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Historically....
« Depositional alluvial valley (high wood loading/sediment storage)

» Spawning and rearing habitat for ESA-Threatened spring Chinook
salmon and foraging habitat for ESA-Threatened bull trout

» Productive habitat for cutthroat and rainbow trout, sculpin, etc.

If’hotos: Freshwaters lllustrated




Land Management History

« Historic riparian logging and
stream clean-out reduced
channel and floodplain
roughness

= 1964 flood scoured entire
valley bottom




Land Management History

= Constructed berms
channelized the
stream...




Land Management History

... and created a
single-thread,
transport channel
with minimal
floodplain
connectivity




Project Goal

Restore lower Deer Creek to a
complex, dynamic, depositional alluvial valley




Design Concept

Incised Mainstem

- Berms Removed
EPST— .l

i Floodplain

» |dentify all berms and artificial
features (pink)




Design Concept

= “Reset” valley bottom
elevations for full connectivity
by redistributing berm material
into incised channel (grey)
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Design Concept

'\ ":"-.f";: e Streamside Trees Pulled Over

= Add large wood (green and \ S .
vellow) throughout the valley 1 /\, ™" Fioodplan
bottom to create hydraulic
complexity and dissipate T 5\,
energy wherever channels may £
migrate NG B S
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Design Concept

= Allow natural processes to
create dynamic channels,
islands, bars, and complex
habitat

= No constructed channels

== Streamside Trees Pulled Over

Wood Placed w/ Excavator
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Implementation

= 200 trees (24-36” dbh) in
upland units were pushed over,
broken in half, and hauled down
to placement sites




Implementation

« Berms were pushed into
incised channel with a
dozer and excavator



Implementation

» 450 pieces of large
wood were placed in
jams and single
pieces throughout the
valley bottom




Implementation

= 25 streamside trees
(38-63” dbh) were
pulled over using a
truck-mounted yarder
to serve as large, stable
key pieces



Monitoring Results: Before and After (1yr

METRIC BEFORE AFTER % INCREASE
: 20 pieces/mile | 317 pieces/mile o
LWM Density (12 pieces/km) | (197 pieces/km) 1500%




onitoring Results: Before and After (1yr

METRIC BEFORE AFTER
Median Particle Size of 64-90 mm 45-64 mm
Pool Tailouts Cobbles Gravels
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Valley-wide Sediment il Vegetation [l Cobble

Size Class Transects
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Wetted Segment Data

Depth « Geomorphic Feature
Velocity - WM
Temperature = Riparian Vegetation

Substrate Size

Collect data on each wetted segment along transect




Wetted Segment Data — Depth & Velocity

Depth (feet)
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Wetted Segment Data — Substrate Size

UNTREATED REACH TREATED REACH
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Wetted Segment Data — Geomorphic Feature

UNTREATED REACH TREATED REACH
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September 2016
IMMEDIATELY AFTER







— Berm Removed
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Apil 2016 September 2016 September 2017
BEFORE IMMEDIATELY AFTER ONE YEAR AFTER
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Lessons Learned and Applied to Next Project

1. Project objectives and monitoring plan need to be related to

indicators of restored processes, such as:
sediment storage
channel migration/avulsion
diversity of geomorphic features
water table height
wetted area
diversity of substrate and velocity
amount of cold water refugia

2. Need to have more biological monitoring metrics like abundance,
composition and distribution of species (fish, macros,
amphibians, birds)

3. TRUST IN THE FORCE AND BE FEARLESS
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