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South Fork Newaukum

RM 10.9 = 13.0

NOTES:

1. Tarrain from SWWA Foothills 2017 and Gray's
Harbor 2012 LIDAR from DNR.

2. 1-foot contours derived from LIDAR DEM.

3. Aerial phato from July 31st, 2017.

4, River miles are from the USGE 7 .5 Quads
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South Fork Newaukum | RM 10.9 = 13.0

Aerial Photo and Parcels

NOTES:

1. Terrain from Gray's harbor 2012 and SUWWA
Foothills 2017 LIDAR from CNR.

2. 1-foot contours derived from LIDAR DEM.

3. Aerial photo from July 31st, 2017,

4, River miles are Irem the USGE 7.5 Quads

3. Relative Elevation derived from an unknown
combination of dar scurces dating back to 2005.
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South Fork Newaukum | RM 10.9 = 13.0
Relative Elevation Map

NOTES:

1. Terrain from 2017 LIDAR from Quantum Spatial.

2. 1-foot contours derived from LIDAR DEM.

3. Aerial image from July 31, 2017.

4. River miles are from the USGS 7.5' Quads

5. Relative elevation derived from Quantum Spatial 2017 LIDAR by
Inter-Fluve.
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South Fork Newaukum | RM 10.9 — ] 3.0
Representative Photos
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South Fork Newaukum | RM 10.9 — 13.0
Representative Photos

Sand in
Gravels
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South Fork Newaukum | RM 10.9 — 13.0
Representative Photos
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South Fork Newaukum | RM 10.9 — 13.0

Reach Summary

Criteria RM 10.9-13.0

Ecological Metrics

Fish & Other Species Use Salmon use, freshwater mussels
Natural Process

Landowner Support
Risk & Public Safety

Project Unit Cost Cost effective

Summary  [CSSIERIEEEliGeVRSEI
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Stillman Creek

NOTES:

1. Tarrain from Gray's Harbor 2012 LIDAR from DNR.
2. 1-foot contours derived from LIDAR DEM. i
3. Aerial photo from July 31st, 2017,

4. River miles are from the USGS 7.5" Quads
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Stillman Creek| RM 0 — 2.5

Aerial Photo and Parcels

NOTES:
I13'\|Tsn".un from Gray's harbor 2012 LIDAR from
2. 1-foot contours derived from LIDAR DEM. T e L
3. Aerial photo from July 31st, 2017 e

4, River miles are Irem the USGE 7.5 Quads -l
3. Relative Elevation derived from an unknown
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Stillman Creek| RM 0 — 2.5
Relative Elevation

NOTES:

1. Terrain fram 2017 LIDAR from Quantum Spatial and Gray's
Harbor 2012 LIDAR from DNR.

2. 1-foot contours derived from LIDAR DEM.

3. Aerial image from July 31, 2017.

4. River miles are from the USGS 7.5' Quads

5. Relative elevation derived from Quantum Spatial 2017 and
Gray's Harbor 2012 LiDAR by Inter-Fluve.
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Stillman Creek| RM 0 - 2.5
Representative Photos
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Stillman Creek| RM 0 — 2.5
Representative Photos
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Stillman Creek| RM 0 — 2.5
Representative Photos




Stillman Creek| RM 0 — 2.5
Representative Photos
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Stillman Creek| RM 0 - 2.5
Representative Photos

Thin riparian




Stillman Creek| RM 0 — 2.5

Reach Summary

Stillman Cr.
Criteria RM 0-2.5
ECO|OgiCCI| Metrics Tributaries, connected floodplain
Fish & Other Species Use Salmon
Natural Process Farm land, new buffers, sinuosity
Landowner Support Large parcels
Risk & Public Safety Bridges
Project Unit Cost Cost effective

Summqry Cost effective project opportunities
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South Fork Chehalis

RM 13.5 - 16.5

NOTES:

1. Tarrain from Lewis 2006 LIDAR from DNR.
2. 1-foot contours derived from LIDAR DEM.
3. Aerial photo from July 31st, 2017,

4. River miles are from the USGS 7.5" Quads
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South Fork Chehalis | RM 13.5 - 16.5

Aerial Photo and Parcels

NOTES:

1. Terrain from Lewis 2006 LIDAR from DNR.
2. 1-foot contours derived from LIDAR DEM.
3. Aerial photo from July 31st, 2017,

4. River miles are from the USGS 7.5 Quads ge=tis
4. Relative Elevation derived from an unknown . - -
combination of idar sources dating back to 2005. A - *
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South Fork Chehalis | RM 13.5 - 16.5
Relative Elevation Map

NOTES:

1. Terrain from 2017 LIDAR from Quantum Spatial.
2. 1-foot contours derived from LIDAR DEM.

3. Aerial image from July 31, 2017,

4. River miles are from the USGS 7.5' Quads

5. Relative elevation derived from Quantum Spatial 2017 LIDAR by

Inter-Fluve.
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South Fork Chehalis | RM 13.5 - 16.5
Representative Photos
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South Fork Chehalis | RM 13.5 - 16.5
Representative Photos
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South Fork Chehalis | RM 13.5 - 16.5
Representative Photos




South Fork Chehalis | RM 13.5 - 16.5
Representative Photos
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South Fork Chehalis | RM 13.5 - 16.5

Reach Summary

MSFC
Criteria RM13.5-16.5
ECO|OgiCCI| Metrics Incised channel & inset floodplain
Fish & Other Species Use Salmon & Western Toad
Natural Process Farm land, narrow buffers
Landowner Support Large parcels
Risk & Public Safe’ry Bridges & roads
_ Permittable, no wetland mitigation
Proiec’r Unit Cost Low cost effectiveness

Summqry Big projects, high unit cost
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Newaukum Sub-Basin

Reach Evaluation Summary

Criteria RM10.9-13.0 RM 23.1-25.1
Ecological Metrics ~ Best Good
Fish & Other Species Use Good Fair
Natural Process ~ Best Fair
Landowner Support - Best Fair
Risk & Public Safety ~ Best Good

Permitting  [Bestl]  Fair

Project Unit Cost Good Fair

Summary [NBESIN Fair
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South Fork Chehalis Sub-Basin

Reach Evaluation Summary

o MSFC Stillman
Criteria RM13.5-16.5  RM 0-2.5
Ecological Metrics Fair Good
Fish & Other Species Use Fair Fair
Natural Process Fair Good
Landowner Support Good Good
Risk & Public Safety Fair Good
Permitting ~ Good Good
Project Unit Cost Fair Good

Summary Fair Good
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Ecological Metrics
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. Ecologlcal metrlcs are a co
of factors:

- Side channels

- Floodplain

- Channel length

- Wetlands

- Riparian community

- Wood structures

- Pools

e A high score shows more ecological benefit than a
low score



Fish & Other Species Use

T e A e
* Fish & other species use is a combmatlon of a
'-"ég number of factors: TP
Y - Steelhead (adult migration, spawning, rearing) i

- Fall Chinook (adult migration, spawning, rearing)

- Spring Chinook (adult migration, spawning, rearing)
- Coho (adult migration, spawning, rearing)

- Chum (adult migration, spawning, rearing)

- Other species (Western Toad, Coastal Tailed Frog, Oregon Spotted
Frog, Van Dyke's Salamander, Northern Red-legged Frog, Western
Ridge Mussel, Beaver)

* A high score shows more benefit to more numbers
of species than a low score




Natural Process

: Ay o Joraa Xt e S AR 3 PO P SN
o, L SRS LT RS - \¢.
- ..\ - " . ~ A% o8 SRR LA X - i« A
‘.“ & . R -“Q\ PR Y T g ;h" 3 . ‘ her. &
- S ~ o ~ Yo by ! o A P
‘ AN N "*-\ - Ay PN A R ‘¢.' e b ,'
. LA S AL 9" < ot %
< &, h % ™ P s .- o™ ! § '
— L ' 1
-

“’*qa‘u

SN : ‘.. » ‘f‘;s; e T N

S e Natural process is a representatlon of the

| consistency with and sustainability of a approach

- Does restoration support natural processes?

- Are there opportunities for the preservation of high
quality habitat?

e A high score is better than a low score
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Landowner Support

e Landowner support is a combination of a number
of factors:
- Number of landowners per mile

Willingness (if known)

Public landownership

Active use? (e.g. ag, residential, forest)

Percent of area within willing landowners

e A high score shows more support by landowners
than a low score




Risk & Public Safety

B » Risk & Public Safety score is high for low levels of
risk and public safety concerns:

- Arterial roads in floodplain channel migration zone

- Bridges in or downstream of reach

- Utilities

- Houses/structures

- Levees (flood protection)

- Recreation (public safety)

g « The score is low for high levels of risk and public
safety concerns
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Permitting

- —

5 Permitting score is high for a relatively
straightforward permitting process and low for a
complex permitting process

* Indicators:

Streamlined/programmatic

High value resources impacted (cultural, wetlands, etc.)
Is mitigation needed

Contaminated soils

Timing




Project Unit Cost

* Project costs are by unit (area, length, etc.) to
. normalize for large simple projects compared to
small complex projects that may have similar total
costs

* A high score is better than a low score




