Upper Mississippi Forest Partnership
Existing Bottomland Forests and Priority Areas for Bottomland Afforestation (2001 Land Cover Update)
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RED CEDAR i This analysis prioritized areas within the UMRS floodplain based on their location and capacity to regenerate bottomland forest. For this particular analysis,
= any forested land cover type (deciduous, coniferous, mixed, woody wetland) occurring within the floodplain was designated as bottomland forest. The
L AKE DUBAY analysis focused only on the Upper Mississippi River and its’ major tributaries; these rivers having a floodplain that is inundated periodically reducing
the value for agricultural production.
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The first step was to highlight those areas within the floodplain already classified as forest by the 2001 National Land Cover Dataset (NLCD.) These
areas are displayed in green on the map and designated as “Existing Bottomland Forest.”

EAU CLAIRE The next step in the analysis was to create a model using several data parameters to rank those areas in the floodplain having the potential for bottomland
afforestation. These model parameters are displayed in the table on the right side of the map. This table shows the scores given to each data layer’s
unique attributes and the relative influence each data layer has within the model as a whole. Higher scores are given to an attribute if it is the
preferred characteristic of an area to be afforested within the floodplain. Higher percent influences were given to those data layers that were

BLACK considered most important for potential afforestation. The Scientific Assessment and Strategy Team (SAST) floodplain boundary was used as an analysis
mask, areas outside this boundary not being considered.
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The map at left shows the results of the "Priority Areas for Bottomland Afforestation" model. The resultant values from the model were grouped
into three categories: low (yellow), medium (orange), and high (red.) The quantile method was used to establish the groupings, each category having about

MIDDLE an equal amount of area.

MINNESOTA CANNON

Optimal areas within the floodplain for bottomland afforestation in this model have several distinguishing characteristics: outside of a flood control levee,
wet soils, alterable land cover type, low slopes, and in close proximity to existing public lands. Close proximity to public land was given a higher priority
in order to create larger, more contiguous blocks of bottomland forest.
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Area summary for bottomland forest models

Lo Loy Medivm Mecliuim High Higgh Tatal Total
[&cres) [Pct) [&cres) [Pct) [Acres) [Pct) [Acres) [Pty

Friarity Areas
for Bottomland
Affarestation BEE 74049 | 4199 | 74921602 | 3548 | 47568447 | 2253 | 211154098 | 4868

Existing
Bottomland
Forest 836,105.58 19.27

UMRS Overview Map
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Mational Land Cover Dataset (2001)

Scare Description

MoData 11 - Open VWater

MoData 21 - Developed, Open Space

MNoData 22 - Developed, Low Intensity

MoData 23 - Developed, Medium Intensity.

MoData 24 - Developed, High Intensity

MoData 31 - Barren Land (Rock/Sand/Clay)

MoData 41 - Deciduous Forest

MNoData 42 - Evergreen Farest
MNoData 43 - Mixed Faorest
1a 52 - ShrubfScrub

MoData 71 - GrasslandHerbaceous

1a 81 - Pasture/Hay

10 82 - Cultivated Crops

MoData 90 - Woody Wetlands

MoData 95 - Ermergent Herbaceous Wetlands
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