Restoration project
effectiveness monitoring

Swnoqualmie § Tolt Rivers

Eastman, Latterell, Berge, Timm, Butler
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Snogualmie

Carnation

Chinook Bend
Lower Tolt
McElhoe-Person
Gilead
Footbridge
Stillwater




Hypotheses PN

Rearing habitat & fish
- More, larger, diverse, and used Pracess Strudture

D

Floodplain

- Available more often
Channel
- Dynamic, habitat-forming, complex
Wood
- More delivery, more trapped, more effective
Sediment
- Patchier, better quality
Riparian
- More natural regeneration, faster turnover




Data needs

e LIDAR

e Orthophotos

e Streambed surveys

e Fish sampling

e Edge mapping

e Logjam tracking

e Sediment measurements
e \VVegetation plots




Sampling

2008, 2009 Pre-Project

2010 (to 2012) Post-Project

201472019 Post-Project
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Snoqualmie substrate size (1989 vs 2008)

Tolt Confluence

Raging Confluence
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Proportion of area remaining (p)
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Physical and
biological
responses

Restoration
strategies

Altered habitat
conditions

Improved
knowledge

Watersheds,
Cities,
Counties,
NGO'’s,
tribes

Perceived need for
change

Modified from Grimm et al. 2000




EM Is optigiial.




EM Is essential.

e Demonstrate accountability

e Establish credibility

e Learn and apply lessons

e Galn competitive advantage

e Support programs, meet goals
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SomE PEoPLE DREAM OF SUCCESS,
WHILE OTHER PEOPLE Live TO CrusH THOSE DREAMS.




