
Ridgefield Pits Meeting   
Restoration Alternatives 

Welcome 
*Please mute to start* 

*Send comments via chat* 
*Let us know if you are having any issues*

Meeting Organizer 
Paul Kolp- Lower Columbia Estuary Partnership 



AGENDA 

• Greetings & Recap 
• Designs will be developed at three locations 1) Ridgefield Pits 2) 

upstream along mainstem and two side-channels and 3)Mill- Manley 
confluence (thermal refuge for all species/life history stages)

• Draft Restoration Alternatives Memo- Comments 
• Draft Restoration Alternatives -Poll
• Discussion 
• Restoration alternatives to be advanced to the modeling phase 
• Next steps and target dates- hydraulic modeling, selection of the 

preferred alternative(s) and preliminary designs 



Restoration Alternatives   
• Restoration Alternatives  Memo (July)
• Common themes that emerged from Comments  

• The “do nothing” approach is not acceptable
• The Pits are the highest priority
• Restoration should rely on natural processes & acknowledge that river 

will move in response to sediment, hydrology and biological processes. 
Approaches to fix the river in one location aren’t desirable 

• Restoration costs should not determine future efforts 
• Habitat- Increase spawning and rearing habitat, increase the channel 

migration zone to the highest extent possible, increase floodplain 
connectivity & increase/protect cold water refuges   



Restoration Alternatives

• Other ideas 
• Hybrids of Alternative 2 and 3 
• Open up historic channels 
• Consider future efforts into Daybreak Pits Area 
• Greater activation of side channel seasonally 

• Concerns
• Erosion along cliff’s needs to be accounted for 
• Trying to create a single thread channel has been problems 
• Sedimentation rates are high
• Width:depth ratios are high 
• Warm river temperatures 
• Don’t rely on engineering strategies to bring in cold water 
• How to plant/ensure better future riparian conditions 



Restoration Alternatives Poll

• Members ranked (H/M/L) Alternatives
High Medium  Low 

Alternative 1 0 0 14

Alternative 2 2 1 11

Alternative 2a 3 1 10

Alternative 3 11 1 2

Alternative 3a 8 3 3

Alternative 4 6 7 1

Alternative 5 4 8 2

Alternative 6 7 6 1


alternatives 

				Name 		Alternative 1 (high, medium, low) 		Alternative 2 (high, medium, low)		Alternative 2a (high, medium, low)		Alternative 3 (high, medium, low)		Alternative 3a (high, medium, low)		Alternative 4 (high, medium, low)		Alternative 5 (high, medium, low)		Alternative 6 (high, medium, low)		Physical Process driven (y/n)		Funding concern (y/n)		Optimisitic (y/n)		Notes 

		1		Ian  sinks (C. Land Trust)		L		L		L		H		M		H		H		H		y 		N		Y

		2		Alex U (WDFW)		L		L		L		H
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		3		Allen L (WDNR)		L		L		L		H
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		4		Devan R (WA Ecology)		L		L		L		H		H		H		M		M		y 		N		Y

		5		Bill D  (C. Land Trust)		L		L		L		H
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		6		Jim B (TU- advocate)		L		L		L		M		M		L		L		L		N		y 		n

		7		Josh A (NOAA)		L		L		L		H		H		M		M		M		y 		y 		y 

		15		Rudy (Cowlitz Tribe)

		16		Dave B (landowner)																								provided comments but not on alternatives 

		8		Dave H (WDFW)		L 
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		12		Dick D (Friends EF)		L		H		H		L		L		M		L		M		Y		y 		Y

		13		Don Swanson (landowner)		L		H		H		L		L		M		H		M		N		y 		N

		9		Bruce W (landowner)		L		L		L		H		H		H		H		H		y 		N		Y

		10		Brice C (LCFEG)				L		L		H		H		H		H		H		y 		N		Y

		17		Jeff W. (Clark PUD)

		11		Steve J (Clark S. FF)		L		L		L		H		L		M		M		M		Y		N		Y

		14		Pat Lee (Clark Env.)		L		M		H		H		H		H		L		M		Y		y 		Y

		18		John B (Clark CD)																								provided comments but not on alternatives 

																								*14 out of 18 responded*

						Restoration Priority- Alternatives 																		Retoration  should be  Process Driven 		Funding Concern		Optimisitic About Restoration 

						High 		Medium  		Low 												YES 		12		5		12

				Alternative 1 		0		0		14												No 		2		9		2

				Alternative 2		2		1		11

				Alternative 2a		3		1		10														*best guess using all 18* 

				Alternative 3		11		1		2														Retoration = Process driven 		Funding concern		Optimisitic 

				Alternative 3a		8		3		3												YES 		14		7		14

				Alternative 4		6		7		1												No 		4		11		4

				Alternative 5		4		8		2

				Alternative 6		7		6		1
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Modeling 
• Run Alternatives 2,3, 4, 5 & potentially 6  
• Model will run series of different flows and evaluate: 

- Velocities, shear stress, depths, percent of time inundated 
- Temperatures 
- Sediment competency 
- Channel stability/erosion potential 

• Results will be used to evaluate and compare alternatives: 
- habitat conditions 
- physical conditions 
- Feasibility: promoting thermal refuges, channel alignments/stability, risks  

• Model will be used along side other data: empirical, geomorphic, etc. 
• Model validation 

*We will have the opportunity to revise Alternatives and/or run 
variations of restoration alternatives * 



Next Steps 

• Present the results of next model runs
• Change/vary alternatives if needed based on first modeling runs or as

other important information that emerges (as needed)
• Model revised alternatives (as needed)
• Present results to the group (as needed)
• Rank and score Alternatives using a variety of criteria (Appendix C of 

Draft Alternatives Memo- see next slide)  
• Select the preferred alternatives 
• Develop preliminary designs at three locations, engineering plans cost. 

estimates, quantities. 



Appendix C- Memo 
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