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BIG RIVERS ARE IMPORTANT, BUT...

e They constitute < 10% of the 3.5 million miles of
streams in US...

Figure 3. Major rivers and streams of the conterminous United States (NationalAtlas.gov, 2006).
Major rivers comprise only 10% of the length of U.S. flowing waters, whereas the nation’s wadeable streams
and rivers comprise 90% of the length of U.S. flowing waters.



BIOLOGICAL CONDITION OF STREAMS IN WEST

1.7%

« Wadeable streams make up ~90% of
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« 539% of Western wadeable streams
are in fair or poor condition

« 76,000 miles of degraded streams
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TAMING A RIVER?

First time = ' Second time = $350K/km






CAN WE AFFORD TO DO THIS?

$300,000 for 3 structures




PROBLEM IS SIMPLE TO STATE...

 Scope of stream and riparian
degradation is massive

« Even with >> $10 Billion spent
annually, barely scratching
surface

« We spend disproportionate
amount of money on too few
miles of streams and rivers -




CHEAP AND CHEERFUL

e ...restoration is the
only way we're
realistically going to
address the problem

e Beaver as one critical
tool X
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Channel Incision

Incised Channel

103 years

Recovery

Channel in Equilibrium

» Simplified and static channel » Sediment output = inputs

* Low habitat quality « Complex and dynamic channel

* Floodplain and groundwater connectivity

 High habitat quality
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BDAS

Beaver Dam Analog Structures
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Incision Recovery with Beaver Dams

Natural Beaver Dams Beaver Dam Analogs (BDAS)
Phase 2 - Trench Widening
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Aggradation and pool formation




Floodplain frequently inundated




Water table elevation change

1’-3" increase in the height of the water table




Compressed diel temperature range
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Max Temp (°C) - Aug 15th, 2014

Long Temperature Profile
August 2014
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Temperature (°C)

Channel Temperature Heterogeneity
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REALLY? KILLING SAGE BRUSH?

Expansion of Riparian Zone...
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wildlife Conservation Through Sustainable Ranching
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