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Project Goals

Restore hydrological
connection between channel
and floodplain-inundation
frequency and duration

Increase area and quality of
wetland and riparian habitat-
ponding, complex habitat
mosaic, meadows
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Increase beaver population in
headwater streams

Increase water quality and,
potentially, quantity locally and
downstream

Develop low-cost restoration
methods for smaller streams

and meadows




Benefits of
Beaver Dams-
Habitat

Restore hydrological
connection between
channel and N
floodplain-inundation [
frequency and "
duration

Increase area and
quality of wetland
and riparian habitat-
Eonpling, complex

abitat mosaic,
meadows

Increase beaver
Eopulatlon in
eadwater streams

In large rivers,
increase side channel
habitat quality and
diversity




Benefits of
Beaver Dams- | S
(Eco)Hydrology &  Swamp Creek

Reduce flood peaks by holding
water in ponds and spreading
onto floodplain

Increase groundwater storage,
raise water table suppprtlrlu_ﬁ_
higher plant productivity (ET)

Improve water quality- .
sediment, thermal complexity,
contaminants

Potentially increase summer
low flows-still no high quality
studies on this question




Tribal Knowledge-
Values and
Ecosystem Function

Elders and other

tribal members Pre-1700
remember more
dams and beavers on
the [andscape

References to specific
locals: “Beavers used

Beaver Pond Toppenish

to run Toppenish LR ST . DURERET g
Creek”, beavers along B . ot - ST )
Dry Creek before 7/ E—— fakins River
overgrazing T
Cultural plants in Overbank Flow
meadows being lost,
perhaps because of Lower Toppenish Creek
reduced beaver dams Before Beaver Removal

Valley Slope: Pre-1700 AD (300+ Years Ago) Prepared By:
Guide us in Wh at to 6.7Ft/Mile (0.13%) Geomax, P.C.

do (bring back
beavers) and where



Scientific Support-
Modelling, Assessments,
Monitoring

BRAT (Beaver Restoration
Assessment Tool)

Mapping of beaver dams
Meadow assessment in 2011

Meadow Vulnerability
Assessment in 2018

Adaptive approach-need to
monitor in cost-effective
manner






KIickit;t River

Implementation *

m Using Tribal knowledge
and science assess
eneral locations-
edicine Valley, Dry
Creek, Upper Klickitat,
etc

m Select sites using input
from models,
assessment, and staff
knowledge-preference

for focusing on water-
sheds

m Choose areas where
restoration can be
efficient and
sustainable: low grazing
pressure, suitable site
conditions...

» Implementand
monitor. Pre-monitor
where possible.




BRAT Management Zones

A=~ Low Hanging Fruit - Restoration/Conservation Zone
b~ Quick Retum Restoration Zone
“n—— | ong-Term Possibility Resloration Zone

Potantial

Conflicts  Restoration

& Living with Beaver (Low Source)

Folential

HI_ ~r~— Living wilh Beaver (High Source)
~Fo~— Unsuitable; Naturally Limited

ing

)

|_ "~ Unsuilable: Anlhropogenically Limited
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SPATIAL ESTIMATES OF MEASUREABLE

FLOW INCREASE

Upstream Beaver Dam Storage
Volume of baseflow over 30 days

« Relative to base flow

« Largest changes in
headwater streams with
high capacity

 Spatial differentiation on a
reach-by reach basis of
where beaver dams might
make a measurable
hydrologic difference

30 day % flow increase ‘%%:"
0-1%
P | - 504
5-10%
om0 - 25%
P D5 . 50%

From Hafen (2017) MacFarlane et al 2018



Categories of Beaver Restoration Approaches

e Passive actions that protect beaver
* Moratorium
* Increased regulation/lower limits
e Grazing deferment

e Actively transplant beavers into areas with few or no beaver but high
potential

e Active habitat manipulation to mimic beaver activity
e Beaver Dam Analogs
e Bank attached structures
* Choke Structures, etc.



Active Translocation

e Capture and “Hard” Release
e Often “nuisance beavers” of the ages 1-2 years old

e Capture, Hold, and “Soft” Release
e Often mature pairs and young

e Prepare site (BDAs) then begin translocation

* Sites that have some limiting factors (e.g., lack of pools) but high potential
e Example: Proposed South Fork Simcoe Creek Project



Proposed Projects for 2018-19

e Restore 2-3 sites in 2018
e Bear Creek
e South Fork Simcoe Creek
e South Fork Dry Creek

e Funding is through the NRCS’ Resource Conservation Partners
Program (RCCP)



2 2018:Goog|e

Google Earth

Imagery Date: 6/9/2015 lat 46.099401° lon-121.235138° elev 2227 ft  eyealt 4040 ft
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GoogleEarth




South Fork Simcoe Creek

GoogleEarth

2:2018 Goegle

Google Earth

Imagery Date: 6/9/2015 lat 46.4252382 lon -120.929957° elev 2123 ft  eyealt 3950 ft
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Beaver Oil Gland Secretions

female

Males:

Viscosity is more thick
Coloriscaramel brown
Smells like oil/diesel

Female:

Viscosity is more runny
Coloris creamy tan
Smells like bleu cheese




Holding Facilities






E
8
=
[
@
(i
8
5
=

g
(=1

1.04

Beaver Dam Analogues
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Hornzontal Distance (m)
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For Official Use Only: Notes on Site Use.

Yakima Beaver Project

Release Site Score Card ¥ _ S Date.

Site 1D (Creekl___-

£ No SDcard

Location Description T BE A
e - MEL & F ) . p
Promte rth arsibess, then A ithe plints’ - VAV E 1€ ¢ HANNELS
ANy PP ODE L-AL bE Y (E BRI N CHANNEL
1. Stream Gradient of the defined habluhnn T a) VIME
5. 53% 3. 4-6% 1.79% 0. 20% ."’ 'JL’ CHEw Wi v iU
A TIA En TTPOE
2 Stream Flow v LG H/ 5 PLENTIFL

1. Garden hose | S, Fire hose -3. Unwadeable

—_———

3 Doyuumdklmmmllh-ynr-rwndltrﬂnnw? Al G ALUVER oL
3, Yes -5 No 0. Unsure iy s

EN J AL
4. Average Stream Depth ANTT VI
: 4. Dver sneakar 5. Over knee-high boots -3, Over waist NV L g -
5. Habitat Unit Size (stream length)
8. Extensive streich of tha stream 1. Small isolated pockel
€. Woody Food
a 3. Aspen, Cottonwood, Willow 2. Mder 1. Othar hardwoods
b 3. Within 10 meters 2. Within 30 melers 1, Within 100 meters
[ 3. Large amount (thousands of stems) 2. Some {(hundreds of stems) 1. Lite (dozens)
Woody food score = multiply axbxc
7. Herbaceous Food
_ 3.Grass/Forbs Fresent 0. No Grass/Forbs Present
8. Floodplain Width
2 §. Adjacent flocdplain 0. Narrow V' Channel
| 9. Dominant Stream Substrate =
L 5 SRClayMud  2.Sand | 1)Gravel  ©.Cobble -1.Bouiders -3.Bedrock
10. Historic Beaver use
B . Old structures present 3. Some old indications 0. No indication of previous oCcupancy

11. Lodge snd dam building materials
8. Variely of 1-5” diameler woody vegetation avail -10. No building matenal present

12. Are there any roads, culverts, or other damage situations that may resuft from flooding? {if yes, please

expound on below. Le., how far away is a culvert)
3. Yes 0. No
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