MONITORING ESTUARINE
STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION
AFTER THE NISQUALLY RIVER
DELTA RESTORATION
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SUCCESS CRITERIA

Opportunity

l.e. How much habitat is available?
Capacity
l.e.Are there sufficient prey resources there?

Realized Function

l.e.Are individuals using newdyailable habitat?

Simenstadnd Cordell. 2000. Ecological assessment criteria for restoring anadromous salmonid habitat in Pacific Northwest estuaries
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Prey Energy Density (kJ/g) x
Biomass (g/n¥) x
Restoration Area (m?) =
Energy Availability (kJ/ m)

About 3,585
hamburgers worth of
energy at any given
time in the
restoration area by
2012
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\ A Importance of Iongerm monltorlng

A Monitor for structure andfunction
| A Think outside the box: how can
monitoring data have broader
Implications?
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