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* This project saw the use of two * Restoration efforts saw a significant
sampling sites, Site A and Site B — increase of total abundance, total
Site A was located downstream and EPT and EPT/D at both Site A and
was restored over the winter of Site B (Figures 7, 8 & 9 respectively).
2021/2022; Site B, further upstream, * Unlike Site A, Site B did not see a

was restored over the winter of significant change in total biomass
2020/2021 (Figure 3). (Figure 6).

Thompson Rivers University is on the
traditional lands of the Tk'emlups te
Secwépemc; Louis Creek study sites are on the
Simpcwul’ecw traditional lands, both of which
are part of the traditional and unceded
territory of the Secwépemc.
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e Overall, restoration efforts had a
positive impact on invertebrate
community presence, not only
showing a significant increase in
abundance but also a significant
increase in sensitive orders (EPT).
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* Results show bankside restoration
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