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Talk Roadmap
1. Marsh Degradation and Runnels Background

2. Remote Sensing Workflow
3. Impact of Runnels on Revegetation
4. Impact of Initial Marsh Condition on Revegetation

5. Site-specific examples of runnel restoration

Background Analysis Workflow Impact of Runnels Initial Condition Runnel Examples



Expansion of Mega-pools and Loss of High Marsh Habitat!
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Research Question
Does drainage enhancement restore high marsh habitat?
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Study Area
3 States
21 Sites

Remote Sensing
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Research Question
Does drainage enhancement promote re-vegetation?
Does the pre-restoration marsh condition impact the rate of
recovery?

Background Analysis Workflow Impact of Runnels Initial Condition Runnel Examples



Normalized Difference Marsh Surface
Vegetation Index Classification

.

NAIP Imagery

=
§/ )
=
NAIP Imagery Dates

| | | | | | 106 Classifications
89 + 6% Accuracy

2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2021

Background Analysis Workflow Impact of Runnels Initial Condition Runnel Examples



NAIP Imagery
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Sub-tidesheds Classified Sub-tidesheds
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Date of Restoration per Site
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Linear Mixed Spline Modeling
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Research Question
rainage enhancement promote re-vegetation?
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Does drainage enhancement promote re-vegetation?
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Does drainage enhancement promote re-vegetation?
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Does drainage enhancement promote re-vegetation?
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Does drainage enhancement promote re-vegetation?
Change in Vegetated Acreage
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Does drainage enhancement promote re-vegetation?
Change in Vegetated Acreage
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Research Question

Does the pre-restoration marsh condition impact the rate of
recovery?
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Does the pre-restoration marsh condition impact the rate of recovery?
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Does the pre-restoration marsh condition impact the rate of recovery?
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Pine Island — Tideshed 6 (South Pool) , .iivinary)

Year O Year 3 Year 6 Year 8
6.66 ha 7.15 ha 7.81 ha 8.51 ha

" Vegetated Marsh Surface See McKown et al. 2023 for project details

Open Water, Bare Surface
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Next Steps

- Similar analysis with field. work assessments of hydrology
and vegetation

- Possible trends of hydrology and vegetation to the avian
community?
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