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Objectives and Tasks

Assimilate and evaluate current data and

utility for identifying restoration opportunities
in NF and Lower Lewis

Limiting life-stage and habitat x species

ldentify potential restoration opportunities
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1. Review and Assess Existing Data and
Utility Assessing Restoration
pportunities
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Steps in Restoration Process

Set watershed
restoration goals
* v
Assess & inventory
watershed conditions
v
Identify problems &
potential actions
v
Review & select appropriate
restoration techniques
v
Prioritize
restoration actions
% L
%’ Design restoration
Z project & monitoring
e
v
Implement restoration
& monitoring

v

Publish results & modify

From: Roni and Beechie. 2013 Stream and
Watershed Restoration: A guide to restoring
riverine processes and habitats. Wiley-Blackwell.

goals & management




Goals of Different Assessments vs Restoration Steps

Major Step in Restoration Process
Assess Limiting Problem  Select

Methodology Goals Condition life stage ID Tech.  Priorities Design
Fish-Habitat Models
Capacity limiting factor model X X
Life cycle model X X
EDT X X
Food Web Models X
Climate change models X X X

Assessment methods/techniques

Current historic habitat conditions X X X X X
Riparian mapping/assessment X X X X

Sediment budget/assessment X X X X X
Hydrology X X X X X
WQ/Nutrients X X X X

Connectivity (e.g. barriers, revetm X X X X

Basinwide habitat assessments X X X

Reach assessments

BOR X X X

2D X



Data Sources vs Restoration Steps

Data type Provides data to assist with
Limiting
GIS, life-stage Back-
Excel, Geographic Assess or Prioritiz- ground
Description of Data/Info Report  etc. Coverage condition habitat Rest. .LD. ation Info
Fish or Habitat Models
EDT outputs and source data X Basin X X X X
Salmon PopCycle Model X X Basin X
Assessments
Integrated Watershed Assessment X X Basin X X
Shoreline Master Plan, B.A s, etc. X NF. Lewis X
Recovery Planning reports/data X Lower X X
Watershed Assessment Models X X Basin X
LWD assessment X Lower
Channel types X Basin
Monitoring Data

Habitat and LWD surveys (USGS) X  Upper Basin X X
Parr, smolt, spawner etc. surveys X X Various X
Other habitat survey data X Various X




Data Gaps (?)
Historical habitat/channel/floodplain

Consistent/detailed habitat data for Lower NF
and Mainstem Lewis

Summer and winter fish use data

Other sediment/riparian data sources
— Other than NOAA data



2. Limiting Life Stage and Habitat

Spawning Summer Winter
habitat rearing rearing Smolt
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Coho smolts
(juvenile migratns)
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Limiting Factors Analysis

Habitat Data by
Season & Life Stage

X

Seasonal Fish Density

X

Smolt Factor

Smolt Production Potential




Feasibility for Different Species

* Coho
— Habitat data — yes, USGS and EDT outputs
— Fish data — published values

* Spring Chinook and Steelhead
— Habitat — yes
— Fish density data

* Need to assimilate



. Identify potential restoration
opportunities




3. Identify potential restoration
opportunities

* NOAA data

— Channel types
— Fullerton/Steel assessment and model outputs

 EDT reaches and priorities

e USGS data for EDT inputs



Channel Types for Lewis River Basin

Lewis River Tributary Channel Types
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NOAA Assessment

Fullerton et al. 2010

o bankfull width e soil class e soil class
o e e hill slope e hill slope e scdiment grain size
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EDT Reach Outputs

0 .'.5
2
c*"’b J

WU TSN N A
4 ™ » S 2 o | "‘tNC VY J \
o Jumim” Ay X if
: P T LN
J »° 20301 /' 34 v,
o 2 TR 8% 10401 7
C F:
¥4 ; LY, 3 A
/ e/ (N8 X (f) e
% % 'S g8 oy
: 2010 © > 5 S .—'/,_ gc& b o
K 4"’00 - o & [ 7z Ry 10307
p Nk & 2 o o, % § 3 ],
{f \ o . 240 [ %, i Aok
J ~.. O)~f ! ot S, 1 e
(3/% o 8\ % 10501% of=
‘8( % o | < § L Py =
o T\EYN -’ T =} I~ 10901 f
3 Lo & LPo D ( & ,vd’ £ L
A e & 7 Tel—7 11001 )
/ ce; / II\ )’1 ) 8IG o /
\ (& - / . GREE
T PA ¢ [ £ $# [
< PV 3 i ) A ‘Jgo )
s 3 % . o 11101 |
e N B - 7 30501 ” \ c“‘?(,_ )
/ N/ T 40506 - 2 30301 -\ [ %,, |
& X - s beg e ] 11204 RN
4 @ T *0“(-% p ]: "E P
& TN : ¥ ) N\ =
S e o 3 50302 o v o S BN/ LE om A S o 8 PR
T, P Al -
| & 5 & 5
I3 £ =




Other Habitat Data — USGS

Potential Anadromous Habitat Available/Surveyed (36 kms)

Swift Reservoir

e\

o
X A4 cné
& o con
) o >
© 0(} 04_
%, &F)°
c, £
Ca "
P8 Horn Crae Yale Lake
G -
’O/SC i NF Siouxon Creek
s
' Sincom, K
" Horg, giouxon 12
; Ca
Lake Merwin on -

0 425 8.5 17 Kilometers
| ] ] ] | ] | | |




Outputs/Expected Results

* |nitial priority reaches
* Underlying causes of degradation

* Potential restoration/habitat improvement
actions by reach



But, site visits required to..

e Confirm

* Feasibility

* Design



Summary

* Overview of three tasks
— Existing info and data gaps
— Limiting habitat and life stage
— Restoration opportunities

e Other data sources?

e Questions?



Additional Analysis
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Smolts per m or m

Estimating Response to Restoration
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Increase in Steelhead Smolts
Scenario 1 — Restore All Habitat
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Contribution by restoration action
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