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e To the extent possible, we need to restore
historic conditions on the ecosystem scale
to achieve these goals
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» Updated to 19,000 acres by 2014
» Erom LCREP Management Plan and EPA Strategic Plan
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o. 5,000 acres of tidal wetlanas along iower 46 miles

Culvert Removal, Young Creek
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— ¢d. $45000,000/(2003-2007)
— ¢d. $6,000,000(2008-2010)
ca. $3,000,000 (2008-2010)
—Calk $6616,290 (20 D/' 20017)
—Cal $590,0001(2006-2010)
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Implementation Partners

Estuary Partnership, Local Governments, Conservation Organizations (e.g.,
CLT), Watershed Councils, CREST, WA Fish Recovery Board, OWEB



# of Projects

# of Projects

| @ Implementation

@ Planning & Design

O Acquisition/Protection

Restoration Project Category By Year (Total # of EP Funded Projects = 59)
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2006

Year

2007

Implementation Techniques by Year (Total # of EP Funded Projects =59)
Note: Tidal Reconnection Includes Tidegate and Dike Removal Projects)
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Year

2008

2009

@ Tidal Reconnection

m Culvert Improvement

O Vegetation Planting

O Invasive Species Removal

m Wood Debris Placement

=@ Channel
Modification/Streambank
Stabilization




Oppertunity-driven restoration

Bottoms-up approach, reactive to RFP

Favors projects after concept is already developed,
usually meeting a local need

Favors sponsors with capacity to manage projects

Favors project that can leverage funding from
multiple sources (e.g., BPA, LCRFRB, OWEB)

— has helped promote tributary/floodplain focus

Project significance often assessed on local level,
but less clear on landscape scale

To date, restoration efforts have been more
fragmented than ecosystem-based

— Connected to upstream restoration projects?

— Focus on protecting entire life cycle?

— Tie to water quality and food web?

— Incorporate toxic contaminant sources and pathways?
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—Requires bi-state, central coordinating
entity




NEOIS O Infeorm Restoration

anagement

e Adaptive Management
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Preferred Habitat Restoration

intain i are not affected

refine by updating/

adding new data
- Tier 2 provides scientific method of comparing specific
projects using change in function and likelihood of success
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Assess effects of restoration on ecosystem-wide basis
USACE, PNNL, NOAA Fisheries, CLT, CREST and others

e Critical Uncertainties Research
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Coordination to ensure:

v Data are comparable across sites and time for similar
types of actions and habitats

v Results are scalable




Reference Sites Study.

Goal - use standard monitoring protocols to assess structure
of suite of tidal freshwater wetland habitats

— use these as an indicator of function and condition

Provide a template of patterns and development rates that
can be expected over time at restored sites | T §

Provide an endpoint of potential structure
& function of restoration actions

~41] sites — > 4 sites in each of 8

reaches of estuary

3 major habitat types—emergent marsh,
Sitka spruce swamp, and

riparian forested wetland

Sitka Spruce Swamp
Cross-over with Ecosystem Monitoring Project



*Programmatic Report Card




Restoration Site
Effectiveness <«

Data
Monitoring Sites —>
Reference Sites %¢
Restored Sites Performance
(Report Cards)

Lesson Learned (Meta Analysis)

/

Program Report Card —> Stakeholders Report

New Science N
Cumulative . l
Effects Research

Project RFP
T Project Proposals
—

. Proposed Project
Restoration Strategy\> Prioritization > New Projects

Analysis




Lower
WASHING TON Columbia
River Estuary
¥

Habitat Restoration Program
Project Inventory, 1999 To Date

¥¢ Estuary Partnership Funded Project
[0 Other Partner's Project
Completed
Underway
| ctyLimits
Estuary Partnership Study Area

Note:

‘Compieted” status indlicates ‘on the ground’
estoration work which has been complated.
Design phase projects which have been
complsted are 2l considered Undervay’

OREGON

Integration of the experience of implementers within the estuary, including
CLT, CREST, SBWC, USFWS, LCRWC, PC Trask, USFWS, DU and others.




Lcosystem
Confrolling Ecosystem Functions
Faciors Strucinre and Services

Thom, Wellman (1996)
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Restoration Project Category By Year (Total # of EP Funded Projects = 59)
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@ Tidal Reconnection

m Culvert Improvement

O Vegetation Planting

O Invasive Species Removal

m Wood Debris Placement
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e Monitoring and Maintenance




Project Activity

Landowner Contact

Conceptual Project Design

Grant Funding - Application

Grant Contracting

Outreach

[Acquisition - Appraisal

Acquisition - Due Diligence

/Acquisition - Closing

Project Design - 30%

Permitting - Regulatory Approval

Final Design

Construction Contracting

Construction Implementation

Post-Construction Monitoring and Maintenance
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Contacts for More Information:

Catherine Corbett (503) 226-1565 ext 240, corbett@lcrep.org

lan Sinks (360) 696-0131, isinks@columbialandtrust.org

AND:

Blaine D. Ebberts (503) 417-7567, blaine.d.ebberts@usace.army.mil
Micah Russell (503) 325-0345, mrussell@columbiaestuary.org
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