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Fig. 4: A beaver in the process of being relocated.

The Methow Beaver Project relocates ‘problem
beavers’ from downstream sites to headwater
streams where they were historically present. In
headwater areas, beavers create wetlands,
recharge groundwater systems, and change
sediment transport.
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Streambed sediment carbon content

- Fines sieved out of a 20z random sample
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Fig. 9 Representative sample, showing Fig. 8: Putting samples out to dry back at camp
the sieved streambed samples. with (left to right) Stewart, Foster, and Rettig.

Do beavers and/or wildfires influence the size
class distribution of streambed sediments?
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How do beavers impact fine sediment
transport in wildfire-burned areas?

(On average, fine sediments in downstream (of dam) sites in burned areas are
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comparable to an unburned stream. Beavers ponds capture fine sediments,

What effect do beavers and/or wildfires

have on

sediment organic content?
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Sediment organic content is generally low in headwater streams, although on
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average higher in unburned areas.
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