the IFC staff to identify and 
prioritize what was to be examined by the evaluation. During the discussion, following in the spirit of the 
watershed as the key entity for change, the WMA emerged as the focal point for the evaluation, with 
the emphasis on how IWA partners interact with, and support the WMAs.   

The CEA began to focus on the evaluation questions to be addressed by evaluation activities.  The CEA 
generated these evaluation questions based on discussions with the UI IWA program team.  Because of 
the developmental nature of the IWA, these questions may be supplemented during the course of the 
project by emerging questions.  The evaluation has been designed to address the following evaluation 
questions: 

• What does the overall implementation of the IWA actually look like? 
• What does the work of the WMAs look like? (In what ways does the formation (for new WMAs) 

and the work of watersheds differ?) 
• What are the characteristics of WMAs?  (Who are the official members? What is the structure 

(committees, leadership, boards, etc.)?  What kinds of participation is there by other non-voting 
groups (e.g. non-profits, conservation groups)?) 

• How does the planning process differ between WMAs? (Who are the planners? How do they 
work with the project coordinators? How do they make use of data and other support from the 
IWA partners?) 

• How does the role of the coordinator vary from WMA to WMA? (How do they interact with the 
WMA? How do they make use of data and other support from the IWA partners?) 

• What are the roles of the partners in the IWA and how does that differ between WMAs? 
• What is the level of landowner interest in conservation practices relative to available funding? 

 
Additional evaluation questions will emerge as the planning and implementation processes evolve. 

Evaluation Design and Data Collection Methods 

In order to monitor and document the IWA program, Table 1 shows the evaluation activities the CEA will 
conduct (proposed frequencies for data collection events are listed in parentheses).   

Table 1 

CEA IWA Evaluation Activities 

1. IWA Kickoff Meeting Survey (Once, Year 1) 
2. IWA Flood Resilience Kickoff Survey (Once, Year 1) 
3. IWA Watershed Key informant Interviews (Biennial (Years 1,3,&5)) (Extended in Years 3 and 5 to 

IWA partners) 
4. IWA WMA Project Coordinator Surveys (Annual (at least)) 
5. IWA WMA Board Surveys (Annual (Years 2-5)) 
6. IWA Watershed Planner Interviews (Biannual during planning years (Years 2-4)) 
7. IWA WMA Meeting Attendee Surveys (Biannual) 
8. IWA Advisory Board Surveys (Annual) 
9. IWA Partner Surveys (Annual) 
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10. IWA Leverage Partner Surveys (Annual (Years 2-5)) 
11. Visualization and Information System User Surveys (TBD, Beginning in Year 2) 
12. Ongoing documentation of program activities (ongoing) 
13. BBHHRP  Home Advocate Interviews (Annual)* 
14. BBHHRP East Central Intergovernmental Association (ECIA) Interviews (Annual)* 
15. BBHHRP Client Follow-up Surveys (Annual)* 
16. Evaluation activities focused on the work of IWA Flood Resilience funded partners (TBD)* 
17. Other evaluation activities as needed  

 
*Note: Evaluation activities 13-16 are described in the individual evaluation plans for the BBHHRP and 
the IWA Flood Resilience Program Evaluation Plan appended to this plan as Appendices A and B, 
respectively. 

Table 2 demonstrates the ways in which CEA evaluation activities align with IWA activities and topics of 
interest.  Topics of interest have also been aligned to the evaluation questions and/or to the IWA 
partner scope of work documents. Some of the activities (and their associated evaluation events) have 
already occurred or, if part of a series of events, have already been initiated. The CEA will embed 
formative evaluation into all evaluation activities.  [For a timeline of evaluation events, see Section D.] 

Table 2 

IWA Topics and Activities and Evaluation Data Collection Activities 

IWA Topic/Activities of Interest 
Evaluation 

Activity 

IWA Kickoff Meetings (Q2 2016) 1, 12 

H&H Focused Quarterly Meetings (Q3 2016) 7, 12 

Hiring Watershed Coordinators 12 

Flood Resilience Focused Quarterly Meetings (Q4 2016) 2, 7, 12 

Local key informant views of watershed health and water 
management at three points in time 

3 

IWA Advisory Board Meeting 8, 12 

Visualizations and Information Systems (IWA Specific) 11, 12 

Ongoing Watershed Coordinator Duties 4, 12 

Watershed Planning 6, 12 

Ongoing IWA Partner Service Provision 4, 5, 12 

Ongoing IWA Leverage Partner Service Provision 4, 12 

Watershed Coordinator Training and Support 4, 12 
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Collaboration among partners 8, 9, 10 

Landowner interest in practices compared with available resources  4 

 

Metaevaluation 

Annual written evaluation reports and the final evaluation report will include an internal 
metaevaluation.  The purpose of an internal metaevaluation is to demonstrate that the evaluation 
design, procedures information collected, and outcomes abide by The Program Evaluation Standards 
and other relevant standards (Yarbrough, et al., 2011). Questions addressed by the metaevaluation may 
include whether the evaluation was practical, responsive to stakeholder needs, and resulted in materials 
that were useful to the stakeholders. 
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Bee Branch and Healthy Homes Resiliency Program Evaluation Plan from the Center for Evaluation 
and Assessment  

Points of contact for Center for Evaluation and Assessment: Valerie Decker & Julie Kearney 
Points of contact for Dubuque: Sharon Gaul & Cori Burbach 
Points of contact for IIHR: Larry Weber & Breanna Shea 

The Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) will be providing program evaluation guidance and 
services to the Bee Branch and Healthy Homes Resiliency Program3 (BBHHRP).  The CEA will be centering 
its evaluation activities on the role, accomplishments, and effects of this home advocate service and 
flood resilience program as components of the Iowa Watershed Approach Project (IWA).  In addition, in 
the IWA proposal, CEA is charged with documenting progress toward the following metric related to 
BBHHRP: Home improvements will result in increased opportunities for resilient, affordable housing for 
these populations and home improvements will result in reduced mental stress associated with the life 
disruptions common during flood events.4 All of these purposes will be addressed in CEA’s evaluation 
activities. 
 
Primary program evaluation activities 

0. CEA BBHHRP Evaluation plan (June, 2017) 
1. BBHHRP Home Advocate Data Collection: CEA will provide guidance, where requested, related to 

the BBHHRP Home Advocate Client Interview and Flood Resilience Survey. 
2. CEA BBHHRP Home Advocate Interview2 (Annual): CEA will interview home advocates annually to 

inform program improvements and document processes.  
3. CEA BBHHRP East Central Intergovernmental Association Interview2 (Annual): CEA will interview 

team members from the East Central Intergovernmental Association (ECIA) annually to inform 
program improvements and document processes. 

4. CEA BBHHRP Client Follow-up Survey2 (Rolling, after construction has been completed for each 
client): CEA will survey or interview BBHHRP clients about their experiences with the home advocate 
and outcomes related to recommendations received. This activity informs improvements and 
documents outcomes. 

5. CEA Formative Report to BBHHRP Team and IWA Project Team (Annual, Years 1-4) 
6. CEA Final Report to BBHHRP Team and IWA Project Team (Year 5) 

This evaluation plan is based on the current project plan.  If the project implementation plan changes, 
the evaluation plan will be revised. 

  

                                                           
3 http://www.cityofdubuque.org/2339/Bee-Branch-Healthy-Homes-Resiliency-Prog 
4 The Iowa Watershed Approach for Urban and Rural Resilience. (2015, October). HUD National Disaster 
Resilience Competition. State of Iowa. 
3 If anything particularly noteworthy emerges from the evaluation, CEA will provide a brief quick-turnaround report 
for the BBHHRP team.  Otherwise, evaluation findings will be reported annually (activities 4 & 5). 

http://www.cityofdubuque.org/2339/Bee-Branch-Healthy-Homes-Resiliency-Prog
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Project Year Evaluation Activity 

Year 1: 

October 2016-
September 2017 

 

0. Design evaluation plan  

Conduct BBHHRP program evaluation activities  
1. Assist in developing the BBHHRP Home Advocate Data Collection 

1. BBHHRP Home Advocate Resilience Survey developed by IWA Flood Resilience 
team  

2. BBHHRP Home Advocate Client Interview developed by BBHHRP team 
2. Develop CEA BBHHRP Home Advocate Interview protocol and Interview Home 

Advocates 
3. Develop CEA BBHHRP ECIA Interview protocol and Interview ECIA Team Members 
4. Work with Home Advocates to determine format, develop, and administer CEA 

BBHHRP Client Follow-up Survey  

5. Deliver first year formative report to BBHHRP—Due September 30 

Year 2: 

October 2017-
September 2018 

 

Conduct BBHHRP program evaluation activities  
2. CEA BBHHRP Home Advocate Interview  
3. CEA BBHRP ECIA Interview  
4. CEA BBHHRP Client Follow-up Survey  

5. Deliver second year formative report to BBHHRP—Due September 30 

Year 3:  

October 2018-
September 2019 

 

Conduct BBHHRP program evaluation activities  
2. CEA BBHHRP Home Advocate Interview  
3. CEA BBHRP ECIA Interview  
4. CEA BBHHRP Client Follow-up Survey  

5. Deliver third year formative report to BBHHRP—Due September 30 

Year 4:  

October 2019-
September 2020 

 

Conduct BBHHRP program evaluation activities  
2. CEA BBHHRP Home Advocate Interview  
3. CEA BBHRP ECIA Interview  
4. CEA BBHHRP Client Follow-up Survey  

5. Deliver fourth year formative report to BBHHRP—Due September 30 

Year 5:  

October 2020-
September 2021 

 

Conduct BBHHRP program evaluation activities  
2. CEA BBHHRP Home Advocate Interview  
3. CEA BBHRP ECIA Interview CEA BBHHRP Client Follow-up Survey  

6. Deliver final report to BBHHRP—Due September 30 
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Section B: University of Iowa IWA Flood Resilience Team Evaluation Plan 
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Iowa Watershed Approach Flood Resilience Evaluation Plan5 

The purpose of the Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Flood Resilience Evaluation is to document the 
activities of the IWA Flood Resilience Team and collect information related to the merit and worth of 
program activities and deliverables.  Findings will be reported on a rolling basis to the IWA Flood 
Resilience Team and collaborators to inform program improvements.  Reports will be submitted 
quarterly to the Iowa Economic Development Authority (IEDA) and the US Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD). The IWA Flood Resilience Evaluation activities are nested within the 
program evaluation of the IWA program.  

Need6 

According to the plan of work put forward by the IWA Flood Resilience Team, the following needs drive 
the IWA Flood Resilience program.   

• When communities are making decisions for response and mitigation, the financial and 
displacement burdens on watershed residents living in less valuable structures are often 
neglected. Additionally, these burdens are more difficult to quantify, measure, and 
communicate than information about built infrastructures. 

• Since hazard mitigation plans must account for all hazards, they are rarely completed at the 
watershed scale since that scale is only relevant for floods. Furthermore, hazard mitigation plans 
are static with limited ability of use for planning purposes. Complementarily, plans developed at 
the watershed scale rarely include people-centric flood hazard mitigation information.  

• Social service organizations who provide services before, during, or after floods are interested in 
improving their processes for providing information and social resources to their clients.   

IWA Flood Resilience 

The IWA Flood Resilience program strives to address these needs through three goals: 

1. Measure, visualize, and communicate flood resilience resources 
2. Enhance flood resilience content in formal watershed plans 
3. Improve social resources for flood resilience 

In the IWA Flood Resilience program, special attention will be paid to communicating the needs of low-
to-moderate income residents to community and state decision-makers and providing these residents 
with support7 to prepare for, respond to, recover from, and mitigate the impacts of floods.  Information 
will be collected at different scales based on feasibility and need.   

Evaluation Activities 

                                                           
5 The format for this plan is based on the Center for Disease Control’s evaluation plan outline  
https://www.cdc.gov/asthma/program_eval/appendixf_evaluation_plan_outline.doc 
6 Need and IWA Flood Resilience sections are adapted from notes provided by the IWA Flood Resilience Outreach 
and Engagement Coordinator 
7 This plan refers to Cohort 1 social service partners. A similar plan will be pursued when IWA Flood Resilience 
begins work with Cohorts 2 and 3 with different partners. 
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In order to monitor and document the IWA Flood Resilience program, the University of Iowa Center for 
Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) will conduct the following activities (proposed schedules for data 
collection events are listed in parentheses).   

1. IWA Watershed Key informant Interviews (annual) 
2. IWA WMA Project Coordinator Surveys (annual, starting in year 2) 
3. IWA WMA Board Surveys (annual, starting in year 3 per cohort) 
4. IWA Watershed Planner Interviews (bi-annual starting in year 2) 
5. IWA WMA Meeting Attendee Surveys (annual) 
6. Ongoing documentation of program activities (ongoing) 
7. Evaluation activities focused on the work of IWA Flood Resilience funded partners (TBD) 
8. Other evaluation activities as needed 

Table 1 displays the topics of interest related to IWA Flood Resilience aligned to the evaluation activities 
which will be used to collect information related to that topic.  Most topics of interest have been 
extracted from the IWA Flood Resilience program logic model (Section B). CEA will embed formative 
evaluation into all evaluation activities.   

Table 1 

IWA Flood Resilience Topic of Interest 
Evaluation 

Activity 

Local perspectives on flood resilience and progress toward improving flood resilience 1 

Utility of data visualization tools (e.g., IWAIS) 2, 4, 5 

Utility of Financial and Displacement Burden Assessment data 2, 4, 5, 6 

Utility of Comprehensive Flood Resilience Assessments (Case studies) 2, 4, 5, 6 

Development of a community-wide flood resilience action plan4  2, 4, 5, 6 

WMA boards’ awareness of flood resilience information embedded in the watershed 
plan 

3 

WMA boards’ interactions with IWA Flood Resilience Team 3 

WMA boards’ intentions to use the flood resilience information included in the report 3 

Planning teams’ interactions with IWA Flood Resilience Team 4 

Planning teams’ intentions to integrate flood resilience information into watershed plans 4 

Communication of flood resilience-related services and information available to 
watersheds through IWA  

5, 6 

Communication of FEMA elements of flood mitigation plans 5, 6 
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Programs to promote awareness8: IWA Flood Resilience Team (metric from proposal); 
Communicate Flood resilience and the role of the IWA Flood Resilience Team 

Programs to promote awareness3: IWA Flood Resilience funded partners (metric from 
proposal); information presented about flood resilience either at WMA meetings or in 
the plans motivated you to think at the watershed level for mitigation and response: 
urban/rural, upstream/downstream, direct/indirect effects 

5, 6, 7 

Influence of flood resilience information on decision-making for the community 5 

Activities of funded local partners (e.g., HACAP, Center for Sustainable Communities) 7 

Information presented about flood resilience either at WMA meetings or in the plans 
motivated you to use flood resilience planning tools at various scales 

5 

 

   

                                                           
8 Resilience-focused metrics from the IWA proposal are listed in Section B. 
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Section A: Metrics from the proposal9 related to flood resilience 
• Upper Iowa: This project will result in improved resilience to flooding, especially in the L/M income 

area, through programs to promote awareness and develop a community-wide flood resilience 
action plan. 

• Upper Wapsipinicon: This project will result in improved resilience to flooding, especially in the MID-
URN areas, through programs to promote awareness and a community-wide flood resilience action 
plan. 

• Middle Cedar: This project will result in improved resilience to flooding, especially in the Vinton L/M 
income area, through programs to promote awareness and a community-wide flood resilience 
action plan. 

• Clear Creek: This project will result in improved resilience to flooding, especially in the Coralville 
LMA, through programs to promote awareness and a community flood resiliency action plan. 

• English River: This project will result in improved resilience to flooding, including the English River 
LMI area, through programs to promote awareness and a community-wide flood resilience action 
plan. 

• North Raccoon: This project will result in improved flood resilience, especially in Storm Lake, by 
promoting awareness and a community-wide flood resilience action plan. 

• East Nishnabotna: This project will result in improved resilience to flooding, especially in the MID-
URN areas, through programs to promote awareness and develop a community-wide flood 
resilience action plan. 

• West Nishnabotna: This project will result in improved resilience to flooding, especially in the LMI 
area, through programs to promote awareness and a community-wide flood resilience action plan 
(See Soundness of Approach, Program 2).

                                                           
9 The Iowa Watershed Approach for Urban and Rural Resilience. (2015, October). HUD National Disaster Resilience 

Competition. State of Iowa. 
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Planners integrate FRAP and 
other flood resilience content 
into watershed plans (HUC 8) 

• FEMA aligned 
• Flood resilience inclusive 
• Attentive to services 

available through Flood 
Resilience and HSEMD 

 Inputs    Activities (Scope)   Outputs   Outcomes    Impacts 
              ST MT LT 
 

Financial and Displacement 
Burden (F&DB) Baseline 
Assessment (HUC 8, HUC 12) 
Support from teams conducting 
social assessments 
 

 Comprehensive Flood Resilience 
Assessment (Case Study)  
Support from HACAP (Middle 
Cedar) and Luther (Upper Iowa) 

Summary of F&DB Findings 

IWAIS Integration 

IWAIS Integration (non-sensitive 
data; sensitive data will not be 
available to public) 

3. Develop Flood Resilience Action 
Process (FRAP) Document 
Support from Luther (Upper Iowa) 

FRAP Document 

4. Communicate Materials to 
Watershed Planners and WMA 
Boards(all scales) 

Identify FEMA elements of flood 
mitigation plans required for 
FEMA resources (HSEMD) 

5. Identify services and 
information available to 
watersheds through HSEMD and 
Flood Resilience team members 

5. Facilitate the integration of 
Flood Resilience and HSEMD 
information into watershed plans 
(all scales) 

Evidence of communication to 
planning team (meeting minutes, 
emails, etc) 

Flood Resilience Handout #2 

Evidence of communication to 
planning team and WMA board 
(presentations, meetings minutes, 
emails, etc) 

Decision-makers (city 
councilors, county supervisors, 
emergency management 
coordinators) read the 
watershed plans  

Decision-makers consider the 
flood resilience and HSEMD 
outputs when making 
mitigation and response 
decisions 

Improved Flood 
Resilience 

IWA Flood 
Resilience team 

NDRC Funds 
(HUD) 

IWAIS 

HSEMD 

IIHR- 
Hydroscience & 
Engineering 

Census data 

Non-funded 
community 
partnerships 

Funded 
community 
partnerships 
(Luther & 
HACAP) 
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Develop flood resilience resources 
outreach materials 

• Flood resilience 
• Flood resilience program 

updates  
• Highlights from FRAP 
• Discussion of integration of 

information 

 

 Inputs   Activities (Scope)   Outputs   Outcomes    Impacts 
             ST MT LT 
 

Distribute flood resilience 
outreach materials-- 
Presentations at WMA meetings, 
conferences, and other events 
Support from CSC at Luther 

Presentations and materials to 
IWA meetings, CC FRAG, IWA 
website, WMA meetings, 
conferences 

Evidence of communication to 
stakeholders (meeting minutes, 
emails, etc) 

 

Watershed coordinators, WMA Boards, HSEMD, 
IDNR, COGs, RC&Ds, and regular WMA meeting 
attendees are more inclined to use flood resilience 
planning tools at various scales 

Provide funding and other support 
to HACAP for case management 
protocol redesign 

Provide funding and other support 
to Luther to modernize social 
media engagement and social 
networking methods for flood 
resilience 

Scope of work and budget 

Scope of work and budget 

Report 

Report 

Improved social resources for 
flood resilience  

Improved information resources 
for flood resilience  

These targeted groups take action to 
protect flood affected members of their 
community—even if cost benefits are not 
maximized.  

• Urban/Rural 
• Upstream/Downstream 
• Indirect effects 

 

Share background, how the 
program was implemented and 
lessons learned 

 

Other groups replicate and 
potentially improve on the 
flood resilience program 

IWA Flood 
Resilience team 

NDRC Funds 
(HUD) 

IWAIS 

HSEMD 

IIHR 
Hydroscience & 
Engineering 

Census data 

Non-funded 
community 
partnerships 

Funded 
community 
partnerships 
(Luther & 
HACAP 
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Section C: CEA IWA Evaluation Plan: Suggested Timeline
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Suggested Timeline for CEA IWA Evaluation Activities (as of 6-30-17) 

Evaluation Activity 
YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 
IWA Kickoff Meeting Survey x*                    
IWA Flood Resilience Kickoff Survey  x                   
IWA Watershed Key informant 
Interviews 

 x x       x x       x x  

IWA WMA Project Coordinator Surveys    x  y  x  y  x  y  x y  x  
IWA WMA Board Surveys        x    x    x   x  
IWA Watershed Planner Interviews       x    x    x      
IWA WMA Meeting Attendee Surveys    z  z  z  z  z  z  z  z   
IWA Advisory Board Surveys  x    x    x    x    x   
IWA Partner Surveys x*    x    x    x    x    
IWA Leverage Partner Surveys x*    x    x    x    x    
Visualization and Information System 
User Surveys 

    +                

Ongoing documentation of program 
activities 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

BBHHRP  Home Advocate Interviews    x    x    x    x   x  
BBHHRP ECIA Interviews    x    x    x    x   x  
BBHHRP Client Follow-up Surveys     +                
IWA Flood Resilience funded partners    TBD                 
Other evaluation activities as needed                     

 
Notes:  
x: Evaluation activity is scheduled to occur during that quarter. 
*:  These activities were actually completed before the start of Year 1, Q1. 
y: Frequency is to be once or twice annually; second interview to be determined based on need. 
z: WMA meeting attendee surveys will be twice annually, but not necessarily in Q1 and Q3. 
+: Start date to be determined in consultation with relevant partners. Once started, to occur annually. 
TBD: To be determined.
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Appendix B.  Iowa Watershed Approach Partner Survey Findings 
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Summary of Survey Responses from IWA Partner Meeting April 5, 2016 

The first Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Partner Meeting took place from 9 AM - 3 PM on April 5, 2016 
at the Terry Trueblood Park Lodge in Iowa City, IA. Thirty-two people attended the meeting with 
representation from each of the following partners:  

• City of Dubuque 
• Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship (IDALS) 
• Iowa Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) 
• Iowa Economic Development Authority (IEDA) 
• Iowa Homeland Security and Emergency Management (HSEMA) 
• Iowa State University (Iowa Water Center (IWC)) 
• University of Iowa (Iowa Flood Center (IFC) and Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA)) 
• University of Northern Iowa (Tallgrass Prairie Center (TPC))  

The stated goals of the meeting were to: 

• Share activities across partner groups and discuss integration 
• Talk through the technical assistance aspects of the award 
• Discuss resilience activities (both structural and social) 

The CEA conducted this survey as part of the project monitoring evaluation for IWA. Thirty participants 
were invited to participate in this survey via email link regarding the April 5th meeting. [Evaluators do not 
complete the survey.] The survey link was sent on April 6, 2016 and a reminder was sent to all 
participants on April 13, 2016.  Of the 30 participants who received the survey, 26 responded, resulting 
in a response rate of 87%.   

The first section of the survey addressed participants’ perceptions of the meeting.  Participants rated 
their agreement or disagreement with five statements concerning different aspects of the meeting on a 
six-point scale (where 6 indicated strong agreement and 1 indicated strong disagreement).  Means and 
standard deviations (SD) for these items are reported in the table below.  

Item Mean SD 
The goals of the partner meeting were clear to me. 5.00 0.83 

The information provided during the meeting helped me understand the 
roles of the partners in this program. 

5.04 0.65 

My organization was given enough time to present during the partner 
meeting. 

5.38 0.68 

I understand the role of resilience component in the IWA program. 4.77 0.93 

All in all, the partner meeting was valuable for me. 5.54 0.69 

Note: N=26 for all items. 

All item means were relatively high indicating positive responses from participants. There was very little 
variability among respondents with nearly all participants agreeing at least to some extent with the 
statements. Two participants slightly disagreed that the goals of the meeting were clear and two slightly 
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disagreed that they understood the role of resilience in the IWA program. Participants indicated that the 
meeting was valuable (Mean=5.54) and that their organization had been given sufficient time to present 
(Mean=5.38). 

The second section of the survey consisted of several items that that asked what aspects of the meeting 
participants found important, and gave them the opportunity to ask any lingering questions and make 
any additional comments about the meeting or project. Responses are summarized below.   

Important aspects of first partner meeting (N=23) 

[Numbers in parentheses represent the frequency of responses that fit into that category] 

• Meeting and hearing from all the partners (12) 
o Clarifying roles 

• Discussion of how it all fits together (11) 
o Identifying areas of overlap in plans 
o Need to coordinate timelines 
o Need to coordinate spending 

• The opportunity to network/talk informally with other partners (3) 
• Learning about resiliency component (3) 

o Gaining an understanding of potential metrics for resilience 
• Learning about evaluation component (2) 

o Open-ended, flexible role of CEA 
• General comments on meeting (2) 

o Well-facilitated  
o Great job of sticking to agenda  

• Importance of communication (1) 
• Supportive response of partners (1) 
• Excitement about project’s potential (1) 
• Discussion of additional partners who will be part of the project (1) 

Questions raised by individual respondents (N=6) 

• How will all the planned activities be integrated? 
• Who will carry out which activities? 
• Who will provide GIS data? 
• How will “working groups” be organized?   When will they be launched? 
• Will the evaluation look at landowners’ attitudes and perceptions of conservation activities 

(farm ponds, terraces, wetlands?) e.g. farmers’ pre-and-post perceptions of farm ponds? 
• How will different partners who will be contacting landowners work together to consolidate 

efforts? 
• Will there be a separate resilience plan for each watershed?  
• Will the partner group continue to meet on a regular basis? 
• What deliverables are expected from each partner? 

One respondent said they had no questions and another said they had many, but did not elaborate. 
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Comments  (N=11) 

Participants’ comments were paraphrased and are categorized below: 

General positive comments 

• Good to hear the word “we” used a lot during meeting 
• All partners contribute in important, unique ways 
• Most comprehensive watershed project the state has had an opportunity to be part of 
• Confident that the team that has been put together will deliver results and demonstrate success  
• Looking forward to communications subcommittee  
• Productive first meeting of partners – good job sticking to schedule 

Suggestions for next steps 

• Partners need to sit down together and compare goals, tasks, timelines 
• Consolidate and present goals, tasks, timelines into one to be effective with landowners 
• Form subcommittees for communications and technical aspects 
• Need to have clear plan of “next steps” – that goal was not met 
• Each partner should continue to work with IEDA and HSEMD to avoid spending grant funds on 

redundant activities 

Advice for going into the different watershed communities 

• Remember the audience when talking with landowners 
• Don’t ever tell landowners what they “need to do” on their own land 
• Keeping “Flood First” is important 
• IWA needs to show that they value the work that landowners have already done for water 

quality and farming 
• Brand this project as Iowa Watershed Approach – work under the same banner 
• Make sure all the right partners are in the room (particularly in local meetings) 
• Each watershed has its own “personality” – project must recognize unique characteristics 
• Each watershed will move at its own pace  
• Make sure that partners avoid or define acronyms – not everyone knows all of them 

Additional concerns 

• Not sure how resilience research fits in with rural players 
• Would like to bring additional people from partner organization to meetings 
• Question the value of surveys after each meeting [CEA: There will not be a survey after each 

meeting.] 
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Appendix C.  Iowa Watershed Approach Leverage Partner Survey 
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Summary of Survey Responses from IWA Stakeholder Meeting May 9, 2016 

The first Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Stakeholder Meeting took place from 9:45 AM -11:15 PM on 
May 9, 2016 at the Urbandale Public Library in Urbandale, IA. Stakeholders were offered the option of 
attending the meeting in person or of logging on to the meeting through the Go to Meeting app.  The 
table below shows the number of people who were invited, and how many attended in person and 
remotely. 

Group 
Attended in 

person 
Attended  
remotely 

Invited, but did not 
attend 

TOTAL 
 INVITED 

Partners 12 3 2 17 
Stakeholders 20 16 21 57 
TOTAL 32 19 23 74 

 

The following 24 stakeholder groups were represented at the meeting (either in person or remotely):  

• Agren 
• Antares Group 
• Conservation Districts of Iowa (CDI) 
• City of Cedar Falls 
• City of Cedar Rapids 
• City of Coralville 
• City of Des Moines 
• City of Storm Lake 
• Golden Hills Resource Conservation & 

Development (RC&D) 
• HR Green Engineering 
• RDG Planning and Design 
• Iowa Association of Water Agencies 
• Iowa Corn Growers Association 

• Iowa Environmental Council 
• Iowa Farm Bureau 
• Iowa Floodplain and Stormwater 

Management Association 
• Iowa Leagues of Cities 
• Iowa Stormwater Education Partnership 

(ISWEP) 
• Iowa Soybean Association 
• Knight Engineers and Architects 
• Land O’Lakes 
• The Nature Conservancy 
• Pottawatomie County 
• Stantec 
• USGS 

The following nine partner groups were represented at the meeting (either in person or remotely):  

• City of Dubuque 
• Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
• Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
• Iowa Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) 
• Iowa Economic Development Authority (IEDA) 
• Iowa Homeland Security and Emergency Management (HSEMA) 
• Iowa State University (Iowa Water Center (IWC)) 
• University of Iowa (Iowa Flood Center (IFC)  
• University of Northern Iowa (Tallgrass Prairie Center (TPC))  

The purpose of the meeting was to provide an update and overview of the Iowa Watershed Approach 
Project to the stakeholders who had signed letters of support during the application process.  
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The Center for Evaluation and Assessment conducted this survey as part of the project monitoring 
evaluation for IWA. All 74 invitees were invited to participate in this survey via an email with a link to the 
survey. The survey link was sent on May 12, 2016 and a reminder was sent to all participants on May 18, 
2016.  Of the 74 participants who received the survey, 17 responded, resulting in a low overall response 
rate of 22%.  Of those who attended the meeting in person, there were 8 respondents (25%) and of 
those who attended remotely there were also 8 respondents (42%).  Only one non-attendee completed 
the survey for a very low response rate among that group of 4%.   

The survey did not ask respondents to indicate whether they were partners or stakeholders, however it 
is possible that the partners did not respond because most had attended the April 5, 2016 partner 
meeting and completed a survey after that meeting and may have thought that they did not need to 
respond to both surveys.  The next time a survey is done in conjunction with a stakeholder meeting, the 
survey will be send to stakeholders only.  Since the response rate was low, findings should not be 
thought of as being representative of the whole group, but can be useful in thinking about the 
information needs of stakeholders and their reactions to the meeting itself. 

The first section of the survey addressed participants’ perceptions of the meeting.  Participants rated 
their agreement or disagreement with five statements concerning different aspects of the meeting on a 
six-point scale (where 6 indicated strong agreement and 1 indicated strong disagreement).  Means and 
standard deviations (SD) for these items are reported in the table below.  

Item Mean SD 
The goals of the partner meeting were clear to me. 4.75 0.83 

The information provided during the meeting helped me understand the 
roles of the partners in this program. 

4.50 0.71 

The information provided during the meeting helped me understand the 
roles of the stakeholders in this program. 

4.19 0.88 

All in all, the partner meeting was valuable for me. 4.63 0.93 

Note: N=16 for all items; the non-attendee did not answer the questions regarding the meeting. 

All item means were above the midpoint indicating slightly positive responses from participants. There 
was very little variability among respondents with nearly all participants agreeing at least to some extent 
with the statements, however, only three participants used the high end of the scale (6) as a response. 
One participant (who was a remote attendee) disagreed that the goals of the meeting were clear and 
that it was a valuable experience, and stated when invited to comment, that the sound quality was poor, 
citing in particular being unable to hear the introductions and questions from attendees.  Two 
respondents slightly disagreed that they understood the role of the partners, and four participants 
slightly disagreed that they understood the role of the stakeholders.  

Respondents were provided with the opportunity to comment on the items shown above and five 
respondents made additional comments.  These comments included (with frequency of comment in 
parentheses when greater than one): 

• Need more opportunity to learn and discuss individual agencies’ roles (3) 
• Meeting was a review of what they already knew   
• Good first step 
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• Exciting project – looking forward to supporting IWA projects 
• Meeting was focused mostly on partners 

Additional Questions 

Respondents were prompted to ask additional lingering questions concerning the IWA or any of its 
components.   Four respondents provided a response to this item.  The topics of their responses 
included (with frequency of comments in parentheses when greater than one): 

• Need for details about watershed administration, including: legal authority, overall hierarchy, 
local involvement, funding (how does money flow to the watersheds?), and mission. (2) 

• What is the plan for ensuring that project actions are coordinated and complementary? This 
respondent went on to stress the importance of communication and “supporting infrastructure” 
for the watersheds and the need to ensure that “efforts are coordinated and sequenced 
correctly” to avoid local landowner fatigue. 

• Request that the materials presented at the stakeholder meeting be made available to all. 

One respondent said they had no additional questions. 

Stakeholder agencies’ plans for engagement in the IWA project  

Ten respondents responded to the question: How does your agency plan to be engaged or what do you 
see as your agencies' role in the IWA project?  Four respondents did not specify how they wanted to be 
involved but they expressed enthusiasm and the desire to support the landowners and the project (1), 
help watersheds decide how best to use the IWA resources (1), and to complement each other’s 
contributions to the project (2).  Two respondents said there needs to be more discussion on how they 
can be involved. Other responses given by individual respondents included: 

• Promote the project to farmers 
• Provide soil and water quality information to watershed planning programs 
• Help coordinate emergency response and preparedness initiatives 
• Assist with mitigation planning 
• Provide support for initiatives that have an impact on drinking water utilities (that are 

vulnerable to flooding) 
• Train WMAs in the use of permanent land protection tools and income tax incentives for land 

protection  

Potential Additional Partners, Programs, Funding Agencies 

Survey respondents were asked: Are there are partners, programs, or funding sources that you think the 
IWA project should be aware of to avoid duplicating services? Four respondents provided responses to 
this item, and one respondent said they did not have any suggestions.  Most of the responses were 
concerned with coordinating efforts across the existing partners and stakeholders.  These responses 
include one respondent who encouraged the IWA to “develop a standard approach so we can map 
where communities are at with progress toward developing and implementing watershed based 
activities.” Another respondent indicated that duplication may be inevitable, but that having periodic 
meetings would help in coordinating.    
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With regard to offering help with specific tasks, one respondent suggested that emergency response, 
planning and mitigation are already conducted through county emergency management. Another 
respondent said that the WMAs should seek in-kind assistance concerning drinking water quality 
considerations from local drinking water professionals.   

Comments and Feedback 

When asked for additional comments, feedback, or concerns, only three survey participants responded.  
One stated simply that the IWA is a “tremendous opportunity for all involved.”  Another respondent said 
that providing updates from the IWA to the WRCC (Water Resources Coordinating Council) would not be 
the best venue because only state agencies are part of that group, so that private or non-state agencies 
would not be included. The respondent continued that while the public is invited to these meetings, 
comment time is very limited and will not be sufficient to provide discussion landowner or other agency.  
The third comment was from the non-attendee respondent who apologized for not being able to attend 
and committed to reaching out to learn about other agencies’ commitments to the project.  
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Appendix D.  Iowa Watershed Approach Advisory Board Survey 
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Summary of Survey Responses from the January 26, 2017 IWA Advisory Board Meeting 
 

The first Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Advisory Board Meeting took place from 9 AM – 2 PM on 
January 26, 2017 at the Terry Trueblood Park Lodge in Iowa City, IA.  The goals of the meeting were to 
review progress, strategize challenges, share successes, and network. Twenty-seven people attended 
the meeting with representation from specific Iowa Watershed Approach and Iowa Watershed Project 
watersheds or WMAs and IWA partners (See Table 1).   

In consultation with Breanna Shea, outreach coordinator for the Iowa Flood Center, the Center for 
Evaluation and Assessment conducted this survey as part of the project monitoring evaluation for IWA. 
All meeting attendees were invited to fill out a paper and pencil survey at the end of the meeting. 
Twenty-two out of 27 (81%) completed the survey.  The purpose of the survey was to collect feedback 
from the participants about the meeting, the Advisory Board, and the project itself. The survey consisted 
of twelve scaled items and seven open-ended questions. Since some participants gave more than one 
answer to some of the open-ended questions, the sum of the responses may not match with number of 
respondents.   

Table 1  

Participant Roles 

 N 
Representative for my watershed/WMA 12* 
IWA Partner 11* 

*One respondent indicated both Representative and Partner, 

Scaled Items 

Participants were asked about their thoughts and experiences with the IWA Advisory Board meeting.  
Participants were asked to indicate their agreement with statements on a scale from strongly disagree 
to strongly agree (See Table 2).   

Table 2  

Participants’ perceptions of the Advisory Board Meeting 

 Frequencies   

  Strongly 
Disagree  Strongly 

Agree   
 N 1 2 3 4 5 Mean SD 

Advisory Board Agenda Related Items 

The purpose of the Advisory Board meeting was clear 
to me. 

22 0 0 4 7 11 4.32 0.78 

The group discussions at the meeting were useful to 
me. 

22 0 0 0 7 15 4.68 0.48 

The IFC lab tour was useful to me. 22 0 0 1 8 13 4.55 0.60 
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IWP presentations (lunch hour) were useful to me. 21 0 0 1 8 12 4.52 0.60 

The meeting location worked well for me. 22 0 0 4 8 10 4.27 0.77 

I am looking forward to meeting with the Advisory 
Board again. 

22 0 0 2 5 15 4.59 0.67 

 

Opportunities to Connect with Others 

I had the opportunity to connect with people from IA 
project watersheds. 

22 0 0 1 5 16 4.68 0.57 

Connecting with people from the IWA project 
watersheds was useful to me. 

22 0 0 2 4 16 4.64 0.66 

I had the opportunity to connect with project partners 
(IDALS, IDNR, IEDA, IFC). 

20 0 1 1 5 13 4.50 0.83 

Connecting with project partners was useful to me. 21 0 0 2 6 13 4.52 0.68 

I would have liked more time to connect with others. 21 1 2 5 10 3 3.57 1.03 

 

As reported in Table 2, a majority of respondents found the meeting useful and helpful in making 
connections with project partners. Most respondents agreed that the Advisory Board meeting program 
and organization were effective. Also, participants stated that the meeting location worked well and 
they are eager to meet again. Means for all items are above 4 on the 5-point scale (strongly positive).   

When asked about the effectiveness of the meeting in providing chances to connect with others, most 
participants stated that they had the opportunity to connect with project partners and other people, 
and these opportunities were found to be useful. Responses were strongly positive with all means items 
were above 4 on the 5-point scale.   

Open Ended Items 

Participants also responded to four open-ended items about the Advisory Board meeting and the IWA 
project. Responses are summarized below. 

What actions, if any, do you plan to take as a result of this meeting? 

Ten participants responded to this question, five IWA partners and five watershed representatives.  
Responses to this item varied between groups. 

IWA Partners 

• Internal project communication plans (2) 
• Focus on the WMAs (2) 
• Connect with project partners 
• Find solutions to known challenges 

 

Watershed Representatives 

• Project implementation efforts (2) 
• Reach out for information and guidance 
• Familiarize with the IFC website 
• Engage the WMA board 
• Review WMA coordinator job description
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As expected, the IWA partners are planning to communicate and coordinate on the project 
scale, and watershed representatives are focusing on local efforts.   

If you would prefer to meet somewhere else, where would work well for you? 

There were eight responses to this question.  

• Six participants either specified “central Iowa” (3) and/or listed a location in a more 
central region of the state: Des Moines (3) or Neil Smith National Wildlife Refuge.  

• Two said they would like to meet where practices could be observed.  
• Two said that Iowa City is a good location; one additional person said that Iowa City 

“was nice for the first one to see IFC and equipment but [the meeting should be] more 
centralized in the future.” 

What kinds of topics/activities/discussions would you like to see at future Advisory Board 
meetings? 
 
Eight people responded to this item including five IWA partners and three watershed 
representatives.  

IWA Partners 

• Previous experiences (2) 
• Focus on the WMAs (2) 
• Community engagement (2) 
• Description of upcoming events and potential challenges 
• “Internal” communication 
• Social resiliency 
• Examples of flood mitigation best practices 
• Possible DNR investments in biomass energy (citing: state energy plan)  

Watershed Representatives 

• Logistics of water sampling 
• Project progress 
• Type of projects 

In what way(s) would you like to contribute to future Advisory Board meetings? 

Four participants responded to this question. Two IWA partners stated that they can provide 
ideas, solutions and/or information about what their organization can do. One watershed 
representative offered to give updates about their local watershed, and another offered to 
speak about WMAs from an urban perspective. 

Current Watershed Progress 

Watershed representatives only were asked to rate their current watershed progress in terms of 
the Iowa Watershed Approach project work. Nine out of twelve (75%) watershed 
representatives responded to this item and corresponding frequencies are reported in Table 3. 
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Responses were quite varied, but most participants said they are on track with a mean response 
of 6.56 (SD = 2.63) and only one said they were behind schedule. 

Table 3  

Iowa Watershed Approach project work progress 

 Behind schedule On track Ahead of schedule 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Frequencies 1 - - - 2 1 2 1 - 2 
 

Four participants responded to the question “No matter where you feel like you are on that 
scale, what resources do you need to help your watershed group move forward?” Each 
respondent described their needs differently. Full responses were:  

• “We just need to get our coordinator hiring process going” 
• “Funding ” 
• “Experiences of others who have done it before” 
• “The information on what to expect moving forward; potential land owners to work 

with; locations of auto samplers” 

What questions or questions do you have about the IWA project? 

Three respondents provided general positive reactions to the meeting (e.g.., “Great first 
meeting”). Individuals said: 

• “In the quarterly WMA meetings, I have overheard quite a few public audience 
members ask one another, ‘What is a watershed?’ Many people seem to equate 
‘watershed’ with ‘aquifer.’”  

• “What is the timeline for "public facing" communication - logo, website, etc.?” 
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Iowa Watershed Approach Evaluation: 
Key Informant Interview Summaries 

June 2017 
 

 
As part of the evaluation of the Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA), during November 2016 to April 
2017, staff members from the University of Iowa Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) 
conducted 20 interviews with key stakeholders from each of the eight IWA watersheds.  The 
primary purpose for the interviews was to compile a rich description of the watersheds at the 
beginning of the IWA from the perspectives of deeply involved stakeholders in each watershed. 
Summaries of these interviews are intended to inform planning by IWA project staff and others 
and to serve as part of a baseline needs assessment for the watershed. 
 
Methodology 
CEA designed a collaborative process for creating an interview protocol, selecting and contacting 
interviewees from each watershed, conducting the interviews, and sharing the information 
learned from the interviews.  
 
During the summer of 2016, after the IWA kickoff meetings were complete, the CEA contacted 
University of Iowa IWA staff members and requested their input on the key informant interviews.  
They were asked to:  

• Provide ideas for topics they were interested in learning about from the interviewees   
• Identify key individuals (either by name or by role) in each watershed that they thought 

had diverse perspectives and the expert knowledge to provide a rich description of the 
watershed.   

 
Interviewees 

The CEA asked IWA staff to indicate either the types of job groups they thought should be 
included and/or to suggest particular people. The categories of individuals suggested by IWA staff 
or by CEA included the following (Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of people actually 
interviewed across watersheds. Total will not sum to 20 because some interviewees fit into 
multiple categories.): 
• City Officials/Administrators (2) 
• Councils of Government (1) 
• County Boards of Supervisors (1) 
• Emergency Management Department 

(2) 
• Iowa Department of Natural Resources 

(IDNR) (2) 
• Landowners (0, see note below) 
• Natural Resource Conservation 

Services/United States Department of 
Agriculture (NRCS/USDA) (2) 

• Elected officials (state level) (0, see note 
below) 

• Watershed Management Authority 
(WMA) Project Coordinators (if already 
hired) (0, see note below) 

• Resource Conservation and 
Development (RC&D) (3) 

• Social service non-profits (including 
Community Action Partnerships (CAP)) 
(1) 

• Soil and Water Conservation District 
(SWCD) (2) 

• University/college professors (1) 
• WMA chairperson and/or board 

members (5) 
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Three groups originally suggested by the IWA staff (landowners, state level elected officials, and project 
coordinators) were not included in the interview process at this time. The CEA decided not to interview 
landowners at this point because not all watersheds had landowners who were highly invested in the 
process yet. Some interviewees who were contacted because of their professional roles in the watershed 
were also landowners, however in most cases they responded primarily in their professional capacity. 
State level elected officials were also not interviewed in this set of interviews because very few were seen 
to have in-depth knowledge of specific watershed issues. WMA Project Coordinators had not been hired 
during the most of the interview period and, therefore, they were also not interviewed. 
 
Between November 2016 and April 2017, the CEA completed 20 interviews.  Table 1 reports the number 
of interviews carried out with key informants for each watershed. Several individuals who were 
interviewed work with more than one watershed.  Although most interviewees confined their comments 
to a single watershed, if they provided any information about other watersheds it is included in the 
summaries and therefore, the numbers reported in Table 1 refer to the watersheds for which the 
individual may have commented. 
 
Table 1.  
 
Number of Interviews Conducted by Watershed 
 

Watershed # of interviews related to the 
watershed 

Clear Creek 4 
*East Nishnabotna 3 

English River 4 
Middle Cedar 4 

*North Raccoon 2 
Upper Iowa 4 

Upper Wapsipinicon 5 
*West Nishnabotna 3 

*Note: It was decided by CEA (in conversation with IWA staff) that although four interviews were 
conducted with individuals from the three forming watersheds (North Raccoon, East Nishnabotna, and 
West Nishnabotna), it was not yet clear who else would be playing key roles in those watersheds and 
would therefore be premature to collect additional data.  Additional interviews will be completed and all 
interviews for those watersheds will be summarized during Year 2.  
 
Interview Topics 

The CEA asked IWA staff to suggest topics they were interested in learning about from the interviewees.  
Topics suggested by IWA staff and by CEA included the following: 

• Water quantity issues in the watershed: Main concerns, history, mitigation efforts, LMI 
population, level of citizen concern/involvement 

• Water quality issues in the watershed: Main concerns, history, past efforts, citizen concerns 
• Collaborations: Existing, desired, effective, missing 
• Information dissemination and communication: Current information sources, trust in sources, 

additional information needs 
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• WMAs as they are and/or as they are forming: Goals, participation, strengths, obstacles, missing 
participants 

• Project coordinators: desirable characteristics, major roles 
• Working with the IWA 
• Resilience: Are communities resilient? / What needs to change? 

 
Using these topics as a guide, the CEA developed an interview protocol (attached as Appendix A). In 
writing the protocol, the CEA used conversational, open-ended items to allow interviewees latitude to 
emphasize the areas in which they had the most experience or interest. The interview protocol included 
more specific optional prompts after each item to help elicit further detail as necessary. IWA staff were 
given the opportunity to review the protocol.  The CEA submitted the interview protocol and procedures 
(including an interviewee information sheet detailing the process and how the interview content would 
be used) to the University of Iowa Institutional Review Board (IRB). 
 
Interview Process 

All potential interviewees were contacted by email to request a telephone interview to be scheduled at 
their convenience. Twenty-one potential interviewees were contacted by email. All people who were 
contacted agreed to participate in the interviews with the exception of one person who was only 
contacted once after the decision to delay the interviews in the forming watersheds.  Because summaries 
will not be provided related to the three developing watersheds at this time, the response rate is 
considered to be 100%. 
 
After individuals had agreed to be interviewed, but prior to the interview, all potential interviewees were 
informed of the topics to be included in the interview, the process for completing the interview, and how 
and with whom their interview content would be shared.  They were told that the interviews would be 
recorded and transcribed, and that CEA staff would write a summary of the interview.  After the 
summaries were created, the summary was sent by email to each interviewee with a request that they 
review the summary for accuracy and completeness.  Interviewees were told they could edit the 
interview summary in any way they desired to make sure that the interviews accurately conveyed what 
they had intended to say.   
 
After interviewees were given the opportunity to comment and review the revised summary, individual 
summaries were combined to create a watershed level summary for each watershed.  As specified in the 
consent document and during the brief introduction to the interview given orally to interviewees prior to 
the interview, in the watershed level summaries, comments are attributed to individuals by their 
professional roles in the watershed (e.g. city administrator, SWCD staff), and by their watershed.  
 
The CEA is providing watershed level summaries to the University of Iowa IWA staff. As part of the grant 
reporting requirements, the CEA is also submitting watershed level summaries to the IEDA and to HUD, 
and will make them available to all project partners and watershed planners. In addition, as specified in 
the consent documents, CEA is providing individual summaries with full identification (name and role) 
solely to the University of Iowa IWA staff for their confidential use.  Both individual interview and 
watershed level summaries are organized by topic and include both paraphrased content and direct 
quotes. 

 
  



186 
 

 

Appendix F.  Clear Creek IWA Kickoff Survey  
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Summary of Survey Results from Clear Creek Watershed Kickoff Meeting 

The Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Kickoff Meeting for the Clear Creek Watershed took place on June 
15, 2016 at 5 PM at the Coralville Public Library in Coralville, IA. The meeting was promoted as a public 
kickoff meeting to introduce the IWA project to interested parties in the watershed.10 

The Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) conducted this survey as part of the project monitoring 
evaluation for IWA. The survey was distributed as a paper and pencil instrument to all local stakeholders 
in the room and collected as they left the room.  

Informal counts of attendees and introductions during the meeting indicated that approximately 60 
people attended at least part of the meeting (not including CEA staff). Forty-six people signed the official 
sign-in sheet at the door. Fifteen attendees identified themselves as being IWA project partners 
including the Iowa Flood Center, Iowa Homeland Security and Emergency Management, Iowa Economic 
Development Authority, Federal Emergency Management Agency, Iowa Department of Natural 
Resources, Iowa State University (ISU) (Nutrient Research Center), and the University of Northern Iowa 
(Tallgrass Prairie Center). Other affiliations listed (several people listed multiple affiliations) included 
(with frequencies in parentheses if greater than 1): 

• Bur Oak Land Trust 
• Clear Creek Watershed Coalition (4) 
• Citizen/landowner/farmer (15) (Colony 

Farms (2); Sippy Farm)  
• City of Coralville (3) (Mayor; technical 

team; storm water) 
• City of Iowa City (2) (Iowa City Storm 

Water Volunteer Coalition)  
• City of North Liberty 
• City of Tiffin (3) (City administrator; City 

Council 2) 
• East Central Iowa Council of 

Governments 
• HBK Engineering 
• HR Green, Inc. 
• Iowa County Board of Supervisors 
• Iowa County Soil and Water 

Conservation District 
• Iowa State Senator (2) 
• Johnson County Board of Supervisors 

(2) (staff; supervisor ) 
• Johnson County (3) (Emergency 

Management Authority; Storm Water; 
Planning and Development) 

                                                           
10 http://iowafloodcenter.org/event/iowa-watershed-approach-kickoff-event-clear-creek-river-watershed-board-
meeting/ 

• MSA Professional Services 
• National Weather Service 
• NRCS 
• Rapid Creek 
• Shive-Hattery Engineering 
• Strand Associates (2) 
• USGS 
• Office of US Representative Rob Blum  
• No affiliation listed (2) 
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Twenty-two surveys were collected, representing a response rate of approximately 48%. 

For the purpose of learning the effectiveness of various methods of publicizing IWA meetings, survey 
respondents were asked to indicate how they learned about the Kickoff Meeting. Respondents were 
asked to indicate all that applied of the following options (with frequency of responses in parentheses): 

• IWA/IFC (5) 
• Newspaper (1) 
• Watershed webpage (2) 
• NRCS staff (1) 
• City/county staff (6) 
• Other (10) 

Those who indicated Other were asked to identify how they learned about the meeting and said the 
following: watershed communications (6), other local residents (2), ISU (1) and state senator (1).   

What is it about the IWA Project that interests you? 

All 22 survey respondents provided a response to this item. Responses were categorized and are 
summarized here by category.  

The main categories of responses were respondents’ interest in (some people mentioned multiple 
categories so the total will not to 22):  

• Conservation (11) 
• Related to work (6) 
• Flood reduction/water quantity  (4) 
• Landowners (2) 
• Funding Opportunities (1) 
• Other (4) 

The most common responses related to respondents’ interest in the IWA because of their interest in 
conservation in some form.  Six respondents mentioned water quality in particular, two people 
mentioned interest in soil quality and nutrient reduction, and individuals mentioned expanded use of 
conservation practice and improved quality of life because of conservation.  

Two people mentioned being interested in particular in the IWA’s coordinated effort to address both 
flood reduction and nutrient reduction as part of the same project, with one respondent adding, 
“Science-based effort!” and the other saying they were interested in the ability of one project to “meet 
multiple water quality/quantity needs with diverse approaches – Very Impressive!” 

Six respondents said that the IWA would be part of their work.  Two respondents said they work with of 
the municipalities or counties in the watershed, two said they provide technical assistance or do other 
work with rural flooding, one was interested as an elected representative from the area, and one 
respondent was studying water quality and water management.  

Four people (including the two who commented on addressing multiple purposes) mentioned water 
quantity or flooding as their interest in the IWA approach.   
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Two people said they were interested in IWA because they are landowners in the Clear Creek 
watershed. 

One person simply said they were interested in the “$4,423,346” for water quality. 

Other responses were respondents’ interest in: the project in general – “all of it!” (2), the planning 
process, and the potential for statewide cooperation for “sustainability.” 

What other questions do you have or what other information do you want from the IWA project? 

Seven respondents had questions about the project. The following were the question topics: 

• How will project prevent gentrification in low income areas where work is done? 
• What sort of funding is available to address water quality? 
• What kind of system will be in place for maintenance and management of structures for the 

long term? 
• How will this project cooperate with new RFP for watershed Environmental Assessments?  
• Which Iowa Counties are eligible for grant money? 
• How can the Clear Creek Watershed Enhancement Board help? 
• What are the details of baseline water quality collection? 

Based on what you know about the IWA project, what do you expect the IWA project will do for your 
community? 

Eighteen people responded to this item.  Responses to this item fell into the following categories: 

• Flood mitigation (9) 
• Improve water quality (9) 
• Improve flood resilience (3) 
• Increased use of conservation practices (2) 
• “Great things!” (2) 
• Decrease creek bank erosion (1) 

The two most common categories of responses were that the IWA would reduce flooding (9) and 
improve water quality (9).  Six people mentioned both of these categories, with typical responses of, 
“Hopefully reduce the severity of annual flooding and the loss of soil nutrients” and “less flooding of 
Coralville Strip and clearer water.”  One person expressed the hope that the project would “Help us get 
the Iowa River off the 303d [impaired waters] list and reduce flood loss.” 

Three respondents said that they hoped the project would improve the community’s flood resilience 
with one person saying, the project would, “Help to be more resilient in response to flood 
disasters…preventing future disasters.” 

Two people said they thought the IWA would help improve farming practices related to conservation 
and increase the “quality of land management.” 

Two respondents indicated positive hopes for IWA work saying they would do “Great things” and “A 
lot!”  

One person said that the IWA will help control the “erosion of stream beds in populated areas.” 
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Who else do you think should be involved in the IWA project in your watershed area who were not 
present at this meeting? 

Only four people supplied a response to this item with two people expressing satisfaction with one 
saying “Good attendance” and the other “It seemed like a good turnout.”  One person suggested that 
the Army Corps of Engineers should be at the meeting and the other suggesting the involvement of the 
Farm Bureau and the Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship. 

On a scale of 1-10, how interested are you in being involved in the work of the IWA in your watershed 
area? (1 is not at all interested and 10 is very interested) 

Most respondents (of the 20 who responded to this item) expressed relatively high interest in being 
involved in the IWA project with a mean response of 8.05 (SD=2.31). All but one respondent rated their 
interest at a 5 or above.  The response frequencies are shown below.   

 Level of Interest in being involved in the Clear Creek IWA work 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Response 
Frequency  1 0 0 0 2 1 2 4 2 8 
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Appendix G.  English River IWA Kickoff Survey 
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Summary of Survey Results from English River Watershed Kickoff Meeting 

The Kickoff Meeting for the Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) at the English River Watershed took place 
at 6 PM on May 19, 2016 at the Williamsburg Public Library in Williamsburg, IA. The meeting was 
promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce interested parties in the watershed to the IWA 
project.  The meeting immediately preceded the English River Valley Watershed Management Authority 
(ERWMA) quarterly meeting. 

The Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) conducted this survey as part of the project monitoring 
evaluation for IWA. The survey was distributed as a paper and pencil instrument to all people in the 
room and collected as they left the room or before the business meeting of the ERWMA. Twenty-one 
surveys were collected. At this meeting, no effort was made to confine survey completion to people not 
directly affiliated with the IWA project.  Although most of the surveys provide some indication that they 
were submitted by landowners or from parties who are involved exclusively with this watershed 
(including e.g. county officials, local consultants, county engineers), it is possible that IWA project staff 
or partners completed the survey.  Because the opinions of IWA staff and partners have been gathered 
in other forums, in the future, the CEA will ask them to recuse themselves from the survey process. 

Informal counts of attendees (who came and left intermittently making an exact count difficult in a 
crowded room) indicate that as many as 41 people attended at least part of the meeting (not including 
CEA staff). Thirty-seven signed the official sign-in sheet at the door. Ten of those signed in self-identified 
as being IWA project partners including the Iowa Flood Center, Iowa Homeland Security and Emergency 
Management, Iowa State University (Extension Office and the Iowa Water Center), Iowa Department of 
Natural Resources, University of Northern Iowa Tallgrass Prairie Center, and the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. Thirteen people listed no organizational affiliation.  Other affiliations listed 
included (with frequencies in parentheses if greater than 1): 

• City of Kalona 
• English River Watershed Management Organization 
• Johnson/Washington County Soil and Water Conservation District  
• Keokuk County Board of Supervisors 
• Natural Resources Conservation Services (3) 
• Poweshiek County Board of Supervisors 
• State Senate (2) 
• State Representative 
• United States Geological Survey 
• University of Iowa 
• Washington County Board of Supervisors 

The survey items and a summary of the responses to the items are below. Throughout this summary, 
participants’ responses to open-ended items may have included more than one response to the item, so 
the results under each item may not total to the number of responses to that item. 

For the purpose of learning the effectiveness of various methods of publicizing IWA meetings, survey 
respondents were asked to indicate how they learned about the Kickoff Meeting. Respondents were 
asked to indicate all that applied of the following options (with frequency of responses in parentheses): 
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• IWA/IFC Project Staff (4) 
• Newspaper Announcement (5) 
• WMA coordinator (8) 
• RC&D Staff (0) 
• City or County Staff (3) 
• Watershed Web Page (5) 
• Other (7) 

Those who indicated Other were asked to identify how they learned about the meeting and said the 
following: email from NRCS (2), email (did not identify sender) (1), helped coordinate the event (1), “by 
chance” (1), and two respondents did not include this information.  

What is it about the IWA Project that interests you? 

Seventeen of the twenty-one people who completed a survey responded to this item. Responses were 
categorized and are summarized here by category.  

The main categories of responses were interests in:  

• Conservation (9) 
• Flood reduction (7) 
• County representation (3) 
• Big picture (3) 
• Other (2) 

The most common category of responses, given by nine respondents, was that they are interested in 
conservation.  Of those responses, six referred to interest in conservation in general, or to both water 
and soil conservation.  Two mentioned their interest in water conservation only, and one person 
referred to only soil conservation.  While most expressed interest in water or soil conservation without 
expanding on their interest, one respondent mentioned specifically working with landowners to carry 
out conservation practices. 

The second most common response category, given by seven respondents, was that they are interested 
in reducing flooding.  Four respondents mentioned general interest in flood control and in slowing water 
drainage in the watershed.  A different group of three respondents mentioned specifically that they are 
interested in reducing flooding because they are personally affected and have experienced flooding on 
their own property.  For example, one person commented, “I farm and my cattle, crops, fences, are 
impacted by all the flooding in the past five years.” 

Three respondents said that they are interested in the IWA because they represent one of the counties 
or were interested in projects that might happen in the counties in the watershed through the IWA.  

Three respondents said that they are interested in the project because they are interested in the big 
picture: the implementation of the project, its long-term impact and the overview of the whole IWA.   
One respondent indicated hope that involvement in the project would expand the ERWMA’s alliance 
with partner organizations and individual landowners.  Another respondent said simply, “We need this 
so much.” 
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What else do you need to know about the IWA? 

There were seven responses to this item.  Three respondents mentioned ongoing communication needs.  
These responses included one person who asked for an updated website with “social media newsletter 
to see how other watersheds are interacting. Another asked for regular email updates, and a third 
respondent asked when the next meetings and trainings would occur and requested that the 
PowerPoint from the ERWMA meeting be made available on the watershed website. 

Other individual responses included one person who said, “How will we do it?” Another person said, 
“Wait and see,” and a third person said that although not eligible for funding at this time, “I will still 
follow the project as it moves forward.”  

Based on what you know about the IWA project what do you expect IWA will do for your community? 

Eleven people responded to this item.  Response to this item fell into the following categories: 

• Increased use of conservation practices (5) 
• Flood mitigation (4) 
• Promote other public interest (2) 
• Not much (2) 
• Other (2) 

The most common category, with five responses falling into this category, was that there would be 
increased use of conservation practices.  Two people specifically mentioned improving the use of 
nutrient reduction strategies, one mentioned increased soil retention, another mentioned more use of 
cover crops, and one person hoped to “see a lot more trees and wetlands along the English.”  

Four respondents said that they expect the project will have an impact on flooding. Specific comments 
included, improved flood mitigation, reducing downstream flooding, “reducing run-off” and the hope 
that the project will “prevent the river getting out.”  Two people expected that the project would help 
with monitoring and improving water quality.   

Two people mentioned that the project would help with sparking additional actions with one expecting 
legislation to develop related to flooding, and one saying that the project would “build interest that will 
lead to other grants.” 

Two people said that they did not think much would happen as a result of the IWA, with one qualifying 
that they meant in their own area because it was not in one of the funded areas. 

One person said the project would increase awareness, would implement projects, and would help with 
making community connections.  Another person said that the project would build resiliency in the area. 

Who else do you think should be involved in the IWA in the English River Watershed who were not 
present at the meeting? 

Seven of the 21 respondents replied to this item. Five people said that the Iowa County Board of 
Supervisors needed to be involved.  Two people said that all NRCS and county engineers for each county 
involved need to be there.  One person said that agricultural interest groups and their representatives 
need to be involved in the project. 
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On a scale of 1-10 how interested are you in being involved in the English River Watershed 
Management Authority? (where 1 is not at all interested and 10 is very interested) 

Most participants expressed fairly high interest in being involved in the ERWMA with a mean response 
of 7.39. However, there was some variation (SD=2.32).  The response frequencies are shown below.  
Three people did not supply a response to this item, so N=18. 

 Level of Interest in being involved in the ERWMA 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Response 
Frequency  0 1 1 1 0 1 4 4 2 4 
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Appendix H.  East Nishnabotna River IWA Kickoff Survey 
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Summary of Survey Results from East Nishnabotna Watershed Kickoff Meeting 

The Kickoff Meeting of the Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) at the East Nishnabotna Watershed took 
place at 4 PM on June 1, 2016 at United Faith Community Center in Sidney, IA. The meeting was 
promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce interested parties in the watershed to the IWA 
project.11 

The Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) conducted this survey as part of the project monitoring 
evaluation for IWA. The survey was distributed as a paper and pencil instrument to all local stakeholders 
in the room and collected as they left the room. Ten surveys were collected. At this meeting, there was 
an effort made to confine survey completion to people not directly affiliated with the IWA planning 
team/project partners.  Although most of the surveys provide some indication that they were submitted 
by landowners or from parties who are involved exclusively with this watershed (including e.g. county 
officials, local consultants, county engineers), seven of the 17 people in the room were IWA partners 
and a few of these must have submitted surveys.   

Informal counts of attendees and introductions indicate that as many as 17 people attended at least 
part of the meeting (not including CEA staff). Eleven signed the official sign-in sheet at the door. Seven 
of those introduced self-identified as being IWA project partners including the Iowa Flood Center, Iowa 
Homeland Security and Emergency Management, Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land 
Stewardship, Iowa Economic Development Authority, and Iowa Department of Natural Resources. Other 
affiliations listed included (with frequencies in parentheses if greater than 1): 

• Fremont County Supervisor (2) 
• Fremont County Emergency 

Management 
• Fremont County Soil and Water 

Conservation District /Golden Hills 
Resources Conservation and 
Development 

• Hamburg Reporter 
• United States Geological Survey 
• Landowner/Farmer 
• Larson Fremont County Economic 

Development 
• RDG Planning and Design 
• Southwest Iowa Planning Council

The survey items and a summary of the responses to the items are below. Throughout this summary, 
participants’ responses to open-ended items may have included more than one response to the item, so 
results under each item may not total to the number of responses to that item. 

For the purpose of learning the effectiveness of various methods of publicizing IWA meetings, survey 
respondents were asked to indicate how they learned about the Kickoff Meeting. Respondents were 
asked to indicate all that applied of the following options (with frequency of responses in parentheses): 

• IWA/IFC (3) 
• Newspaper (2) 
• Watershed webpage (1) 
• NRCS staff (1) 
• City/county staff (2) 

                                                           
11 http://iowafloodcenter.org/event/iowa-watershed-approach-kickoff-event-east-nishnabotna-watershed/ 

• Other (3) 
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Those who indicated Other were asked to identify how they learned about the meeting and said the 
following: invitation (1), Golden Hills RC&D (1), and USGS employer (1).   

What is it about the IWA Project that interests you? 

Ten people responded to this item. Responses were categorized and are summarized here by category.  

The main categories of responses were interests in:  

• Flood reduction  (5) 
• Community engagement (5) 
• Conservation (3) 
• Other (2) 

The most common categories of responses, given by five respondents each, were flood reduction and 
community engagement.  Three respondents mentioned flood mitigation generally.  Two addressed 
specific flood events or locations in their description of interest (e.g., “Having flooded (my house) in 
1998…”).  One of those two indicated experience with and interest in promoting flood reduction 
practices as a result of the specific event.   

Community engagement responses focused in on the role of local groups who have an interest in the 
project, and on engagement of the public.  Several individuals identified their interest in the IWA work 
from the perspective of their home organization (e.g. planning councils, hazard mitigation personnel, 
emergency management, and the USGS). Two respondents said they are interested in IWA because of 
efforts “involving the public” or “watershed engagement.” 

The third most common response category, given by three respondents, was conservation.  These three 
respondents specifically mentioned water conservation in the form of improved water quality.    

One respondent each indicated interest in learning about the IWA project and improving the watershed. 

What other questions do you have or what other information do you want from the IWA project? 

There were four unique responses to this item.  Two respondents provided questions for the team: 

• “If sharing [a] coordinator, how do we work to unite E & W projects from the top down?” 
• “How many jobs will be created during the 5 year program?” 

The remaining two responses requested project updates for a series of stories, information on the 
installation of monitoring systems, and mitigation action items for the hazard mitigation personnel. 

Based on what you know about the IWA project, what do you expect the IWA project will do for your 
community? 

Seven people responded to this item.  Response to this item fell into the following categories: 

• Promote public interest and engagement  (3) 
• Flood mitigation  (2) 
• Technical assistance (1) 
• Achieve project goals (1) 
• Protect the land (1) 
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The most common category, with three responses falling into this category, was that the project will 
promote public interest and engagement.  These respondents mentioned involving the public, 
increasing public awareness of IWA and WMA activities, and promoting communication “to solve 
problems.” Two respondents said that they expect the project will have an impact on flooding mitigation 
citing “assist in flood risk reductions” and “prevent future flooding.”  

Two respondents focused on less tangible outcomes focusing in on the fact that the project would 
“hopefully” achieve the goals and objectives presented by IWA, and that this work would “conserve and 
protect the land around.”  One respondent mentioned that the project would provide technical 
assistance. 

Who else do you think should be involved in the IWA project in your watershed area who were not 
present at this meeting? 

Five of the 10 respondents replied to this item, and each provided different responses: drainage 
districts, Corps of Engineers, mayors, city council members, and private firms “to help get the work 
done.”  One individual cited that there were “too many to mention” and did not provide any additional 
detail.  

On a scale of 1-10, how interested are you in being involved in the work of the IWA in your watershed 
area? (1 is not at all interested and 10 is very interested) 

Most participants expressed high interest in being involved in the IWA project with a mean response of 
8.9 (SD=1.29). No responses to this item fell below a 7 on the scale.  The response frequencies are 
shown below.   

 Level of Interest in being involved in the ENWMA 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Response 
Frequency  0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 5 
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Appendix I.  West Nishnabotna River IWA Kickoff Survey 
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Summary of Survey Results from West Nishnabotna Watershed Kickoff Meeting 

The Kickoff Meeting for the Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) at the West Nishnabotna Watershed took 
place at 9 AM on June 2, 2016 at the Glenwood Resource Center in Glenwood, IA. The meeting was 
promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce interested parties in the watershed to the IWA 
project.12  

The Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) conducted this survey as part of the project monitoring 
evaluation for the IWA. The survey was distributed as a paper and pencil instrument to all local 
stakeholders in the room and collected as they left the room. Seven surveys were collected. At this 
meeting, there was an effort made to confine survey completion to people not directly affiliated with 
the IWA planning team/project partners.   

Informal counts of attendees and introductions indicate that as many as 17 people attended at least 
part of the meeting (not including CEA staff). Eleven signed the official sign-in sheet at the door. Six of 
those introduced self-identified as being IWA project partners including the Iowa Flood Center, Iowa 
Homeland Security and Emergency Management, Iowa Economic Development Authority, and Iowa 
Department of Natural Resources. Other affiliations listed included: 

• FEMA 
• Golden Hills RC&D 
• Hungry Canyons Alliance 
• Iowa Senate 
• Metropolitan Area Planning Agency 

(MAPA)  

• Mills County HSEMD 
• Mills County Supervisor 
• RDG Planning and Design 
• The Nature Conservancy-Iowa 
• United States Geological Survey

 

The survey items and a summary of the responses to the items are below. Throughout this summary, 
participants’ responses to open-ended items may have included more than one response to the item, so 
results under each item may not total to the number of responses to that item. 

For the purpose of learning the effectiveness of various methods of publicizing IWA meetings, survey 
respondents were asked to indicate how they learned about the Kickoff Meeting. Respondents were 
asked to indicate all that applied of the following options (with frequency of responses in parentheses): 

• IWA/IFC (6) 
• Newspaper (1) 
• Watershed webpage (0) 
• NRCS staff (0) 
• City/county staff (1) 
• Other (3)

                                                           
12  http://www.iihr.uiowa.edu/event/west-nishnabotna-river-kickoff-metting/ 
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Those who indicated Other were asked to identify how they learned about the meeting and said the 
following: mail (1).  

What is it about the IWA Project that interests you? 

The seven people who completed a survey responded to this item. Responses were categorized and are 
summarized here by category.  

• Consultation (3) 
• Other Outcomes (3) 
• Conservation (2)  
• Flood Reduction (1)  

Three respondents indicated interest in consultations likely to be provided by the IWA project.  Two of 
these respondents said they were interested in support for planning coordination and support for local 
projects and one said they were interested in risk identification for their watershed. 

The remaining comments focused on project outcomes.  Three respondents said they were interested in 
currently intangible outcomes, such as “any and all,” resilience, and measurable impacts.  Two were 
interested in seeing conservation related outcomes related to increased financial support for these 
conservation projects (e.g., “Opportunity to target substantial funding to sub-watersheds and have 
measurable impacts”), and one was interested in flood mitigation generally. 

What other questions do you have or what other information do you want from the IWA project? 

There were two responses to this item.  Two respondents provided questions for the team: 

• What is a “typical membership of a ‘WMA’?” 
• “How do we integrate this process with other federal/state programs to sustain [the] process 

beyond HUD funding?” 

Based on what you know about the IWA project, what do you expect the IWA project will do for your 
community? 

Five people responded to this item.  Response to this item fell into the following categories: 

• Consultations (2) 
• Flood mitigation (2) 
• Conservation practices (1) 
• Mitigating bridge endangerment (1) 
• Help with future problems (1) 
• "Optimistic but uncertain on its success because of outside factors" (1) 

Two respondents said they expect the IWA project will provide consultations for area projects.  The first 
specified that the IWA would support the development of the area WMA.  The second identified support 
for partnership building while also encompassing interest in flood mitigation, conservation practices, 
and mitigating bridge endangerment: “Develop partnerships in project area to further mitigate flooding, 
soil loss, and county bridge endangerment.”  One additional respondent indicated interest in flood 
reduction. 
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One respondent each said they expect more help with future problems and that they are “optimistic” 
about the process, but “uncertain on its success because of outside factors.” 

Who else do you think should be involved in the IWA project in your watershed area who were not 
present at this meeting? 

Five of the seven respondents replied to this item.  Three people said that the NRCS needed to be 
involved.  Two people said that SWCD representatives and landowners need to be there.  One person 
each indicated: county engineers, councils of government, flood plain managers, IDALS, and farm 
managers. However, the person who said farm managers provided the caveat that “implementation is a 
ways down the road.” 

On a scale of 1-10, how interested are you in being involved in the work of the IWA in your watershed 
area? (1 is not at all interested and 10 is very interested) 

Most participants expressed high interest in being involved in the IWA project with a mean response of 
8.57 (SD=1.40). No responses to this item fell below a 6 on the scale.  The response frequencies are 
shown below.   

 Level of Interest in being involved in the WNWMA 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Response 
Frequency  0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 2 2 
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Appendix J.  Middle Cedar River IWA Kickoff Survey  
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Summary of Survey Results from Middle Cedar Watershed Kickoff Meeting 

The Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Kickoff Meeting for the Middle Cedar Watershed took place on 
June 16, 2016 at 3 PM at the Farmers Savings Bank and Trust Community Room in Vinton, IA. The 
meeting was promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce the IWA project to interested parties in 
the watershed.13 

The Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) conducted this survey as part of the project monitoring 
evaluation for the IWA. The survey was distributed as a paper and pencil instrument to all local 
stakeholders in the room and collected as they left the room. Thirty-one surveys were collected, 
representing a response rate of approximately 69%. 

Informal counts of attendees and introductions during the meeting indicated that approximately 55 
people attended at least part of the meeting (not including CEA staff). Forty-six people signed the official 
sign-in sheet at the door. Ten attendees identified themselves as being IWA project partners including 
the Iowa Flood Center, Iowa Homeland Security and Emergency Management, Iowa Economic 
Development Authority, Federal Emergency Management Agency, Iowa Department of Natural 
Resources, Iowa State University (ISU) (Nutrient Research Center), and the University of Northern Iowa 
(Tallgrass Prairie Center). Other affiliations listed (several people listed multiple affiliations) included 
(with frequencies in parentheses if greater than 1): 

• Benton County (6) (Board of 
Supervisors; County Conservation 
Board; ISU Extension; Natural Resources 
Conservation Services (NRCS) (2); Soil 
and Water Conservation District 
(SWCD)) 

• Black Hawk County (2) (SWCD) 
• Citizens/landowners/farmers (7) 
• City of Cedar Falls 
• City of Cedar Rapids (2) 
• City of Evansdale  
• City of Shellsburg 
• City of Vinton 
• City of Waterloo 
• Coe College 
• East Central Council of Governments 
• HR Green Engineering 
• Iowa Northland Regional Council of 

Governments 
• Iowa Soybean Association 
• Linn County SWCD 
• NNN (Realtor) 

                                                           
13 http://iowafloodcenter.org/event/iowa-watershed-approach-kickoff-event-middle-cedar-wma-meeting/ 

• NRCS (district) 
• National Weather Service 
• SWCS (Undesignated) 
• Tama County (2) (Board of Supervisors; 

Conservation Board) 
• The Nature Conservancy (TNC) 
• US House of Representatives (Rod Blum 

representative) 
• United States Geological Survey (2) 
• Vinton community School District  
• No affiliation listed (3) 
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For the purpose of learning the effectiveness of various methods of publicizing IWA meetings, survey 
respondents were asked to indicate how they learned about the Kickoff Meeting. Respondents were 
asked to indicate all that applied of the following options (with frequency of responses in parentheses): 

• IWA/IFC (9) 
• Newspaper (1) 
• Watershed webpage (1) 
• NRCS staff (4) 
• City/county staff (5) 
• Other (14) 

Those who indicated Other were asked to identify how they learned about the meeting and said the 
following: watershed communications (6), SWCD (2), other local residents (2), City Council Member (1), 
TNC (1), Benton County Economic Development (1), and Benton County Iowa State Extension (1).   

What is it about the IWA Project that interests you? 

Thirty of the 31 survey respondents provided a response to this item. Responses were categorized and 
are summarized here by category.  

The main categories of responses were respondents’ interest in (some people mentioned multiple 
categories so total will not total 30):  

• Conservation (9) 
• Flood reduction/water quantity  (8) 
• Interest in new practices (6) 
• Related to work (5) 
• Collaborative process – urban/rural cooperation (4) 
• The watershed approach (4) 
• General (3) 
• Leveraging work with other groups (3) 
• Other (2) 

The most common responses were those related to conservation.  Nine respondents mentioned water 
quality as their main conservation interest with one also expressing an interest in soil erosion.  For 
example, one person said they wanted to see “Wetland implementation for nutrient management.” 

The second most common category of interest was in general flood control or water quantity with eight 
people mentioning flooding.  Most respondents (6) who mentioned water quantity as one of their 
interests, also mentioned water quality in their responses.  Six respondents said they were interested in 
reducing flood potential in general, but three mentioned specific land concerns, with two mentioning 
their own properties, and one each expressing concern about the Vinton-Shellsburg Community School 
District “swale” and flooding in town parks.  

Six respondents said that they were interested in seeing the planning for and implementation of new 
practices through the IWA project.   Some typical responses included, “Implementing conservation 
practices in the Middle Cedar Watershed,” and, “Seeing the optimization of the placement of practices 
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and seeing those practices installed.” One person said they were interested in seeing the influences of 
the practices on the land. 

Five respondents named their interest in the IWA as being part of their work.  The aspects specifically 
mentioned by respondents, included being NRCS staff, being a “partner”, working with their county on 
nutrient reduction strategies, working for the City of Cedar Rapids, and already doing monitoring in the 
area. 

Four respondents said that they were particularly interested in the broad-based collaborative approach 
proposed by the IWA project, with one mentioning the urban/rural cooperation aspect in particular.  

Four people also cited the unique watershed approach as their interest, with one person saying that it’s 
“never really been tried before in Iowa.”  

Three respondents expressed general interest in the work of the project, including one who said, “All of 
it! Thanks!” and another who said, “I look forward to seeing progress in the watershed.” 

Three respondents said their interest was in how the IWA project would work with other projects. For 
example, one respondent said they were interested in how the IWA project would leverage existing 
watershed projects (in particular funds available from TNC), and two wondered how the project will 
interact with SWCD work. 

Individual comments included one respondent’s suggestion that the project might present learning 
opportunities for local students, and another respondent’s interest in having access to the project’s 
statistical data. 

What other questions do you have or what other information do you want from the IWA project? 

Only four respondents took the opportunity to ask questions about or request information from the 
project.  Individual respondents requested the following: 

• Provide access to the IWA grant application to HUD and to the background data and studies that 
will be used in planning. 

• Provide information on the selected subwatersheds and how they were selected. 
• Provide the aggregated data at the end to see if improvements were realized. 
• [A fourth person said “PPJ availabilities? – unsure of meaning] 

Based on what you know about the IWA project, what do you expect the IWA project will do for your 
community? 

Twenty-six of the 31 respondents supplied a response to this item.  Some responses included more than 
one expected results for the community. The responses fell into the following five major categories: 

• Flood mitigation (15) 
• Improve water quality (8) 
• Aid in watershed planning (6) 
• Aid in implementation of conservation practices (4) 
• Raise awareness and provide education about water quality and conservation (3) 
• Other (3) 
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The most common response for the respondents’ expectations was that the project would result in 
flood mitigation.  Some typical responses were: 

 “Reduce flood water levels and intensity.” 
 “Keep us drier when Cedar Rapids is flooding.” 
 “Help control storm water shedding into creeks.” 
 “Mitigate extreme rainfall events.” 

“Help change get away from the same floodplain mistakes.” 
 
The second most common response was that the project would help improve water quality in the 
watershed.  Most people simply said “Improve water quality”, however five people mentioned both 
water quality and flood control and two people who hoped for improved water quality also hoped to 
reduce soil loss.  

Six respondents said they expected the IWA project to help with planning for their watershed.  A typical 
comment was that the project would, “Assist with planning, provide technical data and 
recommendations.”  Another respondent said, “There will be some great planning efforts regarding 
flood reduction.” 

An additional four respondents said that the IWA would help in the actual implementation of new 
conservation practices.  For example, one respondent said the project would, “Support in retaining or 
building natural areas that keep flood water back while creating natural environments that are practical 
and beautiful.” 

Three people said that the project would help raise awareness of water-related conservation issues and 
provide education about problems and solutions. One respondent said, “Help provide much needed 
public education about conservation practices that need to be put into place to take care of land and 
water.”  

Three people responded in ways that did not fit into the categories above with one person suggesting 
that the IWA will help protect well water, will improve “flood recovery and resilience,” and will increase 
communication and foster collaboration among different jurisdictions within the watershed.  

Who else do you think should be involved in the IWA project in your watershed area who were not 
present at this meeting? 

Sixteen respondents suggested others who they thought should be involved in the watershed planning. 
Two said that there was no one else who needed to be there or that there was “good coverage.” 

The other categories mentioned by respondents were (with frequencies in parentheses): 

• Landowners/citizens/farmers/producers (6) 
• Other representation from local communities including City Councils (specific mention of other 

towns in Benton County), small town representation, more county supervisors (specific mention 
of Buchanan and Iowa counties, Dudgeon Lake (6) 

• Legislators (1) 
• Ag coops/seed sales (1) 
• IDALS (1) 
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• Dr. Mohammad Z. Iqbal from UNI Department of Geology (1) 

On a scale of 1-10, how interested are you in being involved in the work of the IWA in your watershed 
area? (1 is not at all interested and 10 is very interested) 

Most respondents (of the 28 who responded to this item) expressed relatively high interest in being 
involved in the IWA project with a mean response of 7.68 (SD=2.51). All but three respondents rated 
their interest at a 5 or above.  The respondent who selected “1” indicated willingness to do work from 
home.  The response frequencies are shown below.   

 Level of Interest in being involved in the MCWMA 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Response 
Frequency  1 1 1 0 2 2 3 5 4 9 
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Appendix K.  North Raccoon River IWA Kickoff Survey 
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Summary of Survey Results from North Raccoon Watershed Kickoff Meeting 

The Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Kickoff Meeting for the North Raccoon Watershed took place at 
Tuesday, May 31 at 3 PM in the Storm Lake Public Library. The meeting was promoted as a public kickoff 
meeting to introduce the IWA project to interested parties in the watershed.14 

The Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) conducted this survey as part of the project monitoring 
evaluation for the IWA. The survey was distributed as a paper and pencil instrument to all local 
stakeholders in the room and collected as they left the room. Although the intent was to distribute 
surveys to non-partner attendees only, a few partners apparently completed surveys.  Since the surveys 
are anonymous, there was no way to remove these responses from those analyzed, so they are 
included. Twenty-six surveys were collected, representing a response rate of approximately 81%. 

Informal counts of attendees and introductions during the meeting indicated that approximately 32 
people attended at least part of the meeting (not including CEA staff). Twenty-eight people signed the 
official sign-in sheet at the door. Nine attendees identified themselves as being IWA project partners 
including the Iowa Flood Center, Iowa Homeland Security and Emergency Management, Iowa Economic 
Development Authority, Federal Emergency Management Agency, Iowa Department of Natural 
Resources, Iowa State University (ISU) (Extension), and the University of Northern Iowa (Tallgrass Prairie 
Center). Other affiliations listed (several people listed multiple affiliations) included (with frequencies in 
parentheses if greater than 1): 

• Agren 
• Antares Group 
• Buena Vista University 
• Buena Vista County (4) (Engineer, Environmental Health) 
• Buena Vista SWCD (2) 
• City of Storm Lake (2) 
• Iowa Lake RC&D 
• Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation 
• Pocahontas County 
• Rastetter Farms 
• Shive Hattery 
• Soil and Water Conservation Society 
• State Senator 
• USDA/FSA (3) 
• USGS (2)

                                                           
14 http://iowafloodcenter.org/event/iowa-watershed-approach-kickoff-event-north-raccoon/ 
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For the purpose of learning the effectiveness of various methods of publicizing IWA meetings, survey 
respondents were asked to indicate how they learned about the Kickoff Meeting. Respondents were 
asked to indicate all that applied of the following options (with frequency of responses in parentheses): 

• IWA/IFC (12) 
• Newspaper (1) 
• Watershed webpage (2) 
• NRCS staff (4) 
• City/county staff (4) 
• Other (7) 

Those who indicated Other were asked to identify how they learned about the meeting and said the 
following: FSA (2), AGREN (1), HSEMD (1), other email (1), and landowner (1).   

What is it about the IWA Project that interests you? 

Twenty-five of the 26 survey respondents provided a response to this item. Responses were categorized 
and are summarized here by category.  

The main categories of responses were respondents’ interest in the following (some people mentioned 
multiple categories so total will not sum to 25): 

• Conservation (10) 
• Collaboration across multiple groups (5) 
• Floods – impact and mitigation (4) 
• Work-related (3) 
• Implementation of IWA conservation projects (2) 
• Funding (2) 
• Data (2) 
• Other (5) 

The most common responses were those related to conservation.  Ten respondents mentioned some 
facet of conservation with six saying they were interested in water quality issues, one indicating interest 
in soil quality, and one mentioning “ecological care and development.” For an additional two people, 
their conservation interest in IWA was related to their work, with one representing an agency whose 
mission was advocating for conservation land protection. 

Five respondents expressed their interest in the process of bringing together groups from different 
agencies and jurisdictions to work on the project.  One person expressed concern that the county and 
the IWA project planning be able to successfully co-exist, and another said simply, “Bringing many 
groups together to improve water quality.” 

Four people said they attended the IWA meeting because of their interest in flood impacts and 
mitigation.  Two people said specifically that they were interested in looking at risk reduction, with one 
indicating that they were interested in risk reduction at the jurisdictional level and the other interested 
in reducing the risk of flood damage to roads and bridges. 
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Three respondents indicated that their interest in the project was related to the work that they do.  One 
said their agency could help with conservation projects, another expressed interest in “contract work,” 
and the third simply mentioned their place of work. 

Two people said they were interested in the project implementation itself, with one specifying interest 
in, “Getting conservation practices on the ground.” 

Another two respondents said they were interested in the sensors and the data that will be available. 

Other interests mentioned by individuals included: climate change impact, potential impact of IWA on 
watershed, “agency buy-in”, the importance of rural Iowa – now and in the future, and the impact of the 
project on private land. 

What other questions do you have or what other information do you want from the IWA project? 

Ten respondents had additional questions. The topics of these questions included: 

• Timeline – what happens next? When (and where) are applications due? 
• How can we stay informed about the North Raccoon project?  How can we learn about projects 

in other watersheds? 
• Access to data – what data is/will be available and where can it be accessed? 
• What are the preferred projects/structures for this project? 
• How much money is available for housing improvements?  
• Are there work or internship opportunities? 
• Why is there not greater emphasis on leveraging additional resources from partners? 

Based on what you know about the IWA project, what do you expect the IWA project will do for your 
community? 

Nineteen of the 26 respondents supplied a response to this item.  Some responses included more than 
one expected results for the community. The responses fell into the following five major categories: 

• Improve water quality (7) 
• Flood mitigation (4) 
• Aid in watershed planning (2) 
• Help community be more resilient (2) 
• Provide information about flood plain (2) 
• General improvement (2) 
• Other (8) 

The most common among respondents’ expectations (mentioned by seven people) was that the project 
would result in improved water quality.   Individual respondents described, “sediment and nitrogen 
reduction,” and “stream and lake water quality.”  Three people mentioned both water quality and 
improvement flood reduction. 

Four respondents said the project would result in flood mitigation. Some respondents replied in general 
terms, but a few mentioned specifics including, “reducing runoff from extreme rainfall events.” 
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Two respondents expected that the project would provide guidance in planning within the watershed.  
One said the project would, “Lead progress…initiate further discussion regarding the future.” 

Another two respondents said that the project would help the community be more resilient with one 
person citing resilience specifically and the other said that the project would “make strides to improve 
community well-being.” 

Two referred to the information/data that would be available both for understanding flood risks and 
how to address them and for guiding water quality improvement projects. 

Two people spoke in general terms about the positive impact of the project with one saying the project 
would do “Great things!” and the other saying it would bring “improvement.” 

Other expectations respondents had for the project’s impact on their community included: connect 
communities within the watershed; provide money for improvements; help control erosion; provide 
information about the project; protect housing of target population; and strengthen the infrastructure.  
An additional two respondents said that they did not live within the watershed community, so expected 
no personal impact, but one said, “Please do things that are replicable elsewhere.” 

Who else do you think should be involved in the IWA project in your watershed area who were not 
present at this meeting? 

Fourteen of the 26 respondents provided many suggestions for who else should be involved in the IWA, 
many of which were mentioned by only one person.  The list included (with frequency in parentheses if 
greater than 1):  

• Local/Regional Conservation groups (3) (NRCS, SWCD, County Conservation) 
• Flood plain managers (2) (including local and IDNR) 
• Emergency management personnel (2) 
• Farm organizations (2) (e.g. soy bean growers, corn growers) 
• BVU science personnel 
• City planners 
• Agribusiness 
• Local IDNR personnel (Black Hawk Lake) 
• News media 
• Wildlife conservation groups (Pheasants Forever, Ducks Unlimited, Delta Waterfowl) 
• More private property owners 

On a scale of 1-10, how interested are you in being involved in the work of the IWA in your watershed 
area? (1 is not at all interested and 10 is very interested) 

Most respondents (of the 24 who responded to this item) expressed relatively high interest in being 
involved in the IWA project with a mean response of 7.44 (SD=1.89). All but two respondents rated their 
interest at a 6 or above. The response frequencies are shown below.   

 Level of Interest in being involved in the NRWMA 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Response 
Frequency  1 0 0 1 0 3 4 11 1 3 
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Appendix L.  Upper Iowa River IWA Kickoff Survey 
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Summary of Survey Results from Upper Iowa Watershed Kickoff Meeting 

The Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Kickoff Meeting for the Upper Iowa Watershed took place on June 
8, 2016 at 4 PM at the Decorah City Council Chambers in Decorah, IA. The meeting was promoted as a 
public kickoff meeting to introduce the IWA project to interested parties in the watershed.15 

The Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) conducted this survey as part of the project monitoring 
evaluation for the IWA. The survey was distributed as a paper and pencil instrument to all local 
stakeholders in the room and collected as they left the room. Twenty-four surveys were collected, 
representing a response rate of approximately 89%. 

Informal counts of attendees and introductions during the meeting indicated that approximately 38 
people attended at least part of the meeting (not including CEA staff). Twenty-seven people signed the 
official sign-in sheet at the door. Eleven attendees identified themselves as being IWA project partners 
including the Iowa Flood Center, Iowa Homeland Security and Emergency Management, Iowa Economic 
Development Authority, Iowa Department of Natural Resources, Iowa State University (ISU) (Extension), 
and the University of Northern Iowa (Tallgrass Prairie Center). Other affiliations listed (several people 
listed multiple affiliations) included (with frequencies in parentheses if greater than 1): 

                                                           
15 http://iowafloodcenter.org/event/iowa-watershed-approach-upper-iowa-river-watershed-wma-meeting/ 
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• Allamakee County (2) (Board of Supervisors, Emergency Management) 
• Citizen/landowner/tree farmer (3) 
• City of Decorah (4) (Mayor, City Manager, Board of Adjustment and Zoning, City Council) 
• Howard County Supervisor 
• IDALS 
• Iowa Senate Candidate 
• Luther College 
• Northeast Iowa RC&D (2) 
• National Weather Service 
• RDG  
• Winneshiek County Emergency Management 
• Winneshiek SWCD 
• Upper Explorerland Regional Planning Commission 
• No affiliation listed  

During introductions at the meeting, eight people also identified themselves as Board Members of the 
Upper Iowa River Water Management Authority. 

For the purpose of learning the effectiveness of various methods of publicizing IWA meetings, survey 
respondents were asked to indicate how they learned about the Kickoff Meeting. Respondents were 
asked to indicate all that applied of the following options (with frequency of responses in parentheses): 

• IWA/IFC (7) 
• Newspaper (1) 
• Watershed webpage (0) 
• NRCS staff (1) 
• City/county staff (4) 
• Other (14) 
• Those who indicated Other were asked to identify how they learned about the meeting and said 

the following: watershed communications (7), local internet news website (Decorahnews.com) 
(4), other landowner (2), and HSEMD (1).  

What is it about the IWA Project that interests you? 

Twenty-three of the 24 survey respondents provided a response to this item. Responses were 
categorized and are summarized here by category.  

The main categories of responses were respondents’ interest in (some people mentioned multiple 
categories so total will not total 23):  

• Conservation (8) 
• Flood reduction/water quantity (6) 
• Interest in new conservation practices (4) 
• Related to work (2) 
• Collaborative process – private/public cooperation (2) 
• Resilience (2) 
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• On the WMA board/previous work with board (2) 
• Other (5) 

The most common responses were those related to conservation.  Seven respondents mentioned water 
quality as their main conservation interest. A typical comment was, “Water quality is a #1 issue to be 
addressed.” Another respondent expressed interest in conserving topsoil. 

The second most common category of interest was in general flood control or water quantity with six 
people mentioning flooding or stormwater management. 

Four respondents said they were interested in the planning for and use of new conservation practices.  
One respondent said, “Local work on conservation practices is a great idea,” and another person 
expressed interest in “The opportunity to participate in and influence the improvement of 
environmental quality in our regions.” One respondent suggested the use of particular conservation 
practices, saying, “Small retention ponds may be a possibility.”  

Two respondents named their interest in the IWA as being part of their work, with both naming 
emergency management as their particular interest. Two other respondents said that they were 
particularly interested in the broad-based collaborative approach proposed by the IWA project, both 
mentioning in particular, the private/public cooperation to be part of the project.  

Interest in resilience was named by two people as their reason for being interested in the project.  Two 
people said that they were either on the board or had participated in earlier watershed work, including 
the work of the Iowa Watershed Project.  

Other comments included two people who saw the larger vision of the project with one saying it was a 
“big, complex, and difficult to imagine” project, and the other expressing interest in the “the future of 
Iowa and of future generations.” Other individual comments included interest in monitoring for the 
National Weather Service, potential research opportunities for Luther students, and opportunity to 
partner with NGO’s for fish and wildlife benefits. 

 

What other questions do you have or what other information do you want from the IWA project? 

Nine respondents took the opportunity to ask questions or make comments about the project.  Three 
people said they were interested in having regular updates about the project with one adding that they 
wanted to be informed how they could “interface and contribute.” Two people asked about data access 
with one person requested water quality information for Silver Creek in Orleans Township, and another 
asking about general access to data. One person wanted to know the impact of the project on the 
“Jordan Aquifer recharge issue.” One person expressed “impatience with action.”  Additional questions 
were asked regarding “Best practices for spending and efficiency,” possibility of easements beyond the 
20 year agreements, and managing of certain beneficial practices to get the highest benefit, such as 
prairie burns.  

One respondent said that the presenter did a “good job on explanations.” 

Based on what you know about the IWA project, what do you expect the IWA project will do for your 
community? 
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Twenty-one of the 24 respondents supplied a response to this item.  Some responses included more 
than one expected result for the community. The responses fell into the following five major categories: 

• Flood mitigation (14) 
• Improve water quality (7) 
• Aid in watershed planning (3) 
• Raise awareness and provide education about water quality and conservation (3) 
• Build partnerships (landowners and others) (3) 
• Provide model for watershed development (2) 
• Other (3) 

The most common response for the respondents’ expectations was that the project would result in 
flood mitigation.  Some typical responses were: 

 “Help reduce threat of floods.” 
 “Lessen flood waters in Decorah eventually.” 
 “Focus efforts on Flood mitigation.” 
 “Reduce the impact of 100-year flood.” 
 
The second most common response, given by seven respondents, was that the project would help 
improve water quality in the watershed.  Most people simply said “Improve water quality.” Six people 
mentioned both water quality and flood control. 

Three respondents said they expected the IWA project to help with planning for their watershed.  A 
typical comment was that the project would, “Support, promote, and assist in our prioritization of 
work.” Another respondent said, “Develop a long term plan (emphasis in original).” 

Three people said that the project would help raise awareness of water-related conservation issues and 
provide education about problems and solutions. One respondent said that the project would, “Focus 
the community on the importance of water control.”  

Three respondents said that the project would help in developing partnerships, including involving 
landowners as partners. 

Two people said they expected the IWA project to become a model for watershed development, with 
one person saying it would, “Set a great example for demonstration of flood focused conservation, 
planning, and implement.”  

Three people responded in ways that did not fit into the categories above with individuals suggesting 
that the IWA will “develop economic and environmental stability and resilience,” provide important data 
for the NWS flood monitoring and forecast program, and provide “better fish and wildlife habitat and 
thus populations and better recreation.” 

Who else do you think should be involved in the IWA project in your watershed area who were not 
present at this meeting? 

Fourteen respondents suggested others who they thought should be involved in the watershed planning. 
One person said, “All were here.”  
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The other categories mentioned by respondents were (with frequencies in parentheses): 

• Landowners/local residents (6) 
• Commodity groups – (Iowa Soybean Association, Iowa Corn Growers Association) (2) 
• Local environmentalists (Steve McGregor, Robert Watson) 
• Smaller communities  
• Northeast Iowa Community College 
• Luther Center for Sustainable Communities 
• Trout Unlimited 
• Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation 
• Farm Bureau 
• More county supervisors 
• Private sector business 

On a scale of 1-10, how interested are you in being involved in the work of the IWA in your watershed 
area? (1 is not at all interested and 10 is very interested) 

Most respondents (of the 22 who responded to this item) expressed high interest in being involved in 
the IWA project with a mean response of 8.55 (SD=1.74). All respondents rated their interest at a 5 or 
above.  [One person responded “11” which was added to those responding “10” and 10 was used in the 
calculations of mean and SD.]  The response frequencies are shown below.   

 Level of Interest in being involved in the UIWMA 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Response 
Frequency  0 0 0 0 2 1 3 4 1 11 
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Appendix M.  Upper Wapsipinicon River IWA Kickoff Survey 
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Summary of Survey Results from Upper Wapsipinicon Watershed Kickoff Meeting 

The Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Kickoff Meeting for the Upper Wapsipinicon Watershed took place 
on June 14, 2016 at 1:30 PM at the Buchanan County Courthouse in Independence, IA. The meeting was 
promoted as a public kickoff meeting to introduce the IWA project to interested parties in the 
watershed.16 

The Center for Evaluation and Assessment (CEA) conducted this survey as part of the project monitoring 
evaluation for IWA. The survey was distributed as a paper and pencil instrument to all local stakeholders 
in the room and collected as they left the room. Twenty-four surveys were collected, representing a 
response rate of approximately 41%. 

Informal counts of attendees and introductions during the meeting indicated that approximately 69 
people attended at least part of the meeting (not including CEA staff). Sixty-seven people signed the 
official sign-in sheet at the door. Nine attendees identified themselves as being IWA project partners 
including the Iowa Flood Center, Iowa Homeland Security and Emergency Management, Iowa Economic 
Development Authority, Iowa Department of Natural Resources, and the University of Northern Iowa 
(Tallgrass Prairie Center). Other affiliations listed (several people listed multiple affiliations) included 
(with frequencies in parentheses if greater than 1): 

• Black Hawk County (2) (Board of 
Supervisors (BOS); Soil and Water 
Conservation District (SWCD)) 

• Bremer  (SWCD (2)) 
• Buchanan County (5) (BOS; Economic 

Development; Emergency 
Management; Engineer; Extension (2)) 

• Chickasaw County (3) (BOS (2); SWCD) 
• City of Elma 
• City of Frederika 
• City of Independence (4) 
• City of Oelwein 
• City of Tripoli 
• City of Winthrop 
• Coe College 
• Delaware (3) (County Commissioner; 

NRCS; SWCD) 
• Fayette County (2) (BOS; SWCD/RC&D) 
• Howard County (BOS) 
• HR Green Engineering 
• Independence Bulletin Journal 
• Iowa Northland Regional Council of 

Governments 

                                                           
16 http://iowafloodcenter.org/event/iowa-watershed-approach-kickoff-event-upper-wapsipinicon-wma-meeting/ 

• Iowa Association of County Supervisors 
• Iowa Soybean Association 
• Iowa State Senator 
• Landowners (3) 
• Linn County (3) (Conservation; SWCD 

(2)) 
• Mitchell County (BOS) 
• National Weather Service 
• Northeast Iowa Resource Conservation 

and Development (2) 
• PROW 
• Representative to Iowa House 
• Representative for US Representative 

Rod Blum 
• USDA-NRCD 
• Upper Wapsipinicon Watershed 

Management Authority  
• No affiliation listed (10) 
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For the purpose of learning the effectiveness of various methods of publicizing IWA meetings, survey 
respondents were asked to indicate how they learned about the Kickoff Meeting. Respondents were 
asked to indicate all that applied of the following options (with frequency of responses in parentheses): 

• IWA/IFC (4) 
• Newspaper (3) 
• Watershed webpage (1) 
• NRCS staff (5) 
• City/county staff (8) 
• Other (5) 

Those who indicated Other were asked to identify how they learned about the meeting and said the 
following: watershed communications (4) and community council (1). 

What is it about the IWA Project that interests you? 

When asked what interested them about the IWA project, respondents most often said either flood 
mitigation, water quality improvement, or both.  The following categories emerged from the responses: 

• Conservation/water quality (13) 
• Flood reduction/water quantity  (11) 
• Related to work (4) 
• Recreational use of river (2) 
• Funding/funding process (2) 
• Other (6) 

A total of 13 respondents said they were interested in conservation (primarily in water quality 
improvement, but one mentioned decreased erosion, 11 respondents were interested in flood 
mitigation, and seven of those respondents mentioned both.  A typical response was that they were 
interested in, “Reducing flooding, enhancing water quality,” and another said, “Interested in both flood 
mitigation – but especially the potential to improve water quality – especially as it relates to run off 
from animal confinement operations.” 

Four respondents said their interest in the IWA was related to their jobs including working for a state 
representative, issuing flood warnings, and working with landowners. 

Two respondents were interested in the grant money with one expressing interest in being funded, and 
the other in learning more about the funding process. 

Two respondents who were interested in both flood mitigation and improved water quality also said 
they were interested in improvement of the “recreational use of the river” and “recreational habitat.” 

Other interests mentioned by individual respondents included; part of the WMA since inception, 
interested in “the future,” interested in helping to develop a new WMA in another area, “the affiliation 
of partners,” the selection of project areas, and wanting to know more about the water levels. 

What other questions do you have or what other information do you want from the IWA project? 
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Eleven respondents had questions or comments about the IWA project.  Six people had questions 
related to the projects to be built in the watershed.  They wanted to know: 

• Details about projects, designs, and impact 
• Selection process – “Is it first come – first serve, or is it based on the impact of the project? 
• How will projects be monitored – especially in urban areas? 
• What are the targeted practices? 
• How will private landowner projects blend with the work that NRCS/SECD is currently doing? 
• Would like updates on projects as time passes 

Three people wondered about use of funds outside the designated areas.  One asked if funds could be 
used to help pay for city’s “1% SRF waste water sewer interest reduction”, and another asked about the 
availability of funds in the “Wapsi/Buffalo Creek corridor.”  

Three people had diverse comments about the project.  One expressed interest in partnering with the 
WMA as part of the IRR Master River Stewards Program.  One respondent asked if the IWA can help with 
the development of other new WMA’s.  A third respondent said that, “Focusing on structures is not the 
most cost effective way to achieve our goals. Upland management practices improving soil health will do 
more good over a larger area, for less money.” 

Based on what you know about the IWA project, what do you expect the IWA project will do for your 
community? 

Twenty people responded to this item.  Responses fell into the following categories: 

• Flood mitigation (9) 
• Improve water quality (8) 
• Keep community updated on project (3) 
• Raise awareness and provide education about watershed issues (2) 
• Aid in watershed planning (2) 
• Other (3) 

Nine respondents said that the IWA will help reduce their problems with flooding, with two mentioning 
help with storm water management practices.  Eight respondents said they expected IWA will help 
improve water quality, with one person adding that the hope that the water quality would be safe from 
“northeast Iowa all the way to the Gulf of Mexico.”  A few people (3) indicated that there will be 
“downstream” benefits because most of the eligible areas are downstream from where they live. A 
typical response cited “reduced sediment and nitrates delivery.” 

Three people indicated simply that they would be interested in seeing what develops and want the 
project to provide them with updates on future improvements.  Two people said that they hoped the 
IWA would help raise awareness and provide education to the watershed about potential activities in 
the watershed and watershed issues.   Two people said that IWA would help with overall watershed 
planning. 

Other responses provide by individuals included: Installing rain gauges, helping with updated 
conservation practices, and improving urban and rural resilience. One person was “unsure” of what the 
IWA would do in the community. 
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Who else do you think should be involved in the IWA project in your watershed area who were not 
present at this meeting? 

Eight people provided a response to this question with one person saying that there was good 
representation at the meeting.  Several people supplied more than one idea. The only suggestion given 
by more than one person was the Farm Bureau.  The groups mentioned include the following: 

• Farm Bureau (2) 
• Legislature 
• People from above Independence 
• Pheasants Forever 
• Ducks Unlimited 
• Wild Turkey Federation 
• IDNR fisheries 
• People that use the Wapsi for recreation 
• People from urban areas 
• Commodity groups 
• Trained people to help with project design and monitoring 
• Lime Creek Watershed Board 

 

On a scale of 1-10, how interested are you in being involved in the work of the IWA in your watershed 
area? (1 is not at all interested and 10 is very interested) 

Most respondents (of the 23 who responded to this item) expressed relatively high interest in being 
involved in the IWA project with a mean response of 7.87 (SD=1.51). Only one respondent rated their 
interest below 5 on the 10-point scale.  Two people chose points between two integers on the scale (7.5 
and 8.5) and both responses were rounded down. The response frequencies are shown below.   

 Level of Interest in being involved in the MCWMA 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Response 
Frequency  0 0 0 1 1 2 3 9 3 4 
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Appendix N.  Clear Creek IWA Resilience Kickoff Survey 
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Resilience Kickoff Meetings Survey Findings: Clear Creek   Winter 2017  

Surveys were provided to all 21 attendees (not including IWA project partners) who attended the Clear 
Creek Watershed Coalition Meeting Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Resilience Kickoff Meeting on 
January 18, 2017, in Coralville, IA.  Of the 21 attendees, 18 completed the survey for an overall response 
rate of 86%.  Fifteen survey respondents indicated that they had attended two or more watershed 
meetings and three indicated it was their first meeting.  Of the three new attendees, one learned about 
the meeting from the IWA Resilience Coordinator, one from the University of Iowa, and one said, “from 
work.” 

Respondents were asked a series of scaled items related to the resilience presentation and their 
opinions regarding community resilience.  Table 1 reports the findings for the Clear Creek respondents.  

Table 1. 

Clear Creek WMA Survey Responses: Descriptive Statistics  
 

N 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 NA 
Mean 

SD 
 

Written materials I received at the 
meeting were helpful to me in 
understanding flood resilience. 
 

15 0 0 2 6 6 1 4.29 
0.73 

The resilience discussion at the meeting 
was helpful to me in understanding 
flood resilience. 
 

15 0 0 2 7 6 0 4.27 
0.70 

As a result of attending this meeting, I 
better understand what it means to be 
flood resilient.   
 

15 0 0 1 6 8 0 4.47 
0.64 

Working with the Iowa Watershed 
Approach flood resilience team will 
provide value in my community. 
 

18 0 0 4 2 12 0 4.44 
0.86 

Community engagement influences 
overall flood resilience. 
 

18 0 0 1 5 12 0 4.61 
0.61 

Active partnerships between local 
organizations influence overall flood 
resilience. 
 

18 0 0 0 6 12 0 4.67 
0.49 

Improving flood resilience requires an 
understanding of the watershed that 
surrounds the community. 
 

18 0 0 1 4 13 0 4.67 
0.59 

It is important to measure community 
flood resilience and track its progress 
over time. 

18 0 0 0 6 12 0 4.67 
0.49 
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My community is flood resilient.* 
 

17 1 3 7 3 3 0 3.26 
1.15 

*One respondent wrote in 3.5 which was included in the “3” column above but used as 3.5 in the 
calculation of the mean. 

Responses to all scaled items (except the final item) were strongly positive with little variation (4.27-4.67 
on the 5-point scale).  The final item asked respondents about their own community’s flood resiliency 
and there was a great deal of variation and the mean was near the mid-point of the scale (3.26). 
Approximately one third of the respondents rated their community’s resilience exactly at the mid-point 
(3), and slightly more respondents rated their community’s resilience above the mean than rated it 
below the mean. 

Open Ended Items 

Participants were asked several open-ended questions about their community and flood resilience.  

In what important ways does your community need to become more flood resilient? 

Twelve attendees responded to this item for a response rate of 67%.  Three respondents said that the 
community needs more education and needs to be more engaged in order to become more flood 
resilient.  Two respondents said generally that there needs to be more mitigation and preparedness 
efforts.  Two additional respondents said that there needs to be more attention paid to the causes of 
flash flooding, with one person adding that the community has made good efforts in “removing critical 
infrastructure” but needs to move on to work on flash flooding.  Two respondents said that the 
community must work on preventing development and building in the flood plain. Other comments 
made by individuals were that they need to: work on increasing “social connections,” “prevent major 
financial burdens” to the community, “stop treating rainwater as waste,” and there needs to be more 
analysis of the metrics of resilience.  One respondent expressed concern that their particular community 
does not engage well with other communities in planning and does not include citizens in decision 
making process, calling it “an old boy’s club.” 

In your experience, where in your community is flooding likely to occur? 

Eleven participants responded to this item for a response rate of 61%.  Several respondents (three each) 
said generally, that flooding is likely to occur in areas near the Iowa River or Clear Creek. Individual 
respondents also commented generally that flooding occurs in: low lying areas, close to creeks and 
streams, in storm water easements, on farms in the flood plain, in the “northeast and eastern portions” 
of the community, in the form of “localized street flooding,” “bridges, roads, and recreational areas,” 
and “everywhere – adjacent to the river, but also poor drainage planning.”  Somewhat more specific 
individual responses were that flooding occurs along Ralston Creek, in Coralville, at the Highway 6 and 
1st Avenue intersection (also in Coralville), and “older parts of town” that were developed before the 
1976 storm water ordinance. 

Who in your community is most affected by these flood events? 

Fourteen participants responded for a response rate of 78%. Respondents provided many responses 
regarding who in the community is most affected by flood events (Some respondents provided multiple 
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responses so total does not add to 14.)  Responses are reported in the following list (with frequency in 
parentheses if more than one): 

• Low income residents (3) 
• All community residents, one way or another (3) – One person qualified this by saying those 

with a direct economic impact were most affected. 
• Businesses (private), commercial property (3) – One person specified, “not residential”. 
• Residential homeowners (3) – One person added that these were primarily indirect impacts, e.g. 

groundwater seepage into basements, not direct floodwater from rivers or streams. 
• Motorists 
• Elderly, renters, ESL, special needs [all mentioned by the same person] 
• Business patrons 
• Trail users 
• Isolated neighborhoods along easements 
• City property 
• Rural landowners 
• People without flood insurance 
• People developing in flood plains/new developments 

One respondent added that in Coralville “not nearly as many now” are affected as were in the past. 

Who else do you think should be involved in the IWA project or in resilience activities who were not 
present at this meeting? 

Ten participants responded to this item (response rate=56%).  Respondents named the following (with 
frequency in parentheses if more than one): 

• Farmers/rural landowners/operators (2) – One person said farmers should be involved early in 
planning to “help bridge the urban/rural divide.” Another person specified “farmers who don’t 
think these issues affect them.” 

• Community members (2) – One person said “vulnerable citizens.” 
• Social service groups (2) – Respondents named specifically: Food pantry staff, Visiting Nurses, 

Elder Services, IC Seats (to identify potential mobility issues), service clubs, and ecumenical 
groups. 

• Local government boards (2) – One named Iowa County officials specifically. 
• Schools 
• Planning departments 
• Development community 
• Local environmentally-oriented businesses 

One person said there are already “lots of people at the table,” while another respondent cautioned, 
“There are so many university and state org reps on this project so far. It could easily be dismissed by ag 
groups as being the product of the "ivory tower," and thus may be easily dismissed (if not alienating).” 

What other questions do you have about improving your community’s flood resilience? Other comments? 
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Survey respondents did not raise any questions, but one attendee said that they did not live in the Clear 
Creek watershed and another said, “The more there are public activities in the watershed, engaging 
people with the environment, the greater the resilience because of community common interest.” 

Participants were asked to indicate on a scale from 1-10 how interested they were in working with the 
IWA in their watershed.  Fifteen of the 18 attendees responded (83%). Findings are reported below in 
Table 2. 

Table 2.  
 
WMA Meeting Attendees Interest in IWA Project Participation 

   Not at all interested Very Interested   
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 NA 
Mean 

SD 
Clear Creek 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 4 2 7 0 8.73 

1.58 
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Appendix O.  English River IWA Resilience Kickoff Survey 
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Resilience Kickoff Meetings Survey Findings: English River     Fall 2016  

Surveys were provided to all 15 attendees (not including IWA project partners) at the English River WMA 
IWA Resilience Kickoff Meeting on November 17, 2016 in Montezuma, IA.  Twelve people completed the 
survey for an overall response rate of 80%.  All survey respondents indicated that they had attended two 
or more WMA meetings. 

Respondents were asked a series of items related to the resilience presentation and their opinions 
regarding community resilience.  Table 1 reports the findings for the English River respondents.  

Table 1. 

English River WMA Survey Responses:  Descriptive Statistics  
 

N 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 NA 
Mean 

SD 
 

Written materials I received at the 
meeting were helpful to me in 
understanding flood resilience. 
 

12 0 1 3 3 5 0 4.00 
1.05 

The resilience discussion at the meeting 
was helpful to me in understanding 
flood resilience. 
 

12 1 0 0 6 5 0 4.17 
1.11 

As a result of attending this meeting, I 
better understand what it means to be 
flood resilient.   
 

12 0 1 1 4 6 0 4.25 
0.97 

Working with the Iowa Watershed 
Approach flood resilience team will 
provide value in my community. 
 

12 0 1 2 3 5 1 4.10 
1.04 

Community engagement influences 
overall flood resilience. 
 

12 1 0 0 6 5 0 4.17 
1.11 

Active partnerships between local 
organizations influence overall flood 
resilience. 
 

12 1 0 0 7 4 0 4.08 
1.08 

Improving flood resilience requires an 
understanding of the watershed that 
surrounds the community. 
 

12 0 1 0 5 6 0 4.33 
0.89 

It is important to measure community 
flood resilience and track its progress 
over time. 
 

12 0 1 0 6 5 0 4.25 
0.87 

My community is flood resilient. 
 

11 0 3 5 3 0 1 3.00 
0.77 
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English River attendees’ responses were positive to all scaled items (except the final item) with little 
variation (4.00-4.33 on the 5-point scale).  On the item asking about their community’s flood resiliency 
there was also little variation and the mean was at the mid-point of the scale (3.00).  All respondents 
rated their community’s flood resilience at or near the mid-point. 

Open Ended Items 

Participants were asked several open-ended questions about their community and flood resilience. the 
first item asked participants in what ways their community needed to become more flood resilient.  

In what important ways does your community need to become more flood resilient? 

Of the 12 survey respondents, eight provided a response to this item for a response rate of 67%.  Four 
responses described the importance of working together on increasing community resilience: 

• Increase “engagement of the community, stakeholders, and partners” 
• Consider “those below and not discharge water so fast in a storm situation” 
• Provide “information out to citizens to better help them understand” how to improve flood 

resilience 
• Emphasize “willingness to care about whole watershed community” 

Three respondents emphasized the knowledge they needed to apply to improve resilience to flooding, 
including:  

• Better understanding of flood dynamics and mitigation options 
• Reviewing past flood events 
• Using the time and tools they have available to address flooding 

One respondent said they needed to be more resilient to flash flooding in particular. 

In your experience, where in your community is flooding likely to occur? 

Nine of the 12 English River attendees responded to this item (75%).  Some respondents named multiple 
flood prone areas, so the total of responses is greater than 9. Two people said simply that flooding 
happens along the river and along smaller streams.  Two people said flooding occurs in both rural and 
more urban areas (particularly low, flat areas). One person mentioned rural flooding only, and one 
mentioned only urban flooding.  When talking about urban flooding, two respondents said the flooding 
occurred in both residential and park areas. Two people said there was flooding in basements of homes. 
One person said there was flooding in places slated for future development. One person mentioned the 
town of Marengo in particular, however, they noted that Marengo is surrounded by a levy.   

Who in your community is most affected by these flood events? 

Eight of the 12 English River respondents provided a response (67%).  Four of their responses were quite 
non-specific (e.g. “those who live in flood plains,” people living close to the stream”).  Three 
respondents referred only slightly less generally to agricultural communities, local city agencies, 
residents, and farmers and towns below. One person said that both businesses and low income 
residents are affected by flood events. 
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Who else do you think should be involved in the IWA project or in resilience activities who were not 
present at this meeting? 

Seven of the 12 English River (58%) attendees responded listing the following groups (frequency in 
parentheses if greater than 1): 

• More landowners and farmers (2)  
• City of Grinnell (2) (water and wastewater in particular, but noted that they have been to 

previous meetings) 
• City and County officials (2) 
• People who can contact or have existing relationships with landowners in HUD eligible areas 

(naming certified crop advisors, agronomists, NRCS) 
• Ag partners 

One person said their community was not included in the eligible IWA project area. 

What other questions do you have about improving your community’s flood resilience? Other comments? 

There were no questions, but three English River attendees made the following comments: 

• Need more info sessions 
• Good luck! 
• Thanks! 

Participants were asked to indicate on a scale from 1-10 how interested they were in working with the 
IWA in their watershed.  Findings are reported below in Table 2. 

Table 2.  
 
WMA Meeting Attendees Interest in IWA Project Participation 

   Not at all interested Very Interested   
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 NA 
Mean 

SD 
English River 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 1 3 1 8.00 

1.76 
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Appendix P.  Middle Cedar River IWA Resilience Kickoff Survey 
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Resilience Kickoff Meetings Survey Findings: Middle Cedar   Winter 2017  

Surveys were provided to all 34 attendees (not including IWA project partners) who attended the 
Middle Cedar Watershed Management Authority (WMA) Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Resilience 
Kickoff Meeting on January 12, 2017 in Vinton, IA.  Of the 34 attendees, 27 completed the survey for an 
overall response rate of 79%.  Twenty-one survey respondents indicated that they had attended two or 
more watershed meetings and six indicated it was their first meeting.  Of the six who said it was their 
first meeting, two respondents said they had learned about the meeting from an email (did not identify 
sender), one self-identified as being on the WMA board, one said it was assigned duty for work for an 
elected official, one received an invitation from the IFC, and one said they were part of the “flood 
resilience project.” 

Respondents were asked a series of scaled items related to the resilience presentation and their 
opinions regarding community resilience.  Table 1 reports the findings for the Middle Cedar 
respondents.  

Table 1. 

Middle Cedar WMA Survey Responses: Descriptive Statistics  
 

N 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 NA 
Mean 

SD 
 

Written materials I received at the 
meeting were helpful to me in 
understanding flood resilience. 
 

26 0 3 6 13 4 1 3.69 
0.88 

The resilience discussion at the meeting 
was helpful to me in understanding 
flood resilience. 
 

27 0 1 9 13 4 0 3.74 
0.76 

As a result of attending this meeting, I 
better understand what it means to be 
flood resilient.   
 

27 0 1 9 12 5 0 3.78 
0.80 

Working with the Iowa Watershed 
Approach flood resilience team will 
provide value in my community. 
 

27 0 0 4 16 7 0 4.11 
0.64 

Community engagement influences 
overall flood resilience. 
 

27 1 0 0 11 15 0 4.44 
0.85 

Active partnerships between local 
organizations influence overall flood 
resilience. 
 

27 1 0 0 11 15 0 4.44 
0.85 

Improving flood resilience requires an 
understanding of the watershed that 
surrounds the community. 
 

27 1 0 2 8 16 0 4.41 
0.93 
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It is important to measure community 
flood resilience and track its progress 
over time. 
 

27 1 0 6 7 13 0 4.15 
1.03 

My community is flood resilient.* 
 

26 1 7 10 5 3 0 3.10 
1.04 

*One respondent entered 2.5 which is shown above in the “2” column, but was used in the mean 
calculation as 2.5. 
 
Mean responses to the three items related to the resilience presentation indicated that respondents 
somewhat agreed that the materials and presentation helped them understand more about flood 
resilience (Means=3.69-3.78 on a 5-point scale). Mean responses to the five items concerned with 
participants’ opinions about flood resilience were slightly higher (4.11-4.44 on the 5-point scale).  The 
final item asked respondents about their own community’s flood resiliency. The item mean was near the 
mid-point of the scale (3.10) and there was a great amount of variation. More than one-third of the 
respondents rated their community’s resilience exactly at the mid-point (3), and the rest of the 
responses were split evenly between those who agreed that their community was resilient and those 
who disagreed. 

Open Ended Items 

Participants were asked several open-ended questions about their community and flood resilience. the 
first item asked participants in what ways their community needed to become more flood resilient.  

In what important ways does your community need to become more flood resilient? 

Fourteen people responded to this item for a response rate of 52%.  The list below shows the most 
common ideas for increasing flood resiliency (with frequency in parentheses if greater than one): 

• Increase mitigation practices (5) 
• Provide public education (4) 
• Stop rebuilding/relocate critical facilities in flood plain (2) 
• Increase regulation/policies (2) 
• There is work in progress (2) 
• Other (2) 

The most common responses were in regard to the need for increased mitigation practices and for 
public education about flooding issues.  Five respondents talked about increasing mitigation practices.  
While two respondents spoke in general terms, one respondent called for increasing storm sewer 
coverage and capacity and another said they needed to think about their water plant and city sanitation 
efforts and increase planning.  One respondent did not provide specific recommendations, but said that 
public engagement in mitigation is important “beyond the critical need” prior to an oncoming flood.  

Four respondents mentioned public education, with one respondent commenting in general terms, but 
the other three provided specific views and/or audiences.  One person said that there should be 
education because the public must “recognize the influence land use and land management have on 
flood resilience.”  Another respondent said that towns that are upstream/on higher ground must 
“understand the BMPs that can help reduce the effects of flooding downstream.”  Another respondent 
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suggested education practices for those who “won’t or can’t relocate from the floodplain to become 
more self-reliant” for flood protection and recovery.  

Two people addressed building in the flood plain with one person saying they needed to stop rebuilding 
in the same place, and another saying they need to “remove critical facilities from the known flood 
plain.”   

Two respondents said that there should be increased regulation; one recommended policies “at the 
local level.”  

Another two respondents said that work is already started and they just need to move forward.  
Individual respondents said there should be “campaigns to encourage product suppliers to use 
resources from farmland in a responsible way.” One respondent said, “Not much of an issue.” 

In your experience, where in your community is flooding likely to occur? 

There were 17 responses to this item (63%).  Respondents provided the following locations as those 
where flooding is mostly likely to occur (with frequency in parentheses if greater than one): 

• Along rivers and streams (5) – (No other specifics provided)  
• Farm fields/rural areas (4) 
• Cedar Rapids area (2) – (Responses included downtown area, New Bo, Czech Village, 

downstream of 5 in 1 dam, upstream of Edgewood) 
• Cedar Falls (2) – (Responses included Main Street, Big Woods Lake, North Cedar Falls, Cedar 

Terrace) 
• Waterloo/Evansdale area (2) – (Responses included Deerwood Park, Elk Run Creek, Black Hawk 

Creek) 
• Localized street flooding/areas with old storm sewers (2) 
• Aplington (storm sewer back up) 
• 100-year flood plain 
• Downtown (unspecified) 
• Low income areas 

Who in your community is most affected by these flood events? 

There were 18 responses to this item (67%).  Responses fell into four major categories: Low to moderate 
income areas (LMI), residential home owners/landlords, small business owners/commercial areas, and 
farmers/landowners.  The following list reports those named as most likely to be affected by flooding 
(with frequency in parentheses if greater than one): 

• LMI areas (5) 
• Residential (5) – Homeowners (all income levels, working class), renters/landlords 
• Small business owners and commercial areas (5) 
• Farmers/landowners (5) – (One respondent mentioned in particular farmers who till their land) 
• Large industry 
• Older neighborhoods 
• NW corner of Cedar Rapids 
• City and county assets (unspecified location) 
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• Downtown Cedar Rapids employees and employers 
• Entire community (including fire department and electrical utility) 

One respondent said that since recent mitigation efforts, there are fewer low income homes in danger, 
but “some high value industries are in harm’s way.” 

Who else do you think should be involved in the IWA project or in resilience activities who were not 
present at this meeting? 

Twelve people responded to this item (46%). They provided the following ideas for who else should be 
involved in the IWA project/resilience activities (with frequency in parentheses if greater than one): 

• Agricultural interests (3) – Farm Bureau, agricultural industry (e.g. Cargill, ADM, Pepsico, 
Penford), ag tiling industry) 

• Landowners (3) 
• Citizens (2) – (One respondent added “concerned citizens”, the other said, “citizens directly 

affected.”) 
• Social Service groups (2) – (Responses included CAP groups, public assistance agencies, medical 

community) 
• LMI 
• K-12 educators 
• Public works 
• Gladbrook 
• Tama 
• Toledo 

One responded that the agricultural industry people need to be involved and begin to “incentivize wise 
use of farmland” by paying premium prices to producers who “use BMPs that reduce nutrients runoff 
and hold water.” 

What other questions do you have about improving your community’s flood resilience? Other comments? 

Only one person commented saying, “Flood resilience needs to be integrated with the Water Protection 
Fund.” 

Participants were asked to indicate on a scale from 1-10 how interested they were in working with the 
IWA in their watershed.  Findings are reported below in Table 2. 

Table 2.  
 
WMA Meeting Attendees Interest in IWA Project Participation 

   Not at all interested Very Interested   
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 NA 
Mean 

SD 
Middle Cedar 0 0 1 0 3 2 3 0 9 4 0 7.72 

2.05 
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Appendix Q.  Upper Iowa River IWA Resilience Kickoff Survey  
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Resilience Kickoff Meetings Survey Findings: Upper Iowa   Winter 2017  

Surveys were provided to all 23 attendees (not including IWA project partners) who attended the Upper 
Iowa Watershed Management Authority (WMA) Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Resilience Kickoff 
Meeting on January 11, 2017 in Decorah, IA.  Of the 23 attendees, 11 completed the survey for an 
overall response rate of 48%.  This is a somewhat low response rate, so findings should not be over 
interpreted. Eight survey respondents indicated that they had attended two or more watershed 
meetings and two indicated it was their first meeting.  One person left the item blank.  Of those who 
indicated it was their first meeting, one said they had learned about the meeting from an email without 
indicating the source of the email, and one did not provide a response for this part of the item. 

Respondents were asked a series of scaled items related to the resilience presentation and their 
opinions regarding community resilience.  Table 1 reports the findings for the Upper Iowa respondents.  

Table 1. 

Upper Iowa WMA Survey Responses: Descriptive Statistics  
 

N 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 NA 
Mean 

SD 
 

Written materials I received at the 
meeting were helpful to me in 
understanding flood resilience. 
 

10 0 0 5 3 2 0 3.70 
0.82 

The resilience discussion at the meeting 
was helpful to me in understanding 
flood resilience. 
 

10 0 2 2 3 3 0 3.70 
0.88 

As a result of attending this meeting, I 
better understand what it means to be 
flood resilient.   
 

10 0 1 1 5 2 0 3.85 
0.61 

Working with the Iowa Watershed 
Approach flood resilience team will 
provide value in my community. 
 

9 0 1 2 2 4 0 4.00 
1.12 

Community engagement influences 
overall flood resilience. 
 

10 0 0 4 1 5 0 4.10 
0.99 

Active partnerships between local 
organizations influence overall flood 
resilience. 
 

10 0 0 1 4 5 0 4.40 
0.70 

Improving flood resilience requires an 
understanding of the watershed that 
surrounds the community. 
 

10 0 0 1 3 6 0 4.50 
0.71 
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It is important to measure community 
flood resilience and track its progress 
over time. 
 

10 0 1 0 5 4 0 4.20 
0.91 

My community is flood resilient.* 
 

9 1 4 1 3 0 0 2.61 
1.22 

*One respondent wrote in “0.5” which was included in the column for “1” in this table, but in the mean 
calculation entered as “0.5.” 
 

The small number of responses to these items means that findings should be used with caution.  
Responses to all scaled items (except the final item) were somewhat neutral with means for the first 
three items related to the resilience presentation and materials ranging from 3.70-3.85, indicating mild 
agreement with the items. Means on the five items regarding respondents’ opinions about flood 
resilience were slightly larger (4.00-4.50), indicating more agreement in the general importance of the 
statements. The final item asked participants to rate their own community’s flood resiliency and there 
was a great amount of variation and the mean was below the mid-point of the scale (2.61). One third of 
the respondents rated their community’s resilience above the mid-point (3), one person rated it at the 
midpoint and more than half of the respondents disagreed that their community was resilient.  

Open Ended Items 

Participants were asked several open-ended questions about their community and flood resilience.  

In what important ways does your community need to become more flood resilient? 

Only five people responded to this item, 45% of survey respondents, but only a fourth of the attendees, 
therefore their responses may not be representative of the greater watershed group. Three of the five 
respondents talked about the need for public engagement.  Two respondents said they needed to get 
more farmers involved, particularly so that they make progress toward “voluntary participation in 
BMPs.”  The third respondent who mentioned engagement said they need to get more townspeople 
involved by educating them on how agriculture practices impact long term flood control.  The 
respondent continued, “Then townsfolk could approach farmers, listen to their concerns and needs and 
encourage compliance with best practices, win/win. Townsfolk will see less flooding, farmers will have 
better soil and crops and less erosion.”   

One respondent mentioned specific practices that could be used, “Ponds and wet sands.” Another 
respondent said, “Flood resilience is not a key item of concern in the community.” 

In your experience, where in your community is flooding likely to occur? 

Seven people responded to this item (64% of respondents).  Several respondents provided more than 
one response so total does not add to seven.  Two people mentioned farm land, although one person 
added that the “most attention is given to damages to urban homes and infrastructure, but rural 
landowners and farmers also suffer damage.”  Two people specifically mentioned the town of Freeport 
and one mentioned Dorchester.  Other responses included, “the flats”, the lower Upper Iowa, the Upper 
Iowa Campground, West Decorah (along the Upper Iowa), the lower Luther campus, the city prairie 
(Decorah), and, in general, along the rivers and creeks. 
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Who in your community is most affected by these flood events? 

Six people responded to this item (55%).  Two respondents said that farmers were the most affected 
with one person adding, “As long as the Decorah levees hold, it’s farmland in the valley and county 
roads and bridges.”   Two other respondents said that “lower income” people are most affected and 
that they “have the least resources to recover from a flood or take action for mitigation and resilience.” 
Other people listed as being most affected included: Decorah residents near the river, the flats, the river 
close to Luther athletic fields; and “community garden and trail users.”  

Who else do you think should be involved in the IWA project or in resilience activities who were not 
present at this meeting? 

Seven people responded to this item (64%). Six respondents said that farmers and farmer groups (e.g. 
cattleman’s association, co-ops, ag advisors) need to be involved. One person said that they need to get 
the watersheds identified because until then, “Things are so general, folks do not know it they have 
interest or not.” One person said that they anyone who does outreach and extension should be 
involved.  

What other questions do you have about improving your community’s flood resilience? Other comments? 

Two people said that it would be helpful to have good examples with one person stating, “What proven 
projects do we have?...I’m tired of studies – we have enough knowledge – we need appropriate 
actions.”   

Another person asked, “What about moving out of the flood plains?”  Another asked, “Will this really do 
much good for more than a few people?”  Another person expressed concern about structures for water 
storage saying they are “short term solutions.  Consider what will work long term and me more 
sustainable.  Existing structures on the landscape have outlived their lifespan – fill with sediment. Can 
these be rehabilitated to restore storage capacity?” 

One person asked the presenter to make sure the audience could hear during presentations. 

Participants were asked to indicate on a scale from 1-10 how interested they were in working with the 
IWA in their watershed.  Findings are reported below in Table 2. Only seven people provided a response 
to this item, so findings should be interpreted cautiously. One person did not answer but said it was 
because the chance was “very slim of being in a selected watershed.” Another person did not reply, but 
self-identified as a “member of the media.” 

Table 2.  
 
WMA Meeting Attendees Interest in IWA Project Participation 

   Not at all interested Very Interested   
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 NA 
Mean 

SD 
Upper Iowa 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 4 0 8.71 

1.89 
 

 



244 
 

 

 
Appendix R.  Upper Wapsipinicon River IWA Resilience Kickoff Survey  
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Resilience Kickoff Meetings Survey Findings: Upper Wapsipinicon   Fall 2016  

Surveys were provided to all 26 attendees (not including IWA project partners) who attended the Upper 
Wapsipinicon Watershed Management Authority (WMA) Iowa Watershed Approach (IWA) Resilience 
Kickoff Meeting on November 15, 2016 in Independence, IA.  Of the 25 attendees, 18 completed the 
survey for an overall response rate of 69%.  All survey respondents indicated that they had attended two 
or more WMA meetings. 

Respondents were asked a series of scaled items related to the resilience presentation and their 
opinions regarding community resilience.  Table 1 reports the findings for the Upper Wapsipinicon 
respondents.  

Table 1. 

Upper Wapsipinicon WMA Survey Responses: Descriptive Statistics  
 

N 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 NA 
Mean 

SD 
 

Written materials I received at the 
meeting were helpful to me in 
understanding flood resilience. 
 

18 0 0 3 6 9 0 4.33 
0.77 

The resilience discussion at the meeting 
was helpful to me in understanding 
flood resilience. 
 

18 0 0 3 7 8 0 4.28 
0.75 

As a result of attending this meeting, I 
better understand what it means to be 
flood resilient.   
 

18 0 0 3 7 8 0 4.28 
0.75 

Working with the Iowa Watershed 
Approach flood resilience team will 
provide value in my community. 
 

18 0 0 2 5 11 0 4.50 
0.71 

Community engagement influences 
overall flood resilience. 
 

18 0 0 0 6 12 0 4.67 
0.48 

Active partnerships between local 
organizations influence overall flood 
resilience. 
 

18 0 0 3 1 13 1 4.59 
0.80 

Improving flood resilience requires an 
understanding of the watershed that 
surrounds the community. 
 

18 0 0 1 2 15 0 4.78 
0.55 

It is important to measure community 
flood resilience and track its progress 
over time. 
 

17 0 0 0 5 12 0 4.71 
0.47 
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My community is flood resilient. 
 

18 2 3 5 1 6 1 3.35 
1.46 

 

Responses to all scaled items (except the final item) were strongly positive with little variation (4.28-4.78 
on the 5-point scale), with slightly lower, but still positive, reaction to all three items regarding the 
impact of the resilience presentation and materials on respondents’ understanding of flood resilience.  
The final item asked respondents about their own community’s flood resiliency and there was a great 
amount of variation and a mean near the mid-point of the scale (3.35). This item was bi-modal with a 
third of the respondents indicating their community was very flood resilient and one-third rating their 
community’s resilience at the mid-point.  The final third, rated their resilience at the two-lowest points 
on the scale. 

Open Ended Items 

Participants were asked several open-ended questions about their community and flood resilience. the 
first item asked participants in what ways their community needed to become more flood resilient.  

In what important ways does your community need to become more flood resilient? 

Seven of the 18 respondents provided a response to this item for a response rate of 39%. Most of the 
respondents (6) said that efforts need to be concentrated on some form of mitigation with three people 
speaking in general terms, and three providing more specific ideas including working on building 
regulations and codes, increasing upstream mitigation planning, and using more “conservation practices 
(terraces, buffer strips, ponds, etc.)” in rural areas.  One respondent said that they need to work 
together on the flooding issues, and remember that “everyone counts.” 

In your experience, where in your community is flooding likely to occur? 

Eleven Upper Wapsipinicon respondents answered this item for a response rate of 61%.  Some 
respondents named multiple flood prone areas, so the total of responses is greater than 11. The most 
common answers, given by four people each, were “all along the river” and the city of Independence.  
All other responses were given by individual respondents including: specific communities (Cedar Rapids, 
Vinton, Palo, Elkader, Frederika), “smaller communities with less available $$”, “low resiliency 
neighborhoods,” roads, agricultural land, areas along smaller feeder streams, “lower areas with older 
buildings,” and homes in town areas with ground/surface water problems. One respondent said the 
impact has been reduced with the removal of some homes above the dam. 

Who in your community is most affected by these flood events? 

Nine Upper Wapsipinicon attendees replied to this item (50%).  Three people mentioned that residents’ 
homes and businesses were affected, with one person citing businesses near the Highway 150 bridge 
(True Value and Dairy Queen).  Three people said that low income residents are most affected.  One 
respondent said that everyone is affected by flooding, but said emphasized “lower resiliency areas.”  
One person said farmers were highly affected and another said that their local tax income was impacted 
by flood events. 

Who else do you think should be involved in the IWA project or in resilience activities who were not 
present at this meeting? 
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Five of the 18 respondents (28%) responded listing the following groups: 

• National Weather Service (hydrologists0 
• Local GIS directors 
• Elected officials 
• Teachers and students 
• Ag leaders 
• County engineers 
• People who live closest to the river 

What other questions do you have about improving your community’s flood resilience? Other comments? 

Five Upper Wapsipinicon attendees raised these questions or made the following comments: 

• Hope questions will be answered by working with Iowa Flood Center 
• Need more financial support for WMA from state 
• “I understand what our community does affects the town downstream, however if our town 

does not flood, not sure how we could use the flood center to make our city more resilient.” 
• “Nicely organized – extremely important – great group!” 
• Shorter survey to take less time from other parts of meeting. 

Participants were asked to indicate on a scale from 1-10 how interested they were in working with the 
IWA in their watershed.  Findings are reported below in Table 2. 

Table 2.  
 
WMA Meeting Attendees Interest in IWA Project Participation 

   Not at all interested Very Interested   
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 NA 
Mean 

SD 
Upper Wapsipinicon 0 0 1 0 1 0 4 0 1 6 0 8.08 

2.29 
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Appendix S.  Nishnabotna IWA Watershed Formation Survey 
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Survey Findings: East and West Nishnabotna Watersheds Joint WMA Formation Meeting                                            

The purpose of the survey was to learn more about the meeting attendees’ perceptions of the work to 
form the East and West Nishnabotna Watershed Management Authorities (WMA). Paper and pencil 
surveys were provided to all 56 attendees (not including IWA staff) at the East and West Nishnabotna 
Watershed Meeting on March 29, 2017 in Oakland, IA.  Among the 56 attendees, 32 were first-time 
Nishnabotna Watershed Meeting attendees and 24 had attended meetings in the past. Twenty-one 
attendees completed the survey for an overall response rate of 38%. Of those who responded, 14 
indicated that they had attended more than one WMA formation meeting, and seven said it was their 
first meeting.  The response rate among those who were repeat attendees was 58%.    

Those who indicated it was their first meeting were asked how they learned about the meeting.  Two 
respondents said they had learned about the meeting from an email (without indicating the source of 
the email), one said from a newspaper article, and one said through the Soil and Water Conservation 
District. Three did not provide a response for this part of the item. 

Respondents were asked a series of scaled items related to the WMA formation process in their 
watershed.  Table 1 reports the findings for the Nishnabotna respondents.  

Table 1.  

Nishnabotna WMA Survey Responses: Descriptive Statistics  

 

N 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
Mean 

SD 
 

Our WMA formation group has the 
resources it needs to form the WMA. 
 

20 0 2 6 9 3 3.65 
0.88 

WMA formation meetings are providing 
the base for a good partnership in our 
watershed. 
 

21 0 2 1 12 6 4.05 
0.86 

The necessary groups and people are 
involved in the WMA formation.   
 

20 0 1 7 7 5 3.84 
0.89 

We have the leadership needed to form 
an effective WMA. 
 

20 0 2 8 7 3 3.58 
0.89 

Forming a WMA will help us mitigate 
flood damage in our watershed. 
 

21 0 0 4 15 2 3.90 
0.53 

Forming a WMA will help us improve 
water quality in our watershed. 

21 0 1 2 15 3 3.95 
0.67 

 

As reported in Table 1, responses to items on resources, involvement, and leadership were somewhat 
neutral with means ranging from 3.56 - 3.84 (on a 5-point scale). Participants were invited to add 
comments about the scaled items. One respondent who “strongly agreed” that the necessary group and 
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people were involved in the WMA formation added “potentially at this time.”  One respondent who did 
not respond to the item on leadership noted that at the time of the survey, the WMA did “not yet” have 
leadership needed and indicated that the coordinator could potentially fill that role.   

Participants’ responses to items on partnership, and benefits of WMA to mitigate flood damage and 
improve water quality were slightly higher (3.90-4.05 on a 5-point scale), indicating more agreement on 
the items. One person also noted on their response on water quality that “any improvement in water 
quality is a step in the right direction.” 

 In other comments concerning these items, five individual respondents expressed concerns about 
“long-term funding” to support the work and “getting landowners to participate,” and pointed to the 
needs “to keep improving on what we are doing now and in the future” and for the coordinator to be 
able to “build bridges because the jurisdictions are a bit fragmented.” One person wanted more 
direction on the WMA formation process in terms of “what we should be doing” and who should be 
doing it (i.e., city, county, or regional level).  

Open Ended Items 

Survey respondents were asked four open-ended questions about the process of the WMA formation.  

What are the most positive aspects of the work of your WMA formation group so far? 

Ten people responded to this item for a response rate of 48%. The most positive aspects as noted by the 
respondents are:  

• Information dissemination (5) 
• Partnership and collaboration (3)  
• Other (2) 

The most common responses were in regard to the dissemination of information. Two of the five 
respondents talked about raising awareness, with one specifically mentioning “awareness of [hydrologic 
and water quality] data collection.” Three discussed “receiving up-to-date information”, “getting 
information out to affected parties,” and receiving “great information from watershed studies.”  

Three respondents mentioned existing partnerships and collaboration, with one commenting only in 
general terms, and two providing specifics. One person said that there exists a large coalition of partners 
and hoped “they all come on board!” The other stated that the group was “working together for mutual 
improvement.”  

One respondent said that the formation “started the discussion,” and another commented, “It’s too 
early to tell.”  

What kinds of challenges or hurdles (if any) does your group face in forming a WMA? 

There were 11 responses to this item (52%). Four people mentioned funding to be a challenge. While 
two people talked about funding in general terms, one person mentioned “financing projects” and 
another wrote, “How to fund implementation large enough to make a difference.” 
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Getting cooperation from private landowners was mentioned as a challenge by two respondents. One 
person specifically noted (adding that they were being “honest”), “Fighting against conservative 
property owners.”  

Two people listed education as a challenge; one specifically referring to education for landowners so 
that they “understand the difference between these projects and funds and those of the NRCS.”  

Other concerns expressed by individual respondents included: 

• Difficulty in building consensus:  “with a large group it may be difficult to have agreement with 
the group.”  

• Large area to cover    
• Need for more information and direction for stakeholders at the local level: “to satisfy our 

responsibility by getting prepared.”  
• Timeline: “Trying to keep on time and keep things moving.” 
• Leadership: “The RC&D would be the natural facilitator of this group, but I don’t know if they 

have the right staff in place to do it.” 
• Avoid getting slowed down by details: [There is] “too much worry about small problems – form 

a group and then fine tune.” 

In what areas does your WMA formation group need help and what kind of help do you need? 

Six people responded to this item for a response rate of 29%. The following list reports the types of help 
respondents thought necessary (with frequency in parentheses if greater than one): 

• Funding (2) – (One specifically mentioned funding guidance) 
• Information about what to be done at the local level 
• Hiring “the right person for project coordinator” 
• Communication  
• Watershed planning and assessment 

One person responded that the WMA formation group had “received great help as needed.” 

Who else needs to be involved in your WMA or in the formation group? 

Ten people responded to this item (48%).  Three respondents indicated that they were satisfied with 
those who were already involved, with one person noting, “It’s a pretty good and diverse group.” Other 
responses included (with frequency in parentheses if greater than one): 

• Government officials (2) – One person mentioned federal agencies including the Army Corps of 
Engineers and another said they needed state or regional entities to go to city council meetings 
to disseminate information 

• Counties on both sides of East and West Nishnabotna 
• More cities 
• Soil and water conservation groups 
• Wildlife/recreation interest groups  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Participants were also asked to reflect on the rate of progress being made toward forming their WMA.  
They were asked to use the seven-point scale shown below to indicate what they thought of the group’s 
current progress, with 1 indicating that “Things are moving too slow,” 4 indicating that “The group’s 
progress is just right,” and 7 indicating that “Things are moving too fast.” Nineteen people responded to 
the item (90%). Findings are reported below in Table 2.  

Table 2.  

WMA Meeting Attendees’ Perception of Current Progress 

 Things 
are 

moving 
too 

slow. 

  The 
group’s 

progress 
is “just 
right.” 

  Things 
are 

moving 
too 
fast. 

I don’t 
know. 

 

 
1 2 3 4 

 
5 6 7 DK 

Mean 
SD 

N=18 0 2 5 5 3 2 0 2 3.88 
         1.22 

 
As indicated by Table 2, the item mean was near the “just right” mid-point of the scale (3.88 on a 7-point 
scale), however there was quite a bit of variation, with more respondents indicating that the group’s 
progress was somewhat slow.  
 
Participants were also given the opportunity to provide other comments or questions. Survey 
respondents did not raise any questions, but five provided comments. One wanted the group to “move 
faster” by getting the project coordinator on board so the group “can get started.” Another respondent 
pointed out that “dealing with the farmers is going to be the challenge” and that they “need to get the 
farmers.” Another respondent asked that copies of presentation documents be available for people to 
take home and said they need to “provide sound system at meetings so that everyone can hear.” One 
individual suggested “more press and public service announcements.” Another respondent suggested 
that the project should include the “perennial ground cover option, along with structural practices.” 
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Appendix T.  North Raccoon River IWA Watershed Formation Survey 
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Survey Findings: North Raccoon WMA Formation Meeting  

The purpose of the survey was to learn more about the meeting attendees’ perceptions of the work to 
form the North Raccoon Watershed Management Authority (WMA).  Paper and pencil surveys were 
administered to all 39 attendees (not including IWA staff) at the North Raccoon Watershed Meeting on 
March 28, 2017 in Lake City, IA.  Of the 39 attendees, 26 completed the survey for an overall response 
rate of 67%.  Fourteen survey respondents indicated that they had attended more than one WMA 
formation meeting, 11 indicated it was their first meeting, and one left the item blank. Two respondents 
indicated it was their first North Raccoon meeting, but commented that they had been a part of the 
Walnut Creek and Upper Cedar WMAs formation, and another wrote it was their first personal meeting, 
but their organization (Northwest Iowa Planning & Development Commission) had attended previous 
meetings. 

Those who indicated it was their first meeting were asked how they learned about the meeting.  Six of 
respondents said they learned about the meeting through the following means:  

• Letter invitation 
• Was invited to join to further understand WMAs 
• Through the county supervisors 
• Website 
• Email sent through Rathbun Regional Water Association (RRWA)  
• From Jessica Turba, Iowa Homeland Security and Emergency Management (HSEMD) 

Five respondents did not provide a response for this part of the item. 

Respondents were asked a series of scaled items related to the WMA formation process in their 
watershed.  Table 1 reports the findings for the North Raccoon respondents.  

Table 1.  

North Raccoon WMA Survey Responses: Descriptive Statistics  

 

N 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
Mean 

SD 
 

Our WMA formation group has the 
resources it needs to form the WMA. 
 

23 0 0 7 11 5 3.91 
0.73 

WMA formation meetings are providing 
the base for a good partnership in our 
watershed. 
 

24 0 0 6 12 6 4.00 
0.72 

The necessary groups and people are 
involved in the WMA formation.   
 

22 1 2 7 8 4 3.54 
1.06 

We have the leadership needed to form 
an effective WMA. 
 

21 0 0 8 11 2 3.71 
0.64 
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Forming a WMA will help us mitigate 
flood damage in our watershed. 
 

 
25 

0 1 7 12 5 3.84 
0.8 

Forming a WMA will help us improve 
water quality in our watershed. 

25 0 1 2 14 8 4.16 
0.75 

 

As reported in Table 1, in general, survey respondents were positive about the group’s work with means 
for all items between 3.54-4.16 (on a 5-point scale), indicating agreement with the items. While still 
positive, the item regarding necessary group involvement in the watershed had three people who at 
least slightly disagreed that the necessary groups are involved. 

Survey respondents asked to provide comments they might have on the six scaled items. Eleven 
respondents provided further comments. Four people indicated that they were either new to the 
process or not in the position to comment with one person noting that they were “an employee of the 
state, and not actually a part of the N. Raccoon River watershed”. One person recommended inviting 
commodity groups and conservancy groups, such as The Nature Conservancy and the Iowa Agriculture 
Water Alliance. Another expressed the “need to attract more of the eligible members” in order for the 
formation of the WMA “to be as effective as possible.” 

One person provided a comment related to the leadership, stating: “As time goes on leadership will 
grow but first people will need to take on the necessary roles to make this a successful coalition.” 
Another respondent said, “For the financing we have, the group has done a nice job establishing a plan.” 
The same respondent, who “strongly agreed” that forming the WMA would help mitigate flood damage 
and improve quality in the watershed added “to the degree financing will allow.”  

Other comments: 

• Involve Holistic Management as a way to evaluate “Why do we keep doing the wrong thing that 
cause these problems”  

• Call for separation of jurisdiction and discussion on flooding and water quality (“Cities are 
different than counties. Soil and Water Districts are different than cities/counties. Flooding is 
different discussion than water quality.”) 

Open Ended Items 

Survey respondents were asked four open-ended questions about the process of the WMA formation.  

What are the most positive aspects of the work of your WMA formation group so far? 

Eighteen survey participants responded to this item for a response rate of 69%. The majority of the 
people who responded to this item (13) indicated engagement and participation to be the most positive 
aspects. Some representative comments included that the WMA formation was “bringing everyone 
together” and “joining counties, Soil and Water Conservation Districts, and cities along with attracting 
interested organizations, farmers, and others to be engaged and involved at these meetings.” Two 
respondents commented on the increased engagement and participation at this particular meeting.  

Other positive aspects mentioned included (with frequency in parentheses if greater than one): 
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• WMA formation (2) 
• Leadership (2): Ability to hire a coordinator and “involvement and leadership from Jim Patrick 

and Larry Weber” 
• Products (2): Including hydrologic assessment and projects in Storm Lake 
• Creative use of funding  

What kinds of challenges or hurdles (if any) does your group face in forming a WMA? 

Sixteen people responded to this item (response rate=61%). Challenges listed by respondents are (with 
frequency in parentheses if greater than one): 

• Engagement of all stakeholders (4), including those not directly impacted by the projects. One 
respondent added that there is a need to “make all entities feel like they will benefit from the 
WMA” 

• Education (2) – Responses included education about the benefit of the WMA, various services 
available, community engagement, and water quality 

• Gaining and establishing trust (2) 
• Personnel-related challenges (2) – Responses included changes in staff/administration and 

having different types of stakeholders 
•  “Egos” of the stakeholders 
• Great distance from north to south in the watershed 

One individual noted that everything “is on track.”  

In what areas does your WMA formation group need help and what kind of help do you need? 

A total of 13 people responded to this item (response rate=50%).  Needs listed by respondents were 
(with frequency in parentheses if more than one): 

• Funding (5) – One respondent specified “dedicated long-term funding” 
• Leadership (3) - Getting “formal board locked down”; getting the coordinator hired and trained. 
• Communication (2) – One respondent specifically mentioned communication with “reluctant 

county supervisors.” 
• Education and outreach (2) 

Other comments made by individuals were: for the WMA group to encourage “risk taking” by providing 
monetary incentives to community members, getting “on-the-ground projects done,” understanding 
“what is achievable” according to the different perspectives held by different stakeholders, and getting 
some guidance in the formation process.  

Who else needs to be involved in your WMA or in the formation group?  

Twelve individuals responded to this item (response rate=46%). Respondents named the following 
entities (with frequency in parentheses if more than one): 

• Conservation groups (2) – (One respondent wrote Soil and Water Conservation Districts) 
• Agricultural groups (2) 
• Mayors of cities 
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• Counties/federal entities with funding to support landowners 
• Individual landowners and farmers 
• The agencies that have not responded 

One person pointed to the need to hire a coordinator for the WMA. Two did not provide a suggestion, 
instead responded to this item by stating that there were “many different organizations involved” or 
that they were “unaware at this time who all is involved.” 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Participants were also asked to reflect on the rate of progress being made toward forming their WMA.  
They were asked to use the seven-point scale shown below to indicate what they thought of the group’s 
current progress, with 1 indicating that “Things are moving too slow,” 4 indicating that “The group’s 
progress is just right,” and 7 indicating that “Things are moving too fast.” Twenty-four people 
responded to the item (92%). Findings are reported below in Table 2.  

Table 2. 

 WMA Meeting Attendees’ Perception of Current Progress 

 Things 
are 

moving 
too 

slow. 

  The 
group’s 

progress 
is “just 
right.” 

  Things 
are 

moving 
too 
fast. 

I don’t 
know. 

 

 
1 2 3 4 

 
5 6 7 DK 

Mean 
SD 

North 
Raccoon 0 2 11 7 1 0 0 3 

3.36 

         0.73 
*One responded wrote 3-4, which was included in the “3” column above but included in mean 
calculation as 3.5. 
 
As shown in Table 2, the item mean was slightly below the mid-point of the scale (3.36 on a 7-point 
scale) indicating that the majority of individuals who responded to this item considered the group’s 
progress to be somewhat slow.  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Participants were also given the opportunity to provide other comments or questions. Survey 
respondents did not raise any questions, but two provided comments. One noted that offering 
monetary incentives is not effective because “money won’t make people do the right things voluntarily.” 
The other recommended that the group “spread leadership from top to bottom of [the] watershed.” 
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Appendix U.  Dubuque Interview Protocols 
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Bee Branch and Healthy Homes Resilience Program Home Advocate Interview 

Read this section to all interviewees: 

As part of the evaluation of the Iowa Watershed Approach Project, the Center for Evaluation and 
Assessment is conducting interviews with key personnel from Bee Branch and Healthy Homes Resilience 
Program.  The purpose of the interviews is to document the processes of the Healthy Homes Program 
and inform program improvements. 

Your responses will not be reported by name, however because there are only a small number of home 
advocates/home inspectors, your anonymity cannot be guaranteed. Your participation in this interview 
is voluntary.  You may decline to be interviewed, you may decline to answer particular questions, and 
you may ask that the interview not be used even after we have completed the interview.   

The interview will take approximately 30 minutes.  You may end the interview at any time.  Please let 
me know if you need to leave or if you’d like to take a break and finish the interview later. 

Findings from all interviews will be summarized, and you will be given the opportunity to review the 
summary and make comments, corrections, or additions before the summary is considered final.  When 
it is finalized, it will be given to the Healthy Homes Program staff for their use in planning and to the 
project funding institution, HUD, at which point it becomes part of the public record for the project.  

 

I. Home Advocate Role in the BBHHRP 

First, I would like to learn about your current position.  

1. How would you describe your role with the Healthy Homes Resiliency Program? 

2. Generally, do you think  BBHRP participants understand your role in the program?  

Possible probes:  

a.  (If they do not understand) What could be done to help clarify your role to participants? 
Who needs to do this?  

3. How engaged are participants during your home visits?  

Possible probes: 

a. (if they are not engaged) What have you tried to improve participant engagement? 
What could be done in the future by you or others?  

4. Describe for me the process of a typical home visit.  

Possible probes:  

a. Is it more common for home visits to be easy or difficult to complete?  

5. Tell me about a home visit that you would consider particularly difficult.  

Possible probes: 
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a. What made it difficult to complete? 
b. What strategies did you use to make the experience more comfortable for either you or 
the participants? 
c. Do you need any help in figuring out how to make the visits more comfortable? 
 

II. Recommended resources 

6. During the home visits, as the home advocate, you make referrals for participants to address their 
needs. Can you tell me which resources participants have been most interested in?  

7. What resources (if any) are there that participants need or could benefit from, that are not 
available in Dubuque?  

Possible probes: 

a. (If yes to some missing) How did you identify these resources?  
 

III. Improvement of life for citizens 

8. You’ve told me about what a home visit looks like, the referrals, and level of participant 
engagement. When you consider all of these experiences how effective is Home Advocate counseling 
in improving the lives of participants?  

9. When you consider all of these experiences how effective are home repairs in improving the lives of 
participants?  

IV. BBHHRP Logistical Considerations 

10. Now we are going to switch gears and talk more about your experiences working with the 
program team, challenges, and any recommendations you might have to improve the program. First, 
how effective would you consider the communication between yourself and other team members? 

Possible probes:  

a. What could improve this communication (if needed)? 

11. Your role as a home advocate entails the use of iPads to collect interview and survey data from 
participants. How has this use of technology worked? Have you had any problems entering participant 
responses?  

Possible probes:  

a. (If yes) Any suggestions to improve this process?  
b. Did you receive enough training prior to beginning home visits with the iPads?  
c. (if not enough training) What other training would you suggest? 
 

12. Thinking about the whole BBHHRP in general. What would you say are the biggest challenges, if 
any, you have encountered in your role as a HA. 

Possible probes:  
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a. In working with the city? 
b. For the advocacy portion of project – [for next 6 mos, next year?] 
c. With participants? 
d. Unexpected needs or problems? 
 

13. My final question is about improving the program. What recommendations, if any, do you have 
that would help improve the Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program?  

a. Are there any organizational changes that you would recommend? 
b. Are there things that need to happen for this program to succeed that are not happening 

(what are they)? 

 

14. Do you have other comments that about the program, the process – anything else at all?   

Any questions for me? 

Thank you for your time. 
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Bee Branch and Healthy Homes Resilience Program Home ECIA Interview  

Read this section to all interviewees: 

As part of the evaluation of the Iowa Watershed Approach Project, the Center for Evaluation and 
Assessment is conducting interviews with key personnel from Bee Branch and Healthy Homes Resilience 
Program.  The purpose of the interviews is to document the processes of the Healthy Homes Program 
and inform program improvements. 

Your responses will not be reported by name, however because there are only a small number of home 
advocates/home inspectors, your anonymity cannot be guaranteed. Your participation in this interview 
is voluntary.  You may decline to be interviewed, you may decline to answer particular questions, and 
you may ask that the interview not be used even after we have completed the interview.   

The interview will take approximately 30 minutes.  You may end the interview at any time.  Please let 
me know if you need to leave or if you’d like to take a break and finish the interview later. 

Findings from all interviews will be summarized, and you will be given the opportunity to review the 
summary and make comments, corrections, or additions before the summary is considered final.  When 
it is finalized, it will be given to the Healthy Homes Program staff for their use in planning and to the 
project funding institution, HUD, at which point it becomes part of the public record for the project. 

ASK FOR PERMISSION TO RECORD THE INTERVIEW 

V. ECIA Role in the BBHHRP 

First, I would like to learn about your current position.  

1. How would you describe your role with the Healthy Homes Resiliency Program? 

2. Generally, do you think BBHHRP participants understand your role in the program?  

Possible probes:  

b.  (If they do not understand) What could be done to help clarify your role to participants? 
Who needs to do this?  

3. Do you work with participants in person or on the telephone? Describe for me what a typical  
interaction with participants might be like for you. 

4. How engaged are participants during your work with them?  

Possible probes: 

b.  (if they are not engaged) What have you tried to improve participant engagement? 
What could be done in the future by you or others?  

b. Is it more common for participant contacts to be easy or difficult to complete?  

5. Tell me about a participant contact that you would consider particularly difficult.  

Possible probes: 
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d. What made it difficult to complete? 
e. What strategies did you use to make the experience more comfortable 
f. Do you need any help in figuring out how to make the visits more comfortable? 
 

VI. Recommended resources 

6. Are there any resources to address property structure needs that participants need or could benefit 
from, that are not available in Dubuque? What (if any) are the most important needs in property 
structure improvements that you’ve seen that cannot be addressed by this project? 

Possible probes: 

b. (If yes to some missing) How did you identify these needs?  
 

VII. Improvement of life for citizens 

7.  How effective do you think the property improvements aspect of the BBHHRP is in improving the 
lives of participants?  

VIII. BBHHRP Logistical Considerations 

8. Now we are going to switch gears and talk more about your experiences working with the program 
team, challenges, and any recommendations you might have to improve the program. First, how 
effective would you consider the communication between yourself and other team members? 

Possible probes:  

b. What could improve this communication (if needed)? 

9. Thinking about the whole BBHHRP in general. What would you say are the biggest challenges, if 
any, you have encountered in your role in the project? 

Possible probes:  

a. In working with the city? 
b. In working with the home advocacy portion of project – [for next 6 mos, next year?] 
c. With participants? 
d. Unexpected needs or problems? 

10. Your role entails the use of various technology to collect data and/or to use or process data. How 
has this use of technology worked? Have you had any problems? 

Possible probes:  

d. (If yes) what were the problems (and have they been resolved?) 
e. Any suggestions to improve this process?  
f. Did you receive enough training prior to using the technology for this project?  
g. (if not enough training) What other training would you suggest? 
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11. My final question is about improving the program. What recommendations, if any, do you have 
that would help improve the Bee Branch Healthy Homes Resiliency Program?  

c. Are there any organizational changes that you would recommend? 
d. Are there things that need to happen for this program to succeed that are not happening 

(what are they)? 

 

12. Do you have other comments that about the program, the process – anything else at all?   

Any questions for me? 

Thank you for your time. 
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