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Presentation Agenda

. Riparian wetland loss in California (Cluer)
. Overview of channel types (Cluer)

Stream Evolution Model and ecosystem
value of multrthreaded channels (Cluer)

Examples of multthreaded channel
restoration projects and opportunities in the
river-estuary ecotone (Hammagk

Importance of multithreaded channels In
salmonidlife history (Hammack)
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1900 to 1950--Changing Technology

The first half of the twentieth century was a time of ambitious engineering and drainage
operations. Two World Wars. a rapidly growing population. and industnial growth fueled the
demand for land as industrv and agriculture propelled the United States to the status of a
world leader. Technology was increasingly important in manipulation of the Nation's water
resources. Two of the most notable projects that affected wetlands were California’s Central
Vallev Project and the lock and dam svstem on the Mississipp: Baver.

Although dramming had begun one-half century earlier. wetland modification in the Central
Vallev accelerated early in the 20th century. By the 1920's_ about 70 percent of the original
wetland acreage had been modified by levees, drainage. and water-diversion projects (Frayer
and others. 1989). In the 1930's, large-scale flood-control projects. diversion dams. and water-
control structures were being built on the tributary nivers entering the valley.

National Water Summarv on Wetland Resources
United States Geological Sinvey Water Supply Paper 2425

Technical Aspects of Wetlands
History of Wetlands in the Conterminous

United States

By
Thomas E. Dahl, U"S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Gregory J. Allord, US. Geological Survey



Hlstory of
Vgtfey I\/Iod1f|cat|on>

_—
-

g‘)NOTRAl Originally the Central Valley of California

was very different than it is now. Tulare

AREA OF INTEREST &

1820 VALLEY : AR
CENTRAL Lake held water in a basin with a surface
VALLEY area approximately four times the surface bial

area of Lake Tahoe. Buena Vista and Kern
Lakes also held water as runoff accumulated
from the Sierra Nevada. The rivers and
streams that flowed into the Central Valley
were lined with bottom-land forests com-
posed of willow, sycamore, oak, elder,
poplar, and alder; lush stands of wet-
land grasses and tules dominated
the valley floors and prairies
(Hundley, 1992). Prior to
the mid-1800's, about 4 million
] of the 13 million acres that
L EXPLANATION made up California's Central

_~ Lake
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Figure 9. Wetlands of the Central Valley of California, circa 1820 (left) and 1990 (right). (Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Status and Trends, unpub. data, 1994.)
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Figure 2. States with notable wetland loss, 1780’s to mid-1980's. (Source: Modified from Dahl, 1990.)
| U.S. Geological Survey Water-Supply Paper 2425
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LaG r‘and River, OR

Eel River, CA
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Tile drain networks

Expedite runoff, drain
upper soil moisture
zones, diminish
aquifers, make the
hydrosystemsmaller
and less resilient.







Valleys—

What were pre-
settlement habitats like,

WRT salmonids ?



