Grand County Stream Management Plan (GCSMP) Update
Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SHAC)
June 30, 2026, 5:30 PM to 7:30 PM
Meeting Summary - FINAL

ATTENDANCE

Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SHAC): Maura Bishop, Tom Caldwell, Tony Eason, Steve Fitzgerald,
Randy George, Daniel Gosselova, Evie Guay, Miguel Hamarat, Ingrid Karlstrom, Russ Knight, John
Tilstra

Learning By Doing (LBD): Travis Bray, Mark Coleman, Adam Cwiklin, Ann Drexler-Dreis, Stephen
Klobucar, Craig Lamacraft, Katherine Morris, Owen Richardson, and Jen Stephenson

Community Members: Don Hackstaff, Bill Thompson, Wendy Thompson
Technical consultants: Johannes Beeby, Karin Emanuelson, and Brad Johnson

Facilitation team: Samuel Wallace and Lauren Cortez French

ACTION ITEMS

Anna Drexler-Dreis | Follow up with volunteers (Daniel Gosselova, Wendy Thompson, Tom
Caldwell, Evie Guay, and Maura Bishop) to test drive the GCSMP website
once it is ready.

Peak Facilitation Distribute meeting resources to SHAC members.

PRIVATE LANDOWNER MEETING

Before the GCSMP update SHAC meeting, LBD members and consultants met with private
landowners whose properties contained a high-priority stream reach to explore potential
opportunities for collaboration. LBD members and landowners talked about potential restoration
projects in one-on-one conversations.

GCSMP WEBSITE UPDATE AND PREVIEW
Anna Drexler-Dreis, LBD, provided an update on and demonstration of the GCSMP update website.
Her overview is summarized below.

o The website is a key part of the GCSMP update. The purpose of the website is to allow
anyone to see and learn about the stream reaches they are interested in.

e The URL will be grandcountysmp.org, but it is not live yet. Virga Labs, the consulting team,
designed the website to be very interactive.

e The website contains a map of the Cooperative Effort Area (CEA). Users can then navigate to
different sub-watersheds. When a user hovers over a stream reach, it will display the stream
reach name, its overall grade, and its priority status. When a user clicks on the stream reach,
it will provide the reach grade for the different stream health elements (e.g., sediment
regime, water quality, etc.). It will also provide a link to the LBD restoration project page if a
restoration project is being planned or underway.

e The website will also include a methodology page for those interested in the technical
details.

e The website will contain a link to the Grand County Water Information Network (GCWIN)
water quality data tool, which provides live data. LBD will periodically update the GCSMP
website, but it will not contain live data.

e The goal is to finish the website by the end of July. LBD is looking for volunteers to test-drive
the website and complete a survey. [Daniel Gosselova, Wendy Thompson, Tom Caldwell, Evie
Guay, and Maura Bishop volunteered to test drive the website.] Anna Drexler-Dreis will
follow up with volunteers once the website is ready.



GCSMP Website Clarifying Questions
SHAC members asked clarifying questions about the GCSMP website. Their questions are indicated
below in italics, with corresponding responses in plain text.

Will the website display real-time temperature data?
The GCSMP website itself will not have real-time temperature data, but the linked GCWIN website
will.

Will there be live flow data?
The GCWIN website will display live flow data at locations with flow gauges, such as US Geological
Survey (USGS) gauges.

PROJECT PRIORITIZATION METHODOLOGY AND INITIAL RESULTS PRESENTATION &
DISCUSSION

The Phase 2 - Part 3 technical consultants, Johannes Beeby and Brad Johnson, presented the
methodology developed to further prioritize projects and the initial results. Following the
presentation, SHAC members asked questions and provided comments on the methodology and
initial results.

Project Prioritization Methodology & Initial Results Presentation
Johannes Beeby and Brad Johnson’s presentation is summarized below.

Project Prioritization Methodology Overview

e Phase 2 - Part 3 of the GCSMP update process involves taking the previous reach
assessments within the CEA and identifying restoration projects. The deliverable of Part 3 is
the identification of five projects for which Stillwater Sciences and Johnson Environmental
(JEC) will create concept designs. Part 3 builds on the work of Phase 2 - Part 1, during
which the consultants, SHAC members, and LBD provided input and developed an
assessment framework to grade and prioritize stream reaches.

e Stillwater Sciences and JEC reviewed the priority stream reaches from Phase 2 - Part 1 and
initially identified 34 potential projects. The technical consultants assessed the 34 projects
based on four criteria: ecological lift (i.e., how much ecological benefit a project would
produce at a given site), ownership, construction access, and potential risk to infrastructure.
This assessment narrowed the potential project list to 20.

e Stillwater Sciences, JEC, and LBD then conducted a lite version of a multiple-criteria decision
analysis (MCDA), which is an analytical framework that allows evaluators to consider
several factors in their assessment. The purpose of the MCDA-lite analysis is to iteratively
remove project sites so the project team can give sufficient consideration to the value of
each project. It is also to be as transparent and objective as possible, providing a clear
explanation as to why sites were selected. They applied the MCDA-lite to the 20 potential
projects from the prioritized reaches.

o The MCDA-lite considered four criteria: Phase 2 - Part 1 reach prioritization score,
ecological benefit, public benefit, and feasibility. The ecological benefit, public benefit, and
feasibility criteria were further broken into sub-criteria, as listed below.

o Ecological Benefit: Broad benefits to ecosystems and the environment.
» Habitat linkage (linking good habitat reaches)
= Off-site benefit (diversion removal, fish ladders, large-scale floodplain
connection)
» Potential ecological uplift



* Ecological resiliency
o Public Benefit: Broad benefits to society and the built environment.

= Recreational benefit (fishing, hunting, boating)

* Education and outreach

* Fire and flood resiliency (infrastructure/values-at-risk benefits on-site and

downstream)
» Innovation (cutting-edge science, novel techniques, academic research)
o Feasibility: Project practicality and ease of implementation.

* Landownership

= Project cost

= Water rights

=  Permitting

* Infrastructure risk

= Partner collaboration (funding, monitoring, multi-benefit, invested

stakeholders)

Under MCDA-lite, each criterion and sub-criterion is assigned a weight. In this case, LBD
members assigned a weight to the criteria and sub-criteria. The technical consultants then
assessed each project site, assigning quantitative values (1-5) to each criterion and sub-
criterion.
The MCDA-lite narrowed the number of projects from 20 to 15. The technical consultants
are interested in hearing about the interests and objectives at each of the 15 sites. This
information will help them hone in on project ideas and concepts.

Restoration Project Types & Examples

Floodplain connection is a type of restoration project focused on creating and reconnecting
side channels, adding in-channel roughness (e.g., large wood or beaver-dam analogs), and
floodplain grading. The benefits of these projects include riparian habitat enhancement,
flood attenuation, nutrient cycling, habitat complexity, and flow complexity.

In-channel work is a type of restoration project focused on increasing habitat complexity
(pools, riffles, multi-thread channels), adding large wood, and narrowing channels. The
benefits include fish and bug habitat enhancement and riffle flushing. This work also
involves right-sizing the channel for expected future flows.

Riparian planting looks like planting willows and cottonwoods within the riparian corridor
to enhance habitat.

SHAC Comments & Discussion
SHAC members provided comments on and discussed the project prioritization methodology and
initial results. Their comments are summarized below.

The types of restoration projects should specifically refer to projects that help prepare
habitat for beavers.

The slide deck includes before-and-after pictures of restoration projects. In the future,
pictures should be taken from the same vantage point using a marker to make the images
more credible.

The process, as described, has involved identifying and prioritizing project sites before
talking to the respective landowners and stakeholders. It would be better to talk to
landowners and stakeholders first to align interests before spending money to create
project concepts and designs. The technical consultants acknowledged the comment and
stated that they plan to speak with all the relevant landowners before committing resources
to develop detailed concept designs.



e Many in the Grand County community are not aware of the GCSMP update and the analyses
being conducted to prioritize projects. There should be an effort to raise public awareness of
a given project (e.g., by publishing an article in the paper) before implementation.

e The Town of Granby uses goats to manage weeds at the Sun Outdoors of Granby potential
project site. These goats also eat the willows, making it hard to establish riparian vegetation
in the area.

e The Fraser River behind the Fraser Safeway has been eroding and could use some
restoration work. Trout Unlimited is already planning to conduct restoration work in that
area.

e The identified project sites are in draft form. SHAC input is needed to help LBD and the
technical consultants consider specific project designs at the high-priority sites.

SHAC Clarifying Questions
SHAC members asked clarifying questions. Their questions are indicated below in italics, with
corresponding responses in plain text.

Each criterion and sub-criterion has a weighted value ranging from 1 to 5. How are those values
compiled to create an overall score?

The technical team assigned a score of 1-5 for each property for each sub-criterion (i.e., habitat
linkage, off-site benefit, etc.). The total criterion score is then calculated from the sub-criterion
scores and their respective weights. The four criteria (Phase 2 - Part 1 reach prioritization,
ecological benefit, public benefit, and feasibility) scores are calculated independently of each other.
The total reach score is then calculated using the four criterion scores and their respective weights.

Are the weighted values subjective, or is there a technical/engineering reasoning for why some criteria
and sub-criteria are weighted more than others?

e To a certain extent, the MCDA-lite does incorporate subjective perspectives. However, the
next step in the project planning process is to technically assess projects and treatments to
determine how they benefit the specific site and the larger system.

e One of the criteria in the MCDA-lite was the stream prioritization results from Phase 2 - Part
1, which assessed real data to grade stream reaches. In this way, the MCDA-lite accounts for
real conditions based on quantitative data.

Some of the priority projects are on private land. What does the cost-sharing arrangement look like for
projects on private land?

LBD is one piece of the funding puzzle. LBD does not expect to pay 100% of project costs. In the
past, private landowners have contributed 25-50% of the project cost. There is no set percentage, as
the determination is based on each project. LBD can also apply for grants to supplement funding.

What incentives does LBD provide to encourage property owners to contribute their own funding?
LBD representatives met with private landowners before the SHAC meeting to initiate exploratory
discussions about potential projects. LBD is interested in hearing from private landowners about
their vision for their property and the challenges they are experiencing to identify mutual interests.
All conversations at this stage are exploratory, and no commitments have been made.

How much of the funding will be from state and federal grants versus the mitigation funding that
Denver Water and Northern Water have committed to the river and habitat?

The percent of funding from grants versus the mitigation funding will depend on the project. The
idea is to use the mitigation funds to match state, federal, and local grants. By leveraging the



mitigation funds as match funding, this approach will maximize the available funding for projects.
Some Denver Water and Northern Water funding is designated for specific areas.

How much funding is going to be contributed by Denver Water and Northern Water to these projects?
e There is roughly $3 million in the Colorado River Compact Agreement (CRCA). The Windy
Gap Environmental Fund will allocate $10 million in total over the next 7 to 10 years.
e LBD created a quasi-endowment with a portion of the CRCA funds. LBD is strategically
allocating money so that it can grow the endowment funds to do work in perpetuity.
e LBD is committed to providing funds for monitoring and a cash match for projects. Denver
Water and Northern Water are the biggest contributors to LBD annually.

OPEN HOUSE SESSION
SHAC members were invited to share their perspectives on the 11 publicly accessible project sites
during an open house. SHAC members had the option to respond to four questions at each project
site station:

e What conditions are you seeing on this reach?

e  Which stakeholder goals are relevant to this reach?

e What ways does the community use this stretch of river?

e What types of projects would you like to see in this location?

Their comments are transcribed in the table below.



Project Area

Sun Outdoors of Granby

Williams Fork Confluence

Denver Water Upstream of
the Williams Fork Reservoir

Windy Gap Ranch

Junction Buttes Wetland

Lone Buck SWA

What are the conditions you are
seeing on this reach?

Happily, I helped Granby put this
under easement.

Yellow sally, scuds seem to be
diminishing since 2010s.

Which stakeholder goals are
relevant to this reach?

e Aquatic habitat

o River function

e Water quality

e Water management and stream
flow

What ways does the community
use this stretch of river?

What types of projects
would you like to see in
this location?

e This and Sun need
narrowing, holes/wood,
bends, and bank structure.

e Make more beaver friendly.

e Aquatic habitat

e River function

e Water management and stream
flow

Fishing

Make beaver friendly.

Very shallow

e Not much life in the stream

Areas seem to dry up and not make
it all the way to reservoir

e Public access
e Fish

More structure

Wood, boulders, willows
Deeper channels

More river connection

Burned willow

Sedimentation is an issue

Ripe for restoration

0ld photo - need update

FYI: Bug life and fish density on
Hackstaff above this is excellent.
Provide “travel” so that spreads
downstream.

e Aquatic habitat

¢ River function

o Water quality

e Water management and flow

Will be open to public for fishing

e Think about water quality
and ash runoff

e Consider waiting to
understand impact of
connectivity channel

e Make more beaver friendly

o Slow flow, can be frog water
e Wide stretches that look shallow

Public fishing - I suspect the size
of the public part is largely
unknown.

o Narrowing and habitat
enhancement

e Boulders and structure

e More channels

e Narrowing and more
channels

A good stretch
Riffles/holes best
Frog water in straights
Great public access
Lots of traffic/fishing

¢ Should be high on list to elevate

public access to great fishing
stretches

e Public fishing

e Deeper holes, bank
structure, narrowing

e More holding water =
deeper holes

e Boulders and wood
structure

e Deeper channel

e Leaveitasitis




Project Area

Willow Creek

Federal land above Reeder
Creek Confluence

Kemp Breeze Phase 2

Pioneer Park

Fraser River Headwaters
Restoration Initiative

What are the conditions you are
seeing on this reach?

Gravel pit in proximity

Which stakeholder goals are
relevant to this reach?

What ways does the community
use this stretch of river?

State Wildlife Area

What types of projects
would you like to see in
this location?

e Floodplain connectivity

e Make more beaver friendly

o Create a ditch bypass from
reservoir to project area to
protect river from blowout
releases or better regulate
releases

Long shallow sections
Riffles full of sediment

e Aquatic habitat

¢ River function

o Water quality

e Water management and stream
flow

e Fishing and hiking
e More of a “hidden” area with
less traffic

e More structure, cleaner
riffles

e More beaver friendly

e Create deeper channel

e Loss of river

¢ Bends, islands, and structure
e Too straight

o Less fish than 10 years ago

e Loss of habitat

e Overfishing and sediment

e River function
e Water management and stream
flow

Fishing

e Islands, channels, boulders,
e and wood
e Sinuosity

River is wide, needs narrowing

¢ Aquatic habitat

¢ River function (beaver)

e Water management and stream
flow

e One additional trail through
newly acquired parcel

e Must stay as open space

o Already a park

e Great access with lots of
potential

e Geoff Elliot Grand
Environmental for more
info on past projects

e Make some part beaver
friendly

e Needs more structure with
wood, boulders, channels

e High amounts of traction sand
e Sand - but you knew that.
e Moose!

e Aquatic habitat
o Water quality

e Not much recreation

e Robert’s Roost Campground

o [ view this almost as a “sacrifice”
for the health of the rest of the
stream

Additional sediment pond




