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Presenters 
●​ Chelsea Silva and Cheryl Cwelich, River Network, Field Trip Introduction and Peer Learning 

Network 
●​ Rusty Lloyd, RiversEdge West, Background on the Grand Valley River Corridor Initiative 
●​ Joel Sholtes, Wash Water Science and Engineering, Fluvial Hazard Zones and River Corridor 

Management 
●​ Joel Sholtes, Wash Water Science and Engineering, Restoring the Grand Valley River Corridor  
●​ Seth Mason, Lotic Hydrological, Grand Valley Riparian and Floodplain Action Plan 
●​ Shannon Wadas, Strategic By Nature, Introduction to RCI Master Planning Process 

 
Online Resources Mentioned During Field Trip 

●​ 3-page FHZ case study overview and Mesa County FHZ 
●​ Grand Valley Riparian and Floodplain Action Plan  
●​ Walter Walker Cut Sheet 
●​ Watson Island Cut Sheet 
●​ Dos Rios Grand Junction  
●​ Riverfront at Dos Rios Park | Grand Junction, CO  

 

Notes from the Field Trip 
Notes provided below are from the field trip in Grand Junction. Notes are not comprehensive and 
should be understood as a snapshot of the field trip.  
 

DAY 1 - May 8 

Background on the Grand Valley River Corridor Initiative (RCI) 
●​ Vision of the RCI - bring communities together with a science driven approach that balances 

the different values of ag, environment, etc. 
●​ Photo shown of Watson Island with piled up cars.  
●​ Asked themselves what they wanted the river to look like in 20 years. 
●​ RCI is a proactive approach to band together and answer this question.  
●​ Major goals 

○​ Engage stakeholders and ask them what they wanted in their river corridor. 
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https://www.coloradosmp.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/Joel-Sholtes-GV-FHZ-and-River-Management-River-Network.pdf
https://www.coloradosmp.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/Joel-Sholtes-GV-Floodplain-Restoration-Action-Plan-Kickoff.pdf
https://www.coloradosmp.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/Grand_Valley_RCI_Lotic.pdf
https://www.coloradosmp.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/Master-Planning-Intro-for-River-Network-Field-Trip-.pdf
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CRzKak7V8qVfxhWceeoxJAqm5pUxV_60/view?usp=sharing
https://www.mesacounty.us/departments-and-services/public-works/floodplain-management/grand-valley-fluvial-hazard-zone-map
https://drive.google.com/drive/u/0/folders/1Cz_VqGNwpHxyhj9YuP69j29n6k0mX7Kr
https://drive.google.com/drive/u/0/folders/16k72V2DNYotpGGKAZJwj-3W37Du9KoA6
https://drive.google.com/drive/u/0/folders/16k72V2DNYotpGGKAZJwj-3W37Du9KoA6
https://www.dosrioscolorado.com/
https://www.gjcity.org/1069/Riverfront-at-Dos-Rios


○​ Work with municipalities to see how they can work the goals of the group into their 
planning documents. 

○​ Also want to bring in community. 
●​ Core team - RiversEdge West, America Rivers, One Riverfront, Wash Water Science and 

Engineering, Colorado Mesa University, River Network.  
○​ These folks are herding the cats. 
○​ This group does a lot of the heavy lifting.  

●​ Advisory committee 
○​ Mesa County 
○​ Town of Palisade 
○​ City of Grand Junction 
○​ City of Fruita 
○​ Mesa Conservation District 
○​ Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
○​ USFWS 
○​ BLM 
○​ NRCS 
○​ Colorado Canyons Association  
○​ CO West Land Trust 
○​ Clifton Water 
○​ This group guides the process, provides in kind support.  
○​ Quarterly meetings to check in. Consistency helps keep things moving forward. 
○​ Also have a facilitating consultant on hand - very important. Allows them to be 

present.  
●​ In 2020 got seed money and then some funding from Colorado River District and CWCB. 
●​ Started out trying to test the waters.  

○​ Asked stakeholders if there was a problem, what was it. 
●​ Then, did stakeholder workshops, data gathering, gap analysis, and established the advisory 

committee 
●​ Next, did some studies to address gaps (FHZ, floodplain), local government planning, flow 

preferences workshop, and continued community outreach.  
●​ Now, moving forward with collaboration and outreach, project development and 

implementation, and finish/implement the master planning framework.  
●​ Recent accomplishments 

○​ Each local government provided a formalized MOU/letter.  
○​ Completed master planning workshops and a framework. 
○​ Formalized RCI with operating principles, decision-making processes. 
○​ Continued outreach.  

●​ Grand Valley riparian and floodplain action planning 
○​ Drills into what the corridor used to be, what it is now.  
○​ Has a section on land use change in the corridor. 
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○​ Also identifies restoration and conservation opportunities with cut sheets. And 
identifies if it is low hanging fruit or more difficult and expensive to implement.  

●​ How does it all get done? 
○​ Consistency! Regular objectives and goals that have been met.  
○​ Leadership and Roles - everyone has their own expertise and abilities. Having diverse 

leadership and roles sets the stage for success. 
○​ Respecting Differences.  
○​ Relationship Management - local governments, councils, boards have so much work to 

do. So managing expectations is important. And engaging in conversation.  
○​ Facilitation - keeps them accountable.  
○​ Patience - take a lot of time for this work to happen.  

●​ Q&A 
○​ Talked to someone in Tucson working on getting flows work done. 
○​ Also want to talk to someone in Denver on the greenbelt.  
○​ Been talking to people who lead campaigns. Piece of feedback - work with everyone! If 

one person is not on board, work with someone else.  
○​ OV Consulting did a case study analysis of other groups that had done work similar to 

the RCI to share as examples.  
○​ What was the geographic scope of the RCI? Did it change? 

■​ Initially, the footprint was bigger. Bridgeport on Gunnison to the mouth of 
Debeck canyon to the state line.  

■​ Shrunk it generally to the valley floor.  
■​ The studies had different footprints. 
■​ When BLM and Bureau of Rec have updates to their plans, they want to engage 

them (but these agencies are not part of it yet). 
○​ In the midst of deciding whether they do an MOU, Charter for RCI - want to be sure to 

make it open-ended if someone else wants to join.  
○​ What do the quarterly meetings look like?​  

■​ Attended by 20 people each time.  
■​ Agenda is set by the core team.  
■​ Facilitated by a third party. 
■​ Sometimes have updates on deliverables.  
■​ Often have a question that they put to the advisory council.  
■​ Recruited and formed a subcommittee led by advisory committee members. 
■​ When developing grant proposals, those get circulated and shared.  

○​ Challenges 
■​ Lots of efforts going on in the valley - conservation, recreation, RCI, trails,  

●​ So one of the challenges was to figure out the message, the problem, 
where they fit in.  

■​ Thousands of different landowners. 
○​ How do you engage the community? 
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■​ Outreach tracker tool - core team splits up the outreach. Tracks who they 
present to. Facilitator helps them keep track. Only just starting to formalize it.  

■​ RCI started with doing a lot of outreach - interviews with key stakeholders.  
■​ Focus outreach on advisory committee, council and commission meetings. 
■​ Still struggling with getting back to the general public. River corridor planning 

is not super exciting. Still need to do more on this.  
○​ When you look to formalize this group, do you have examples? 

■​ Facilitator brought five different scenarios - did a scan on really formalized, 
rigid objectives in a charter/MOU to some that are more informal. 

 

Fluvial Hazard Zones and River Corridor Management 

●​ Fluvial opportunity zone - to do restoration work, hazard mitigation.  
●​ How this work can lead to planning and management.  
●​ Grand Valley RCI process  

○​ Humans have a love hate relationship with rivers. Photo shown of Grand Junction’s 
first river park.  

○​ Photos shown from flooding on the front range. 
○​ Just like a family, have to learn to live together. The big happy family is endangered 

fish habitat, critical infrastructure, redevelopment, boat launch, etc. 
○​ Process - identify community values - what are they and what can we do about them? 
○​ Then, did a number of studies.  
○​ Hope that this will feed into the master planning process.  

●​ Fluvial Hazard Zone - fluvial geomorphic zone 
○​ Rivers shape the land!  
○​ Hazards are where the river is moving or could move. Can be gradual or episodic.  
○​ Flood insurance rate maps (FIRM) - Capture what gets wet. 
○​ FHZ - captures hazards from erosion and deposition, where the river could move.  
○​ Active stream corridor represents where the river is moving and influencing over time. 
○​ Fluvial hazard buffer - margin in the hillslope. 
○​ Also have fans, etc., and disconnected active stream corridors where the natural 

corridor has been constrained by human alterations including federal highways, etc. 
●​ Active stream corridor 

○​ Mapped historical aerial imagery. Maps where the river would be, where we may 
experience river processes.  

●​ Fluvial hazard buffer 
○​ Factor of average stream width.  

●​ Grand Valley FHZ 
○​ Funded by CWCB and foundation dollars.  
○​ Mapped 46 miles at $40,000. 
○​ Created maps and reports as well as stakeholder workshops to talk about what FHZ 

was and how it could be used. 
○​ Also integrated it with Mesa County’s flood team. 
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○​ Blues on map in slide represent the 100-year floodplain (light blue). 
○​ Dark blue represents the floodway. 
○​ Green represents the 500-year flood. 

●​ Mesa County FHZ website: Mesa County FHZ 

○​ Considered a geologic hazard layer.  
○​ Has slider to look at geomorphology.  

●​ A legacy of dynamism 
○​ Rivers move.  
○​ 2011 had a 10-year recurrence interval.  
○​ 2019 - 5-year recurrence interval.  
○​ (based on the Colorado River at CO-UT stateline gage) 

●​ Managing fluvial hazards and opportunities  
○​ We want urban streams to stay still. We use riprap. They always fail.  

■​ Need to find balance, areas where they can roam free. Of course, there will be 
areas where we cannot do that. 

■​ Options to address this include 
●​ Avoidance (new development)  
●​ Move infrastructure (post-flood repair, replacement) - move a highway 
●​ River training - armoring, steering flows around infrastructure 

●​ Freedom space - where can we tolerate migration? 
○​ Are we ok with migration?  
○​ Floodplain restoration  

■​ Looking for opportunities to do process based restoration.  
■​ FEMA adopting language like nature-based solutions for flood hazard 

mitigation. 
●​ Conclusion 

○​ Map with potential migration zones, bank armoring, planning for migration, floodplain 
reconnection 

●​ Q&A 
○​ Did fluvial opportunity make it on to Mesa County website? 

■​ No, hoping the master plan is the platform for that. 
○​ Sometimes 100-year floodplain is wider than the FHZ? 

■​ You can build your home on fill in the 100-year floodplain. But a migrating 
river, the ground will eventually go away. 

○​ Recommends FHZ anywhere except maybe a really narrow canyon - you won’t get a lot 
of information there.  

 

Grand Valley Riparian and Floodplain Assessment and Action Plan 

●​ Lots of riverside habitat has been gravel mined, developed 
○​ 55% of riparian land is remaining.  
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○​ Big push in 1990s and early 2000s to establish state park system. One Riverfront has 
worked to develop the string of pearls of parks along the corridor. These are built 
along the trail. 

○​ Endangered fish recovery program - 15 mile starts in Palisade to Gunnison river 
confluence is always drier because water is diverted. The program seeks to get flow to 
this stretch.  

■​ USFWS looked at the relationship between flow and habitat in this stretch in 
the 1990s.  

○​ Desert River Collaborative has worked to address riparian vegetation over this time.  
○​ But this RCI action plan aims to refocus the attention on the geomorphology and 

connection. 
Lotic Hydrological, Seth Mason  

●​ Developed an action plan on riparian restoration, floodplain reconnection with Brad Johnson 
and Kim Lennberg. 

●​ Project purpose 
○​ Develop a plan to help RCI engage in productive conversation with the community.  
○​ Help people have common understanding needs.  
○​ Help identify project opportunities. 
○​ Help the community understand the historical context of the river. 

●​ Three tasks 
○​ Review existing data from agencies, RCI, RiversEdge West, and others. 
○​ Performed remote assessment of floodplain conditions. 
○​ Identify a set of recommended projects, best management practices.  

●​ Area of interest 
○​ Debeck canyon 
○​ Down gunnison to white water 

●​ 40% of historical riparian corridor persists in land cover categories (natural). 
●​ Conducted soil disturbance mapping. 
●​ Modeled - where more red, more disconnected (see railroad berm which separates what was 

historically riparian). 
●​ Riparian condition scores 

○​ Shows how different grades relate to different property types (agriculture, commercial, 
public, etc.). 

○​ D+ is mostly public - this presents an opportunity. This is local, state, and federal lands.  
○​ This is just the riparian patches. 
○​ Most of the land is CPW - state wildlife areas.  

●​ Floodplain restrictions - looked at privately owned land and found 2256 acres of remaining 
riparian habitat. Found that nearly ⅓ limits some development because of regulatory 
floodway. 1588 falls within the floodplain but not floodway - these acres are at risk of being 
developed or altered. 

●​ Conservation easements - 20% private lands of remaining riparian habitat is in an easement.  
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●​ Mapped both restoration potential and conservation potential of riparian habitat - see slide for 
the characteristics that they used to rate potential.  

●​ Smaller acres available for restoration compared with conservation.  
●​ Action categories boned into management, conservation, and restoration. 
●​ Management 

○​ Three zone development buffer concept - increasing levels of land use restriction with 
increasing proximity to the river.  

■​ Criteria that restrict different land use activities.  
■​ This would be a pretty big lift to get all jurisdictions on the same page.  
■​ Hope is to overlay this concept with tools like the FHZ to help people 

understand that they dovetail, complement each other. 
■​ Hope with this is to have consistency across the valley - at least some.  

○​ Question: Current conditions, restoration and conservation - did you build this in GIS so 
each category has its own attribute field? So RCI can track progress? Yes - individual 
attribute columns. They can overrule rankings, use it to evaluate change over time. 
Exceedling difficult to update a huge report so the team's view was to inform a 
long-term, ongoing process. Value of ideas and strategies overrides the plan itself. 

■​ Great forethought!  
○​ This is a MCDA - multi-criteria decisionmaking assessment - but it does not include 

stakeholder engagement and prioritization. Vision is that in the next phase can distill 
this down and talk with landowners to identify champions, find allies, explore where 
multi-benefit opportunities exist.  

●​ Conservation strategy  
○​ Land acquisition, public dedication conservation easements,and riparian-specific 

(partial) conservation easements. 
●​ Restoration strategy  

○​ Identified focus areas.  
○​ Found an abundance of opportunities that would take several lifetimes to achieve. 

Thought that this was overwhelming. So asked themselves “how can we set guardrails 
to allow RCI or REW to build a campaign, create excitement?” 

○​ This led to focus areas. Thought about land uses, existing land ownership, relative size 
of parcels.  

○​ In between the focus areas, this is where they would focus on putting land into 
conservation easements - to help connect the string of pearls (focus areas).  

○​ This allows for storytelling, fundraising, etc.  
○​ For each focus area, developed general concepts. These explored the level of effort 

needed, cost, lead time, legal and admin needs, and maintenance requirements. 
○​ Conceptual designs = cut sheets. Very high level, multiple designs for each area.  

■​ Worked with the landowner - often CPW - to gauge their interest and tolerance 
for different concept designs.  

○​ Walter Walker first site visit - opportunity to remove a big levee.  
■​ Better reconnection between river and floodplain is goal.  
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○​ Question: Was there a conversation about risk? 
■​ Much easier for people to conceptualize risk with changes you may implement 

than with incremental changes. 
○​ Watson Island site 

■​ Down near the confluence of Colorado and Gunnison with public park, public 
land near ongoing development.  

■​ Opportunity to think of breaching an old levee for spawning native fish. 
■​ Want to protect existing areas from new development.  

●​ Critical considerations 
○​ Focus attention and limiting scope with time and budget constraints. 
○​ Provide strategic direction as much as providing a document.  
○​ Big opportunity to nurture and build partnerships with partners.  

 

Site Visit Notes 

●​ Walter Walker Site Visit 
○​ CPW provided an overview of the Walter Walker State Wildlife Area, an area impacted 

by gravel mining, and conserved by CPW for its wildlife importance. 
○​ Lotic described the need to consider taking out berms by the river, so that the river 

could provide flushing flows into the old gravel pits and help with restoring 
saline-laden soils.  

○​ Melissa Wills of the Colorado River District (CRD) provided background on why CRD 
decided to help fund the Action Plan, which included the following considerations:  

■​ 1) Community- driven 
■​ 2) Phased-approach 
■​ 3) Multi-beneficial 

●​ Watson Island Site Visit 
○​ Riverfront used to be unsafe; there was no access; lots of weeds - it was a 

“moonscape”. 
○​ “One Riverfront”  

■​ Worked on weed management and established native plants and pollinator 
garden through native landscaping efforts along with maintaining trails and 
developing a boat ramp. 

●​ Goals included establishing native spaces around disc golf course and 
engaging volunteers. 

■​ Guiding questions during development of riverside park: “What is open space, 
what does ‘open space’ mean?” 

■​ Utilized goats to help with weed treatments through focused grazing; goats eat 
Russian knapweed; natural benefit to “nonnative plants.” 

■​ When developing singletrack trail considered community input and culture.  
○​ Colorado West Land Trust: 
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■​ Local farmers organized to protect lands used for growing fruit and includes 
farms, ranches, irrigated lands with an overlap with wildlife habitat, so they 
looked at river corridors as a whole.  

■​ Long-term benefit to having land protected, especially farms with riparian 
habitat or that connect to the river system.  

■​ LT is thinking about including a trail system in their portfolio., along with 
looking at properties interested in conservation along “Lunch Loop” trail that 
has potential for riparian restoration along the corridor. 

■​ Limitations to land conservation include unwilling landowners and impact of 
federal funding losses.  

○​ Wash Water Science and Engineering 
■​ The river sits on Mancos shale, which is very erodible; homes built river up to 

riverbanks.  
■​ Thinking through how the use the park as an amenity without impacting the 

goals of RCI. 
■​ Restoration opportunities to consider include: Russian Olive (an invasive) 

treatment, removing trash, protecting the river corridor from development and 
continued impacts from the disc golf course.  

○​ Wildfire Ready Action Plan 
■​ American Rivers is leading a Wildfire Ready Action Plan (WRAP) on top of the 

Grand Mesa, the “water tower” or headwaters above the river. 
■​ Nexus between riverscape restoration and fire. 
■​ Entities with RCI are also involved with WRAP; separate but similar in terms of 

who is involved and values-at-risk.  
■​ WRAP will put together a similar Action Plan that Lotic put together.  

 

DAY 2 - May 9 
Takeaways from participants on Day 1  

●​ Blown away by how much work has been done at Walter Walker & Watson Island. 
●​ Eye opening to see work; ground level looking at levee and see how much water could move 

through an area. 
●​ A Grand idea, huge landscape, big effort, cool to see that narrowed down to specific projects, 

immense work to get there. 
●​ Loved that authors of the Action Plan were present.  
●​ Seeing it come together from the funder perspective. 
●​ Nice to see projects in the field outside of a map. 
●​ Exciting to see how far we have come. 
●​ Really rich conversation with different partners both in classroom & field. 
●​ Cool to see how many stakeholders came out. 
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RCI Master Planning Process Panel Discussion 

●​ Panelists  
○​ Troy Ward, Town of Palisade 
○​ Niki Galehouse, City of Grand Junction, Planning Manager 
○​ Sean Norris, Manager of the Planning Division 
○​ Marc Mancuso, City of Fruita 

●​ Intro to the RCI Master Planning Process 
○​ See slide on sequence of events 
○​ RCI started in 2020 
○​ In 2022, got seed funding to keep work going  

■​ FHZ was first study in support of RCI. 
○​ 2023 secured a Water Plan grant 

■​ RiversEdge West is the fiscal agent. 
○​ Jurisdictional Planning Framework 

■​ Identified challenges, assets and values. 
■​ Goal was to create buy-in from municipalities. 
■​ At end, they reached an agreement in the form of letters of support. 

○​ Created vision elements to guide future planning. 
○​ Letters stated they would be willing to enter into a multi-jurisdictional master planning 

process, willing to collaborate.  
○​ Master planning tasks 

■​ Engagement and outreach.  
■​ Existing conditions 
■​ Concept and policy development - the meat of this work. Includes recreation, 

mobility, land use, habitat restoration, floodplain management. 
■​ Governance and implementation 

●​ Small amount of money in CWCB grant for pilot projects.  
■​ Draft master plan 
■​ Final master plan 

○​ Question: Would be great to understand top priorities, projects for habitat restoration. 
There is a lot of money available from Great Outdoors Colorado. The state funds - 
Community Impact - are much more competitive and difficult to access.  

●​ Sean, Mesa County 
○​ Mesa County got involved at the advisory level. From an advisory point of view, that is 

where the county has stayed. They were in the process of doing their own master plan. 
They wanted to get input from RCI on it, but the timing was not right. But they did 
build it out so that it encompassed RCI overall. They see their plan as an advisory 
document, not as a regulatory document. It does not have to go before the county 
commissioners - if it did, it would become regulatory. This is unlike municipalities. 
Their council did approve it, though. Their hope is that the RCI will incorporate the 
best ideas from this think tank of folks (the advisory committee).  

●​ Troy Ward, Parks Director, Town of Palisade 
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○​ Palisade is just over one square mile. Being invited to RCI was polite because we do not 
have much influence. 

○​ At headwaters of the 15 mile reach. 
○​ His role allows him to make impacts on Riverbend Park.  
○​ Allows them to bounce ideas, hear lessons learned. 
○​ Majority of their access to the river is at the Riverbend Park.  
○​ Being part of the initiative helps them to develop their own plans because they do not 

have a lot of resources. 
●​ Niki Galehouse, City of Grand Junction 

○​ See lots of opportunities for the plan to interact with their comprehensive plan. 
○​ Making sure protection measures are in place is important. 
○​ Went through exercise where they took area specific and neighborhood plans and 

incorporated them into their master plan. 
○​ Niki is relatively new, there was someone else involved at the city who retired. She is 

still catching up. 
●​ Marc Mancuso 

○​ Have had a lot of different staff involved in the process. 
○​ He was born and raised here. He used to play in the junk yard while his dad searched 

for parts. He also helped clean up Watson island. 
○​ It is very cool that front range communities are reaching out to see what RCI is doing.  
○​ City of Fruita is not huge, but being able to share efforts is really neat.  
○​ Good to be able to share their local concerns. 

●​ How do you see the master plan benefitting the work you do and the grand valley? 
○​ Troy: Relationship building. Topic of silos comes up a lot - so RCI’s role is to be the 

conveyor belt between the silos. Palisade does not have as much information as bigger 
governments so it's nice to have access to information. It is really inclusive so the little 
guys don’t get lost.  

■​ Boat ramp process and getting info from advisory council - boat ramp was built 
informally. It is not conducive to launching vessels. So needed to upgrade it. 
Talked with the City of GJ and Fruita and Parks and Wildlife. Presented 
concepts to RCI and the other partners had some ideas to share. Initially 
planned to open the launch with the fish release with high schoolers. Did not 
happen though. The float is unique.  

○​ Niki: it has been helpful in distilling a huge amount of information into a discussion 
around river health. It is as much a conversation about values as it is about science. 
Will help them to identify the right tools and partners. 

○​ Marc: Will help them prioritize. And the coordination will help them have stronger 
proposals to funders like GOCO (rather than competing for funding). It also helps them 
not duplicate efforts and be more effective and efficient when problem solving. The 
vision of One Riverfront as a trail that parallels the river. 

■​ We take the river for granted, but visitors don’t. This helps us keep an eye and 
focus on the river.  
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■​ City of Fruita - just north of the state park - going to put in another boat launch. 
This information is on their website. Idea is to add a public access point.  

○​ Sean: Master plan honors the relationships. We are all connected to the river by 
different values. He used to do consulting for the city - did the assessment on how to 
clean up the river.  

■​ This river runs through all of our relationships and all of our lives and all of our 
communities. Fun to see those relationships come together in a master plan 
that honors those shared values. 

■​ He was adamant that the plan not give any one stakeholder a louder voice.  
■​ The document gives them insight into what others’ perspectives are.  
■​ The master plan can help identify what to avoid, what not to do, what not to 

focus on or even discuss. 
■​ It also helps identify what can be mitigated. 
■​ It also helps them identify impacts - positive and negative. Allows 

municipalities to look at the plan and figure out how their projects can have a 
positive impact.  

○​ How has your perspective changed? 
■​ Marc: Been lucky to work in many different jobs related to the river. He did not 

think too much about the ag and irrigation piece until recently. His perspective 
has not changed much, but has solidified his recognition of how important the 
river is to the community. He remembers riding his bike through a “tunnel” of 
tamarisk and how opening up the vegetation allowed him to actually see the 
river. We need to coexist as communities and with nature. Some communities 
are losing these assets - we can take ownership and protect it. 

■​ Niki: comes from a background of water health - from Florida. Knows how hard 
it is to reverse - everglades restoration.  

■​ Troy: Exposed to different peoples’ needs. Helps us to see the river as a whole 
and the need for commerce, economic vitality as well as an ecological 
resource. Helps him think about his neighbors. 

■​ Sean: Perspective has not changed much. The river is a piece of our life, not 
just water running past. Is a piece of a much bigger picture. But is encouraged 
by the ability of the document to serve as an advisory tool. More than that, 
having the advisory council as a sounding board is crucial. Not just the 
document on the shelf, it is the people behind it and the people who continue 
to make themselves accessible.  

○​ What opportunities do you see to collaborate across jurisdictions? 
■​ Niki: Identification of potential conservation and restoration projects, 

especially on public lands. Also, working on multi-benefit projects can trickle 
down impacts. 

■​ Marc: Unified vision. Joint education initiatives. Having shared resources! 
Having RiversEdge West at the river side will be huge. Being able to walk 
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outside and see the river from their site will be great. Working together on 
shared issues. Hopefully creating unified policies would be big. 

■​ Troy: Priorities for our river corridor - establishing them and then getting 
dollars assigned to them. Protecting certain areas from development with FHZ 
and other considerations in mind. Having a shared blueprint.  

■​ Sean: County diverges here a bit. County is interspersed between the 
municipalities. It is very strong about private property rights. Letting people do 
what they want. The value of the master plan is that it can help inform the 
private landowner as they make decisions about their property development. 
County does not have a plan on what land use will look like and where. If 
someone wants to develop a housing development, the county has a way to 
help them get there, especially in the unincorporated areas.  

●​ Have an agreement on land use processes with the City of GJ. There 
are unincorporated parts of the county within the city.  

●​ One challenge - can’t force private landowners to take into account the 
master plan. The county doesn’t want to make the document a 
regulatory document. But maybe in the future, it will happen. The 
demographics and ideals are changing.  

●​ So the document needs to be flexible so that a desire to use it is built 
rather than a requirement to use it.  

●​ Have to recognize and represent a big diversity of voices. 
●​ This does not mean that the county is not supportive. But there are 

confines. 
●​ Q&A 

○​ Have you communicated with your constituencies your involvement with them and if 
so how and what has the response been? 

■​ Sean: Constituents are the board and county commissioners. The residents are 
not involved or aware other than the individuals that may be involved. 

■​ Marc: communicated with staff and council. 
■​ Troy: public boards, board of trustees, elected officials - STP - same ten people 

- though. 
■​ Niki: no public outreach yet.  
■​ Shannon: core team has an outreach plan. Focus on elected officials is 

important. Have done presentations to CRD and roundtables. Also, at events 
like River Fest. 

○​ How is it coming into this process mid-stream? 
■​ Niki: overwhelming. But an exciting project! 

○​ Jen: Works on promoting flood resiliency for habitat restoration. Just commend the 
panelists for this true collaboration. The fact that you are participating is amazing. 
Want to carry this process to other places. Being open about the challenges is what will 
make it real. 
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■​ Sean: Appreciates your recognition. When RCI first came together, the 
conversations were not as cohesive. One specific intent was to acknowledge 
the dissimilarities but try to overcome it by saying that this effort would not be 
a single focus and every voice had equal weight. The time is now, they saw the 
need to overcome differences and the current political climate. 

 
  

Dos Rios Site Visit 
●​ Hannah Holm, American Rivers 

○​ 10-15 years ago, there was nothing at this site.  
○​ Then came the Las Colonias Riverpark.  
○​ People were nervous about the fast development. This is what inspired RCI to get 

going.  
○​ RCI values include economic development, housing, restoration, critical infrastructure, 

and recreation. 
●​ Tamara, City of Grand Junction 

○​ Envisioned a vibrant neighborhood. 
○​ CCity bound this land in 1990s from the Jarvis family.  
○​ Removed 8,500 junk cars. 
○​ People used to call it Grand “Junk”-tion. 
○​ A backwater pond was created.  
○​ General Improvement District provided funding.  So did Colorado Health Department 

and local affairs. 
○​ Local stakeholder group provided initial input on the plan.  
○​ Most of the land is in the 100-year floodplain and some is in the floodway.  
○​ First development was the bike playground.  
○​ Stories from the nearby latino community were built into the design.  
○​ The historic “levee” at the site is a berm, not a certified tool for flood control.  
○​ Just secured the ability to connect the last segment of trail to Palisade.  
○​ PLans include the land and water resource hub, preschool, La Cantina restaurant and 

campgrounds, cabins.  
●​ Erin McDermott, RiversEdge West 

○​ Dos Rios and Watson Island were the origins of RiversEdge West.  
○​ Confluence Center will include an interpretation area, meeting space.  
○​ Having Watson Island right outside will offer a showcase of where they’ve been.  
○​ Building itself is its own entity, ngo.  
○​ Expect to be done with construction by end of 2025.  
○​ Endangered fish are in the slough, USFWS helped explain their habitat needs.  

●​ Ashley Garrison, CWCB 
○​ RCI was in the Basin Implementation Plan and part of the Basin Roundtable 

discussion. This makes RCI stand out when they submit Water Plan grants.  
○​ Appreciate the phased approach and a robust plan that also outlines actions.  
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