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The US is finally curbing floodplain
development, new research shows

A person walks through a flooded street caused by the rain and storm surge from Hurricane Debby on Aug. 5, 2024, in Cedar Key, Florida. JOE

RAEDLE/GETTY IMAGES) Article link


https://www.route-fifty.com/infrastructure/2024/09/us-finally-curbing-floodplain-development-new-research-shows/399699/?utm_medium=email&utm_source=rasa_io&utm_campaign=CESource-20240923-newsletter
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"The integrity of nearly 70% of floodplains
In the United Statesis pOOr." Morrison et.al. 2023
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Overview

A Importance of watershed
planning

A Watershed planning 101
and 201

A Integrated planning

A River Smart Communities
program overview




Watershed Planning Introduction

A watershed approach to address today's watershed management
challenges (EPA 2008)
N Is hydrologically defined
3 geographically focused
3 includes stressors and associated responses
N Involves all stakeholders
3 includes public (federal, state, local) and private sectors
3 Is community-based and includes a coordinating framework
N Strategically addresses priority planning goals
3 integrates multiple disciplines and data collection
approaches
3 Is based on sound science and transparent decisioiaking

3 identifies projects and emphasizes mulienefit solutions

YAMPA INTEGRATED
WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN:

FINAL REPORT




Planning Context

Watershed planning
intends to identify
management actions that
may alter ecological
conditions in manner that
Improves the delivery of
specific ecosystem goods
and services




Planning Categories

known non-preferable
stream/river ecosystem state

.) .a’ o Reactionary: Reacting to a
P

A general characterization of
the motivating factors that
often inspire groups or
organizations to undertake a Anticipatory: Anticipating a

watershed or SMP planning "l:ju e future change to stream/river

. ecosystem due to external
exercise . ..
drivers, policies, or management

actions
Not exclusive to planning
around flows, but likely O e Exploratory: Assessing current
captures the diversity of flow- conditions and responding to any
focused planning efforts / identified issues



N
Reactionary = :

Reacting to non-preferable
stream/river ecosystem state




Anticipatory "9

Anticipating a future change to
stream/river ecosystem due to
external drivers, policies, or
management actions




Exploratory /O

Assessing current conditions and

responding to any identified issues
(“Just Fishing”)




Potential Scales Reach Scale Q

A

» Selected scale influences the Valley Scale
number/type of stakeholders,
the capacity and budget
needed to undertake the Watershed Scale
planning effort, and the
questions asked and analyses
conducted during the
assessment phase

e Scale will largely determine
the planning objectives and

the types/locations of any
identified projects or actions
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Planning Outcomes

_Burn Severity Mitigation and Fire Prevention (Thinning)

_Gully Stabilization

Burn Severity Mitigation and Fire Prevention (Prescribed Burn)

Warning Systems Rain and Flow Gages

Large Scale Valley Restoration Wet

y Mulching, Seeding, and Hillslope Treatments
~Meadow Restoration and Preservation .

Small Scale Ecological Enhancement Stream/Riparian Restoration

Infrastructure Upgrades

Ordinances and Special Hazard Areas Floodplain
and Fuvial Hazard Zone Easement Protection

Point-of-impact Protection
_ Erosion and Flood Protection

Sediment Catchment
_ Alluvial Fan Restoration

Reservoir
(Value-at-Risk)

13



GETTING STARTED

N Explore different planning approaches

N Understand current knowledge and data

 Initiate conversations and identify leadershi

N Ensure adequate funds
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PRE-PLANNING QUESTIONS FOR STREAM MANAGEMENT PLANS

Beginning a stream management plan can be an overwhelming experience. There is no one “right”
method, and the guidelines for developing an SMP do not dictate specific approaches. The following
pre-planning questions are meant to help you think through why you are undertaking this process, who

should be at the table, and what information you should know before you begin.

1. Exploring SMP approaches

(o]
o]

Have you reviewed other SMPs and CWCB's grant guidance?
Are there SMPs that closely mirror the goals/approach/outcomes you seek?

2. Understanding current knowledge and data

o
o]

(o]

Do you understand the river’s hydrology at a range of flows (base, low, flood)?

What data are available to help you understand existing environmental conditions and
water administration/management? Is the data refined and documented enough that
you are comfortable using it? How does the amount of existing information affect the
SMP approach?

Have you met with the water commissioner to understand diversions, exchanges, water
rights, and augmentation plans?

Are you familiar with existing activities and initiatives in your watershed that may also
qualify as, or contribute to, stream management planning such as master plans,
environmental impact statements for water projects, or 319 non-point source plans?

3. Initiating conversations and selecting leadership

(o)

Have you talked with the Basin Roundtable and know how this SMP will help with their
Basin Implementation Plan goals?

Which stakeholders should be on the SMP leadership team? Can you envision their
specific roles?

Have you identified key stakeholders by asking who is/is not interested in this process
and why?

Do you have existing (positive) relationships with key stakeholders? If not, who does?
Have you identified an organizational home for the plan and subsequent
implementation?

Have you thought about the role of the broader community and whether/how they
should be engaged?

4. Ensuring adequate funds

o
o
(o)

Have your key stakeholders pledged financial and in-kind support? If not, why?

Have you approach the Basin Roundtable for funds?

Have you reviewed the budgets of other SMPs with a similar scope and scale to ensure
you have adequate funds to accomplish your tasks?

5. Motivation and goals

o

Are there acute or chronic problems (ecological and/or community benefit) that




Millions of dollars invested in SMPs

As of 2021...
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Percent of Colorado’s HUC-8 watersheds with at

..................... oLO = e —
N : | s - , least one active SMP
! ‘ AN Ry F Cd P [
£ \:“\ lrl ¥ C R o > ) '
e RE : : ; Number of recommended projects and strategies
\!] -~ lmqm t ’ M V
: S o from completed SMPs
! : et Arvad D
; > ' < ] 0 env
B R el : Percent of recommended projects and strategies that
,/“ % "_'\. f".t i 4
B S have not yet been started
! g . P
] (tzgv
B < z o
3 30 peh N . .
; - s AN 2\ Percent of recommended projects and strategies that
r - 4 " '-’ - . - - . .
! VR AW e | 05 et 5 are upgrades or modifications of agricultural practices
; " . \ - ,/
| 7
o - S
! /‘ " on i
e untag e '\. 5% .
v s oSt

s D e i S - -

Source: coloradosmp.org




As of 2021..

Colorado’s HUC-8 watersheds with at least one active SMP
26%

Recommended projects and strategies that have yet to be started
68%

Recommended projects and strategies that are upgrades or modifications
of agricultural practices
19%

Recommended projects and strategies that are flow projects
7%

SMPs that found existing river condition data to be adequate to fully assess

their river’s health
10%

Projects/Strategies:

269

Projects with Flow
Recommendations:

%

Source: coloradosmp.org



Common Challenges to Planning
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Watershed planning is complex and has many
stakeholders - sometimes with competing demands

(B) Regulatory
flood hazard area

(e.g., 100y)

Shared

Responsibility

(A) Geomorphological floodplain

Fish vs. Farm vs. Flood vs. Homeowner vs. Developers vs. Tribes vs. Government ¢




INTEGRATED
PLANNING:

An approach that
seeks to overcome
competing demands
and find solutions that

provide multiple
benefits for people
and nature by
breaking down the
silos between the
many stakeholders

Integrated
Floodplain
Management




Enabling Conditions for Integrated Planning

' A lead organization
‘ Dedicated funding
\‘ Legal and programmatic framework
‘ Driving factors that bring diverse partners to the table
‘ Data, mapping, and modeling
‘/ Capacity building for  local communities

. Center community resilience and watershed health



Enabling Condition #3: Legal
and programmatic

framework that supports
protection and restoration of

BRI

floodplains

stiver
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Enabling Condition #4.
Driving factors that bring diverse partners to the
table to advance multi -benefit solutions




Enabling Condition #5: State data, mapping, and
modeling to enable targeted watershed protection
and stream management planning

Do state mapping programs
Integrate assessments of steam
health and community resilience?

Does the state map fluvial erosion
hazards, channel migration zones,
and critical areas to help
communities prioritize areas most
at risk of future flood and of high
conservation value?



Enabling Condition #6:. Mechanism to build capacity of
local communities to plan and implement watershed
protection and stream restoration projects




Enabling Condition #7:

Environmental justice (. _f = COMMUNITY-DRIVEN \ ™ ¢
communities, Tribal ~{ CLIMATE RESILIENCE }
governments, and W ‘
underserved PLANNING:
communities are A FRAMEWORK

centered In watershed
planning and management
decision -making

s LNACRP
\ﬂ National Association o
= Climate Resilience Planners
N

=,

river

E NORK @



Activity

What is the status of your planning effort i.e., implementing SMP projects, actively

working on an SMP, seeking funds to start an SMP, etc.?

If you have a plan, does it include recommendations to change local government
policies or codes such as land use, floodplain management, etc. to protect river

corridors?

What enabling conditions are missing to inform your planning effort?
A What roadblocks do you perceive need to change those enabling conditions?

A Does that seem achievable? .
. river
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Integrated Planning in Colorado




Wat er shed Pl anni

Comprehensive

Plan SMPIIWMP

Env. & Rec. g

Land Use Flows
Watershed Plan
FHZ/FIS

: - River Corridor/
Community Resilience Floodplain

Hazard and
Mitigation : .
Ecological Function

Source Water
Protection

Wildfire Ready
Watersheds

Comm. Wildfire
Protection

Wildfire Ready
Comm. Wildfire Action Plan
Protection Plan




River Network's River Smart Communities

Apply Integrated Planning to Holistically Manage Their Rivers

Hazard

Mitigation
Comprehensive Watershed |l nt egr at ed
Land Use

Pl an

Hazard River Corridor/

o Comprehensive  Mitigation — £150dplain
Watershed Planning in LandUse | -

Comm. Wildfire . ,
Si |l osé

Protection

Watershed Source Water
< Protection

River Corridor/ Comm. Wildfire

Floodplain Protection  wildfire Ready
Action Plan

Wildfire Ready EPA 9 Element
Action Plan Source Water
Protection

GLYGSAINYI GSR wA @SN
developed using existing or new plans
through collaboration across departments
and agencies with community engagement

Eight individual plans developed
by and for different departments
and agencies to manage

River Network'sRiver Smart Communities program provides a framework, tools, training and convening fdocal
leaders working to ensure their communities and rivers are healthy and resilient into the future by aligning policies,
projects, and funding through integrated river management.



River Smart Communities: Components of Integrated Planning

Partners and Stakeholders

’_____\

Plan Types Outputs

Il Integrated OutcomeéI

Community

Local

Ba_tseq Government(s) Tribal Nations
Organization(s)

SMP/IWMP

Land Use
Policy

»
»

Watershed

Stakeholder
Engagement

Vision &

River
Function, WQ,
& Flow
Scorecards

Objectives

g EPA 9 Element
d Source Water y
Protection

Watershed
Assessment:

River Corridor/
> Floodplain

A

FHZ Mapping
& Other

—_ Hazard

Delineations

Hazard

hydrology,
geomorphology,
biology, chemistry,
comm. values

Wildfire Risk
Data Collection

n
»

Mitigation

Wildfire Ready
Watersheds

Comm. Wildfire

Valuesat-Risk
Infrastructure
& Structures

Protection

Zoning Regs & Codej)

Flow Target

Pollutant Load
Reduction

Water Quality
Standard

River Health
Restoration Project

PostWildfire
Susceptibility

RESULT: Integratedl
River Management '

Roadmap & Projects



Integrated Planning Examples

DENVER

. ONE WATER PLAN

One Water approach:

An act for sustainable, Reliable and Resilient
Water Utilities
equitable, resilient @
#é #2
g rOWth & natu ral Healthy Waterways Thriving Cities
systems () ™m
Aquife ha
e L One Water
Approach
#5 #3
Social and Economic Competitive Business
Inclusion and Industry

% w4 m

Sustainable
Agricultural Systems

M

source: US Water Alliance ‘q
))

From Rocky Piro Water and Land Use Planning Alliance Presentation 11/2023



Integrated Planning Examples

- : —
A Yampa River Collaborative & Routt County B Loy 'anh - o
. e —~C  \Pl )
A RiversEdgaVest and @nd Valley local Yam@itocmnz 2 } - P /
governments R Y B E | South Platte =
A Upper Arkansas Watershed Partnership & ,;g,‘,,‘,_,’i»\&‘/ s -
=Y Colorado 7
Chaffee County o/
A Animas Watershed Partnership and City of (%
Durango _ Arkansas
\"“\’/ A TN
INTEGRATED PLANNING 1 2 0 2 # %'




Integrated Planning Examples

A Routt County:
A Updates to Unified

that include waterb

2. Minimum Setbacks Established.

a. Interior Water Body Setback. A minimum interior water body setback of
fifty (50) feet, measured horizontally from the OHWM is established. The
following activities are prohibited within this area, unless the applicant can
demonstrate the activity or disturbance is unavoidable, pursuant to
subsection F, below.

i. Placement of any material, including aggregate, soil, gravel, plowed
or imported snow and the like.

i1. Removing, excavating, or dredging of any solid material.

ii1. Lowering of the water level.

1iv. Disturbance of the existing natural surface drainage patterns.

v. Removal of any existing live vegetation or konduct of any
agricultural activity that will cause any loss of VegetationL unless it
involves the permitted and/or required removal of noxious weeds,
non-native species, dead or diseased trees.

b. Outer Setbacks. An additional variable |[Oouter Ssetback! is established for
certain water bodies to ensure their functionality and natural state is
protected.

1. Maximum Width of Outer Setback. In no circumstance shall the
variable setback be required to extend more than the following
dimensions for specific streams:

(1) Yampa and Elk: 300 feet
(2) Soda, Morrison, Oak, Trout, ftd.: 200 feet
(3)For all other streams: 100 feet.

water bodies, as defined in Section 9,
avelopment, maintain water quality and
unctions. It is further intended to meet
:d Water Management Plan, the 208
2 Balanced Yampa River Plan, and the

Al apply to all development and changes
waterbodies and wetlands located in
hall not repeal, pverride| abrogate, or
law, rule, or regulation, or any legal

from the provisions of this section:
ation and/or enhancement that

ty proposed has been reviewed and/or
gency, such as the Army Corps of

bridges located within a valid right-of-

cluding clearing and grading of land
* for, preparing the soil for crop



Integrated Planning Examples

SULLIVAN GREEN SEAVY LLC

To:  Brian Murphy, Healthy Rivers Program Manager
River Network

From: Torie Jarvis, Sullivan Green Seavy LLC

Date: June 19, 2023

Re: Approaches to local regulation for protecting stream corridors, riparian areas,
wetlands, floodplains, and waterbody buffers

This memorandum summarizes key local regulatory approaches for the protection of stream
corridors, riparian areas, wetlands, floodplains, and buffers around these areas, referred to as

“watershed protection.”
This memorandum provides:

= A general overview of local authority to regulate for watershed protection (Part1);
= Descriptions of two primary approaches to watershed protection, including important

considerations for each approach (Parts 2, 3);
= Additional regulatory approaches and considerations (Part 4, 5). A Table of Contents

follows on p. 2.



Integrated Planning Examples

A Upper Arkansas Watershed Partners
Chaffee County:
A Integrated Action Plan
A Draft Principles / Attributes o
& Resilient Watershed
A Updates to Land Use Developme

that includefluvial hazard zones

Upper Arkansas Watershed Partnership:
Integrated Action Plan

Introduction

The purpose of this plan is to 1) identify the process the Upper Arkansas Watershed Partnership (UAWP)
utilizes to prioritize strategic projects in the basin 2) identify the initial list of high priority strategies and
projects for the partnership 3) integrate the data and information from several separate efforts
occurring within the partnership boundary into one action-oriented plan.

River Network supported the development of this plan and the primary authors are Brian Murphy and
hired consultant Jessie Olson. Additional authors and contributors to this plan include members of the
UAWP: Buffy Lenth, Natalie Allio, Chris Lamson, Johnathan Paklaian, Jason Marsden, and Nancy Johnson.

Partners

Formed in 2020, the Upper Arkansas Watershed Partnership (UAWP) is a group of organizations led by
the Upper Arkansas Conservation District (UACD), the Arkansas River Watershed Collaborative (ARWC),
Colorado Trout Unlimited (CTU), and the Central Colorado Conservancy (CCC), The Greater Arkansas
River Nature Association (GARNA) and Collegiate Peaks Chapter of Trout Unlimited (CPCTU). The
purpose of the Parthership is to foster communication and collaboration between agencies,



Integrated Planning Examples

Land use planning and development within the Grand Valley River Corridor, which spans three
municipalities (Palisade, Grand Junction, and Fruita) and the unincorporated areas within Mesa County,
A : d B\ currently occurs outside of a shared vision or master plan. The RCI has acquired funding to work with these
RiversEdgé . i Sy _ . :
partners to establish a framework for inter-jurisdictional River Corridor master planning through a
facilitated process. This framework will include a shared vision and goals for development within the River
governmen

Corridor, planning processes and guidelines that can support these goals, and, should our partners support f t h e Gr
it, lay the foundation for a River Corridor master planning process and/or other next steps in a subsequent a resi”ent’

A River O

pports the
. recreation,
opment

A Update :
gdand futu

that in



Integrated Planning Examples

RiversEdge West - Grand Valley River Corridor Initiative

Request for Qualifications
Foundation for River Corridor Planning and Management in the Grand Valley

Introduction

This request for qualifications (RFQ) solicits consultants or consultant teams to facilitate
workshops, develop a framework, and ultimately draft an inter-governmental agreement
for shared river corridor land use management, planning, and development within the
Colorado and Gunnison Rivers in Mesa County.

The Grand Valley's River Corridor extends from De Beque, Colorado to the Utah state line; it
also encompasses the Gunnison River from Bridgeport to the confluence with the Colorado
River. The River Corridor is the lifeblood of the community and is a vital economic, cultural,
and ecological resource that supports the Grand Valley's wellbeing and prosperity. Essential
industries to the region such as agriculture, tourism, recreation, and re-development within
the River Corridor are dependent on the long-term health and vitality of the Colorado and
Gunnison Rivers.

Decision-making about River Corridor land-use, native and endangered species habitat, and
flow management are largely siloed, not always considering the cumulative and long-term
impacts they might have on this valuable resource. Additionally, these rivers are dynamic,
migrating across and down-valley. This migration creates and sustains critical in-channel,
riparian, and floodplain habitat for native endangered fish and birds, but often conflicts
with existing infrastructure and development.

Wurisdictional City Council

Briefing Packet

e
a
®

L
m |

3
=

e

Information

=t

1 Valley River Corridor Initiative (RCI) Multi-Jurisdictional Joint Resolution
ENDATION:

at X jurisdiction enter into a joint resolution with the neighboring jurisdictions of X, X, X
2 vision of the Grand Valley River Corridor through a coordinated Master Planning

tached document Multi-Jurisdictional Joint Resolution.
VE SUMMARY:

1 Valley River Corridor Initiative (RCI) is a community-driven initiative focused on

j and maintaining a healthy river corridor and the associated needs, uses, and values
tions to come. The RCI was formed in 2020 to address the acute need for enhanced
on, planning, and collaboration on river corridor-related activities. A Core Team leads
‘esentatives from RiversEdge West, Colorado Mesa University, and American Rivers.
IIting was contracted to provide necessary river system support and move the process
¢ coordinating with local municipalities and stakeholders.

;ore Team hosted three multi-jurisdictional planning workshops in Grand Junction on
- 7th, 2023, February 6th, 2024, and May 8th, 2024, to convene planners and

lals from Mesa County, Fruita, Grand Junction, and Palisade to discuss the future of
Valley River Corridor, craft a shared vision for the River Corridor, and discuss
trategies to support the development of an inter-jurisdictional River Corridor planning



Partners and Collaborators Needed !

00
égs WATER RESOURCE HAZARD MITIGATION
MANAGEMENT Fire

Water Supply Flood
Wastewater Drought

Stormwater INTEGRATED

é-\? RIVER J L
MANAGEMENT

:y v

ooooo

COMMUNITY & LAND LAND MANAGEMENT '
USE MANAGEMENT Watersheds
Land Use Code Public Lands
Comprehensive Plan Private Land Stewardship

Credit: River Network

A River Network: Piloting Integrated River Management model in

Colorado

AThe Nature Conservancy: Incubating the 0
Accel eratoro, a cohort training program
A American Rivers 50 state strategy for integrated floodplain ‘.-..
management D)



RIVER SMART COMMUNITIES

River Smart Communities a
program that provides a
framework forlocal leaders
working to ensure their
communities and rivers are
healthy and resilient into the
future.

Integrated River Management
(IRM) are the resources,
planningtools,andprocesses that
support communities to become
river smairt.




RIVER SMART COMMUNITIES

WHO HOW WHAT WHY
NGO Partners & Integrated River
Local Governments Trainings &
& Tribes Resources
Integrated Improved
: Community
River o
Network — ;
Action at Stream
Scale Health

Community Learning &

based ) Action

Organizations Network



RIVER SMART COMMUNITIE&RITCOMES

River Network imagines "River Smart Communities ]
across the Colorado River Basin that will have: ] ==

A Community leadersvorking collaboratively to
champion IRM as an important strategy for
community and river resilience.

A'"F; GIHGJ9L=< L@= ; GF;
during water, land use, and hazard planning.

A Adopted local government policies for the river :
corridor that result in measurable river health
outcomes and reduced risks to people.

A Implemented multi -purpose projects in the riverf
corridor that protect, preserve, and restore
floodplains.




RIVER SMART COMMUNITIES

NEBaAfASY

Strategies & Projects
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RIVER SMART COMMUNITIES: PARTNERS

WALTON FAMILY | ' ; AMERICAN
TheNature CJ FOUNDATION } e S S ‘g RIVERS

Conscrvancy
Protecting nature. Preserving life.
KRESGE
FOUNDATION M-I"H:D

MILE HIGH FLOOD DISTRICT

Life Depends on Rivers

g {34 ROUTT

C Community

8 - e @ ASSOCIATION OF STATE
ST . FLOODPLAIN MANAGERS

SONORAN T
INSTITUTE

UPPER ARKANSAS /

WATERSHED FARTHNERSHIF -‘
COLORADO LD

E Department of Local Affairs ‘ ‘
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American Planning Association
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