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j" ‘Increased scrutiny of restoration efforts
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== ‘1mportance In Identifying Sites

- _ Where restoration should occur vs. where it
can occur
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» An Ecosystem-Based Approach to Habitat Restoration Projects with Emphasis on
Salmonids in the Columbia River Estuary (PNNL, CREST, EP, BPA, USACE — 2003)
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iecessary before requesting funding
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~ * Joensure the project will be successful
* To obtain community support
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— szL\;f“ /e exhausted the supply of “low hanging
é ﬂojects) frruit”? Are “easy to achieve”
restoration opportunities still available?
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> Flowy rljm e remedy the deficit in projects?
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SESOIIEIEVIdence that thelow hanging fruit”
t /Je o {ProeJects nas been exhausted

> Llgalk tedimumber of responses to recent
r,{i, Jests for Proposals

-:atk ef proposals located in the mainstem
= and estuary
-* Noshortage of tributary projects

— Lack of projects that have been developed In
the context of the larger estuarine ecosystem
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N specific mandates

A specific management plans

* |ncreased funding for outreach efforts
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= éi@ped In a broad ecosystem context

,.-z_;ns.u_rmg there Is regional capacity to

e
—

~  manage the projects



2 Ensum gWe cani successtully show that
er e its have made a difference
&

| veness monltorlng
- JX _l Kilngsure the gains in focus/funding

Ha
Oel

~
:)
I—lr'

— 1T

- —_
= '-_"-l-

maintained
_ ‘j{Bemg able towork in an already developed
system that is continuing to undergo

development pressures

\"

'I |



- S

SrLfl artnershlps - 2
ES10 fﬁ‘thﬂ Prlaﬁfﬂz,atlon ework

- L e— —

SYSUENE appreachiterassessing current
sonditionsiofithe landscape

WIlIEiECriteria analysis of several stressors acting
OJIRCOY wtrolling factors

> Qg rolllng factors determine ecosystem
= fnctions

= ffConS|ders disturbance levels at multiple spatial
- scales (SITE and LANDSCAPE)

~» Relationship between SITE and LANDSCAPE
scores guides restoration strategy within
Individual locations
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' [ Habitat Ecosystem
Stressors ;
Processes Function

-rom Williams, G.D. and R.M. Thom (2001). Marine and estuarine shoreline modification issues.
=k Battelle Marine Sciences Laboratory.
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__, #_-s Hydrology, sediment quality, water quality, light,
'T*“:' - physical disturbance

C Stressors — 20

— Bonneville flow alteration, diking, industrial
development, 303(d) listed waterways, flow
restrictions, agriculture
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Management Area disturbance score versus site controlling factor disturbance score.
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se 24 tlng t0ls to |dent|fy prOJects With
Ji re ioration potential

vlng existing tools and creating new
~ data sets
Corporate effectiveness monitoring

— Results from effectiveness monitoring can be
used to develop a more rigorous prioritization
framework
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_=-"-ﬂl—ack of data; many restoration projects are
~ still relatively new and results may not be
evident for years
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RESLO 5»' 10 1S experimental

L Jr 'success Is linked to the success of
gelsit @ OjeCtS
J‘Lrg_ia ortance of selecting appropriate
@I;atlons for restoration projects
_‘-"7':'- ~— Reference Sites study
-® Monitoring should help guide future
project development efforts
— Determine what works and replicate it
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= - “Culvert/tidegate removal
- — Replaced with 46 ft. span bridge
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dzliconnectivity was maximized

o> Effae er JESS monitoring IS being
mo}e Ented

= _J H@ e tlal for future restoration actions

Monltorlng will help managers decide what

= g

— " additional restoration treatments may be
' beneficial at the site
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Egille rv 5 receiving more attention and
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2 J\Jeee fstrategic project development
s 5[ ocal outreach/support will always be

::'aimportant In project development

" Effectiveness monitoring is vital for
project development and implementation
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