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How much does floodplain restoration improve chances of native fish survival?

Fish survival is one of several benefits we model and compare to assess the outcomes of restoration. This requires a new approach linking
hydraulic and biological processes. The following example demonstrates our method on simulated data:

What is floodplain restoration?

® Floodplains are lands adjacent to rivers that are periodically

Our Interdisciplinary Approach
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California’s aging flood protection infrastructure desperately conditions that facilitate floodplain restoration.

needs to be revamped. The status quo approach to improving
flood protection has been to build taller, stronger levees.
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3. Combine habitat-flow relationships and useable flows through time to estimate / e e e ate
the amount of habitat available per year for each scenario.
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® Floodplain restoration projects remove levees, move them
farther from the river, or change floodplain topography to allow
floods on selected lands, which relieves stress from nearby
levees that are protecting critical lands. In this way, floodplain
restoration provides flood protection in addition to
ecological benefits.

Historical Context: Conflict in an Era of
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e Little is known about the historical and social conditions that
lead to successful river management projects. *
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Outputs and Outreach

® New Methods:

e Link hydraulic and population models to quantitatively predict the effects of
floodplain restoration on plant and animal populations.

e Evaluate multiple ecological benefits concurrently with flood risk and
agricultural benefits and analyze tradeoffs and synergies.

® |dentify Barriers: By examining ecology and history together, we can identify
barriers to and preconditions for success of floodplain restoration projects.

® Policy Uptake: Through a multi-stakeholder workshop and ongoing
communication with policy-makers, we are working to incorporate our findings into
future flood protection planning and policy in California.

e The Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District tried to balance these competing desires by funding a
collaborative planning process in the 1990's.

® In the end, a plan that combined elements from the different alternatives was developed, but there were costs.
Houses and businesses had to be moved from the floodplain, and sales tax was increased by county vote to
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