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Recreation habitat vs.
ecological habitat
in riparian restoration
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lver in Yosemite Valley
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: Click below or on any @
for a 360° Panorama.

01. Tunnel View
02. Wawona Hotel
03. Yosemite Lodge
04. Cook's Meadow
05. Housekeeping
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DIVING OR JUMPING
FROM BRIDGE




CRAMJ/ A multi-variable measure

of riparian health

K 1|I ornia Rapid Assessment Md

Assess 14 variables in four categories
e Buffer and landscape context
* Hydrology
* Physical structure
* Biotic structure

Index scores from 0.0 to 1.0

Assessed 81 alternating
bank areas in 9.9 segment

Summarized as
low-moderate-high
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Methods

e On-site survey n = 806 (92% response rate)

* Roving stratified sampling

* Integrated with NPS use monitoring
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Evaluating riparian impacts

B

. The “river bank” photo shows an area used by park visitors along the Merced. National Park Service scientists evaluate river banks from an ecological perspective,
but we are interested in how visitors perceive them. Please rate the acceptability of this river bank from your perspective.

Very unacceptable Marginal Very acceptable
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +4




Evaluating riparian impacts
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Very unacceptable




Evaluating riparian impacts

B

. The “river bank” photo shows an area used by park visitors along the Merced. National Park Service scientists evaluate river banks from an ecological perspective,
but we are interested in how visitors perceive them. Please rate the acceptability of this river bank from your perspective.

Very unacceptable Marginal Very acceptable
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +4






















Evaluating fences and boardwalks

18. To reduce bank and meadow trampling along the river, the Park Service could close sensitive areas (see “split rail fencing” photo) and direct people toward
areas that can withstand use (see “boardwalk and stairs” photo). However, these actions may decrease “naturalness,” prevent access to some areas, or
lead to congestion in other areas. Please rate the acceptability of the following actions.

Very unacceptable Marginal Very acceptable

Longer split rail fences (over 200 feet) to protect large areas

from trampling, with short openings for river access. E b 2 S

Shorter split rail fences (under 50 feet) to restore small sites

with heavy trampling. -4 +3 +4

Occasional boardwalks and stairs through meadows and
sensitive areas to provide access to areas like beaches.

+3 +4

Trail networks with many boardwalks & stairs directing use to

it i ; i +3 +4
less sensitive areas and discouraging off-trail use.




Evaluating fences and boardwalks

Percent unacceptable

80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 O

Percent acceptable

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Occasional boardwalks ﬂ

Shorter rails

Many boardwalks

Longer rails ﬂ

Very unacceptable




Managing use in sensitive areas

Percent oppose Percent support

90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Education to avoid sensitive areas

Close trails lead to sensitive areas

Prohibit off-trail in sensitive areas

Strongly oppose
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& Conclusions

_ Recreation habitat is different
“Extensive support for restoration goals




Provide high-quality recreation habitat?
Leaving Yosemite, look at Green-Colorado System
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Little Nankoweap

Funnel use, harden site
* river to camp
* camp to hikes




camping

post-dam areas




ngineering
increase capacity
suspend 1-party norm
resource protection
multiple groups

Cremation Camp




Upper Deer Creek

Engineered trails
* "hiking habitat”
routes to destinations




Identify trails,
2 Keep.people on them,
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==~ Minimize impacts

Nankoweap, Carbon Creek
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Nankoweap

Larger scales

* extensive shoreline

* user-created trails
established networks




Tamarisk can eliminate camp habitat

e pre-beetle
e post-beetle, no better?




Green/Colorado cor




Slash piles

e stumps, uneven ground

* new willows, invasives?

e camp habitat in upland oaks
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Cataract Canyon

Restoration timeline

tamarisk removal
planting cottonwoods
camping in dead tamarisk



e shade, shelter, screening

* beetle-kill, removal

* new planting, cultivation
* interpretation, assistance’




Dying ta.rpafr‘is-l:(, shade/shelter
~ * no‘enginegring
St ‘régf 'iﬁgn by invasives, natives?

Carbon Creek Camp



Channel and bank restoration
* whitewater features
e foot and bike paths
* seating
* shops/restaurants
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Recreation & ecological habitat are different
blic supports restoration
. Protect riparian/restoration areas from people
* Create high quality recreation habitat
e By design, not by default
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...and stabilize banks with rip rap

. The Shoreline You've Always Wanted

Let qs.‘help make it possible
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November '06 Flood Disaster
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US Army Corps ¥
of Engineers.







APRIL 11 -15th, 2016 | 5 DAY WORKSHOP

LARGE WOOD HABITAT
DESIGN COURSE

Sleeping Lady Resort, Leavenworth, WA

Workshop Highlights:

tor
Lo
ish habitat <

Natural Systems Design
v ’v,

)

Register Now!
{Space Limited to
30 Particlpants)

April 11-15th, 2016
5 Day Workshop

Sleeping Lady Resort
Leavenworth, WA

Learn from scientists
and engineers who
specialize In
Large Wood Habitat
Design

Collaborate and

share with other
professionals

Upper Columbia
project site visits

PRESENTED BY:
Natural Systems Design

CONTACT:
Molly Fay
(360) 656.,5207 x101
molly@naturaldes.com
for
Registration, Questions
and Commants

*Cost 51,500
(Excludes tax and lodging)
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Some fail
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"Compafe to natural wood acc’u ulation -
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e strategy Make them s
A “bumpér.logs _

Herzman Levee Repair Project”
Cedar River, WA ~160 cfs



Green River ELJ
modifications

Study assessed
Sheriff recommended

County considering...
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OPEN CHANNEL

VIEW IS HIDDEN

" FLOATERS IS THE BLOCKED
CHANNEL IS OPEN, NOT ALL

THE LOGS ARE STILL IN PLACE || 1%
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Hazard removal considerations
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Cedar River Wood Hazards
Aerial Survey and Field Inspaction, June 2018

LOGJAM
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Other strategy:
Just warn ‘em

N

Example Upper Carison Project Kiosk
) (Provided by King County)






River
Closed

’ ‘| to rafts and all vessels
due to high water and
downstream hazards.
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Indepondent Export Pane! Roview of
Water and Land Resources Division's
Project Scoping and Implomentation Praotices

Emerging literature
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Final Report
Third-Party Review of
Projects Involving Large Wood Emplacements
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Type D
3+ characterlstlcs ‘make contact
Active navugatlon reqmred A

_ Afcontact 'consequences uncertaln bu ‘

f:' "X
Tvne E: £
: Nlultlple characteristics; contact more likely
Active and accurate'navigation required
If contact, consequences uncertaln but
likely to. be serious...
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Channel cross-section

blocked by dam (%)

15
Porosity Width of Jam
e % Channel width

Lateral erosion width . N — s
Channel width “ 7\ " Depth of scour
/ ; Bank Height

Y*

Sediment deposit depth

Height of spill Bank Height
Bank Height







Interactive discussion

Ecological and recreation values of
example restoration projects
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“Western Was_h

Katherine Renz / Cascades Institute
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South Fork Nooksack, Was 'rHrJJFUrJ




Rock, rootwad, and log revetment
Cedar River, King County, Washington




>

)

i

ive

~—

\d

r

sl




Questions and comments



