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What is the impact of impoundment and water
management on GSL wetland condition?




GSL Ecological Condition Assessment
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Sppl | Spp2 | Spp3 | Spp4
Site 1 0 3 5 1
Site 2 1 0 6 0
Site 3 3 3 3 3
Site 4 0 6 0 0
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Sppl | Spp2 | Spp3 | Spp4
Site 1 0 3 5 1
Site 2 1 0 6 0
Site 3 3 3 3 3
Site 4 0 6 0 0
Sitel | Site 2 | Site 3
Species richness | 3.00 2 4
Native cover 0.75 | 0.95 0.50
Perennial cover | 0.66 | 0.95 0.70
Obligatecover | 0.55 | 0.95 | 0.66
Score | Condition
Site 1 (Reference) 5 50
Site 2 3.5 35
Site 3 2 20
Site 4 3 30




Resulls — Reference Condition

Least disturbed condition
Lowest 10% on disturbance index




Results — Major Stressors
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Inter-annual Variability
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Analysis

« Hydroperiod Statistics

— Median, maximum, and minimum
depth

—IQR, variance and standard deviation

— % Growing season days flooded,
saturated, and dry

» Classification of hydroperiod by
—Region
— Impoundment
— Condition




Results — GSL Wetland Hydroperiod
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Manager Interviews

Objectives:

 Develop relevant assessment method
« Record management strategies

» Understand odd field data
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We light It was a warm summer,
fireworks in more than 10 100° days
this bay every ' SR
summer. .

Alfalfa cutting

spraying Upstream
dike blow
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Monitoring and Useful Metrics

| What do you monitor?
T ”a — Bird use (good)
_ — Sago pondweed growth
| (good)

— Phragmites and cattail (bad)

What meirics would be useful
to you?
— Salinity parameters for
Schoenoplectus maritimus

— |ldeal water depth for S.
marifimus

— Rooting depth of S. maritimus



Reference Condition

* Sago pondweed
and alkali bulrush

 Little to no
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hydroperiod or
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— Standing water, 18-
24 inches OR
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Bulrushes

Species

Biomass

Seed Production

+ flooding 10-20 cm
July — Aug
+ salinity 6-12 dS/m

¢ Flooding depth
+ salinity 6-12 dS/m

+ flooding 0-10 cm July
— Aug
+ salinity 0-8 dS/m

¢ (grazing pressure)

+ saturation 0 —-20 cm
July — Aug
+August drawdown

+ 20-30 day
drawdown (20-40 cm
below surface)

+ average depth
much lower than other
species




Preliminary
Conclusions

 GSL wetland
condition

* Impact of
Impoundment

* Impact of water
management

Future Work

« 4" year monitoring

* Inferviews

* Bird use and bird food
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