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How are we filtering through potential projects?
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We referenced the priority reaches to identify potential
project sites.

ldentifying and
Evaluating Projects

x 20 projects

4 MCDA-Lite \(

...................... Project Cut Sheets

10-15 projects

{

\ > MCDA-Full
y TN
N

.......................... - & Project Concept Designs

Up to 5 projects



QO

g |
) 2.2 S
(@8 G- _——
y e
.r_“ e —
) e —
- g . e
L —_—
O ,mmw e —
P S ————
@ ... —

(7p)

L O I N O
C .._H 1
Q0] ) 1
leU += e
y C e —
-+ .QIU. R
e m

.m p 1

L
e

We referenced the pr

3

u ~ u -
~ -

0.5

(g Jo wnwixew) 31025 yoeay 123loid

Top 20 Project Reaches



We then performed an MCDA analysis to narrow down to
15 project areas for further analysis.
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4 MCDA Lite Criteria

3 SMP Phase 2 Part 1 Reach Prioritization Score Explanation: The reach pricritization score associated with each project area carried over from Phase 2 Part 1.
5 Ecological Benefit Explanation: Broad benefits to ecosystems and the environment.
3 Habitat Linkage (linking good habitat reaches) Explanation: The connection of good hahitat (in-stream and/or riparian) upstream and downstream of the project site.
. 3 3 . } A } Explanation: The project provides benefits beyond the treatment reach (e.g., continuous/large scale improvements or fish
3 Off-site Benefit (diversion removal, fish ladders, large scale floodplain connection) ) projectp v le2 flare P
passage barrier removal).
. A . Explanation: The expected difference in ecological conditions (function, habitat, biodiversity, etc.) pre- and post-
5 Potential Ecological Uplift }
restoration.
a Ecological Resiliency Explanation: The ability for an ecosystem to respond to and rebound from disturbances and adapt to change.
3.5 Public Benefit Explanation: Broad benefits to society and the built environment.
3.5 Recreational Benefit {fishing, hunting, boating) Explanation: Improvements to recreational opportunities including fishing, hunting, and boating.
2 Education and Outreach Explanation: Opportunities to cannect with a broader audience through teaching or community engagement.
) . ) 3 3 3 Explanation: Risk reduction and/or protection of infrastructure and values-at-risk against fire and floods both on-site and
4 Fire and Flood Resiliency (infrastructure/values-at-risk benefits on-site and downstream)
downstream.
1 Innovation (cutting edge science, novel techniques, academic research) Explanation: Opportunities to perform cutting edge science, employ novel techniques, and involve academic research.
4.5 Feasibility Explanation: Project practicality and ease of implementation.
4.5 Landownership Explanation: Whether the project is located on public or private land, and, if private, how many landowners are involved.
4 Proiect Cost Explanation: The anticipated cost of the project given project zize, proposed treatments, and anticipated goals. Note: very
roje as
| large (=1 mi) projects will be evaluated in ~0.5 mi increments and assumed to be accomplished in separate phases.
A Explanation: Considerations for possible water rights issues (e g, 5823-270 implications on large-scale floodplain
4 Water Rights B . e !
connection projects and the feasibility of flow augmentation).
1.5 Permitting Explanation: Considerations for permitting including anticipated costs, timelines, and likelihood of permit approval.
3 Infrastructure Risk Explanation: Considerations for increased project risk due to the presence of adjacent infrastructure.
) . o ) . Explanation: Opportunities to work with project partners, proponents, and other invested stakeholders for funding,
4.5 [Partner Collaboration (funding, monitoring, multi-benefit, invested stakeholders) . PP . ) projeete prop s
monitoring, and other multi-benefit work.
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What might restoration projects look like?

Floodplain connection

e Looks like: creating and reconnecting side channels, adding in-channel roughness
(large wood/BDAs), floodplain grading, beaver

e Benefits: riparian habitat enhancement, flood attenuation, nutrient cycling, habitat
complexity, flow complexity

In-channel work

e Looks like: increasing habitat complexity (pools, riffles, multi-thread channels),
adding large wood, channel narrowing

e Benefits: fish and bug habitat enhancement, riffle flushing

Riparian planting

e Looks like: planting willows and cottonwoods
e Benefits: riparian habitat enhancement
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What might restoration
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