Adaptive Flow Management of Regulated Rivers:
Successes and Challenges
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Umweltunfall am Stausee Punt dal Gall
Am Samstag, 30. Marz, ist es im Bereich der Stauanlage Punt dal Gall im
Schweizerischen Nationalpark (SNP) zu einem Zwischenfall bei den Engadiner
Kraftwerken AG (EKW) mit gravierenden 6kologischen Folgen gekommen.
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Macroinvertebrate richness

Macroinvertebrates: The long-term changes (4 stages to date)
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Long-term Response Patterns: Macrozoobenthos
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Adaptive Management of Floods
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III%:To—;ding the
COLORADO RIVER

to Save It
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Lees Ferry Reach of the Colorado River:
Rainbow trout




1147
1

1=

LY

Fish
I Rainbow trout

Aannelmouth
= sucker

] Humpback chub
[ Otther

Invertehrate

B Mudsnails
I Scuds

[ Sludgeworms
[ Earttwwarms
O] Backfies
[ Midges

[[] Caddisflies
[ Cther

Fish

production

0 20

30 MLES

Sampling sites

| | 15 50 KIL DMETERS
: | ! L. i |
! ! ' i =
05 i : ) 5 L
— I : e
S 0 ! 4w E
Rainbowtrowt £ H
= : -5
= =]
e g 3 E dw =
Flannelmouth sucker = ' T
=] 1 415 =
. | 02 3
4 ¥ o
- g @ Fish 2
it S = 01 o
Midge and blacklly £ ]
] 1 1 i} E
RMz25 Rhhes Rid127 AM&3 AM30  AMD

Food Webs suggest
food limitation at
Lees Ferry reach

algae-based  detritus-based




® Viable Redds

2011
a

2008
LYl

Total Redds
- = Average Recruitment

08

Coloracio River below Glen Canyon Dam
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Snowy River Rehabiliggtion Project
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SNOWY RIVER RECOVERY | SNOWY FLOW RESPONSE MONITORING AND MODELLING

Proposed flow release strategy for the
Snowy River Increased Flows: 2013/14

THE BYADBO WILDERNESS
The Snowy River in Kosciuszko National Park
Tre wiza, 3andy riesr chamnel was an ides ssed bed for wegetaticn, including wilcw

and blackerry, which could mow extabliah Socsuse of fewar and smaler natural Noods.
Thix cacaed vaxt amoonts of asod and mud %o be caught and trapped I the rivec

Geawel and cobble arsaz, critical for river insects and the river food chaln, waere burted
wivie cresting many kilometrex of shalicw water with coor fiss habitat.

Controling the willows has snabled the intisl savironments] flows bo act ks Noods,
mpain moving the river sediment and rede®ning a beakhy channel




Thanks for your attention
but remember floods. ar‘ fun but still a bit dangerous




