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Good morning, my 4- year daughter woke up today looking for the easter bunny and then asked,” how can the bunny come inside (there was a basket on the table with some goodies in it)?” I had no good response for that. 

Thanks everyone for attending the last meeting. I apologize if it cut into people’s schedules. It was a good meeting, and we covered a lot of material. Here is the link to the presentation:
http://s458607291.onlinehome.us/FTP/Ridgefield%20Pits_Working_Group/meetings/Meeting%208-%20Rest%20Alt's%202-%20Technical%20Results/Meeting%207%20March%202021_Pk.pptx. If this presentation, or any of the ones below don’t load, please let me know. 

During the presentation there were a couple of suggestions as to how we might make the analysis more comprehensive. There were also some questions as to “how we got to this point”.  I think it is important that folks go back and revisit the Restoration Alternative Memo (July 2020). The Restoration Alternative Memo summarizes prior meetings and the path towards development of the draft restoration alternatives. You can view the Restoration Alternatives Memo here:
http://s458607291.onlinehome.us/FTP/Ridgefield%20Pits_Working_Group/Deliverables/restoration%20alternatives/Ridgefield%20Pits%20Technical%20Memo.pdf. 

A reminder that the draft restoration alternatives were developed based on the goals and objectives identified by the Group & Technical Team (Table 1 in the Restoration Alternatives Memo, Appendix C, summarizes this). After presenting the draft restoration alternatives we received feedback from group members. Some communicated by phone or email and there were many written comments; the comments were posted. As part of these discussions, I asked folks to rank each alternative. The results of the ranking can be found in the presentation we gave to the Group during the meeting at the end of 2020:
http://s458607291.onlinehome.us/FTP/Ridgefield%20Pits_Working_Group/meetings/Meeting%206%20Restoration%20Alternatives-1%20/Ridgefield%20Pits%20Meeting%206_Nov_2020.pdf. 

The majority of group members favored Restoration Alternative 3 (multi-thread across the whole floodplain). Alternative 3 satisfied the goals and objectives identified by the group to a greater extent than the other alternatives as well as showing the ability to meet the cut-fill balance requirements. The multi-thread channel (showed in Alternative 3) allows for a high degree of floodplain inundation. We believe this will lead to a greater physical complexity, and biological benefit, and reduced stream energy will promote continued sediment deposition. This is consistent with the main goal of the project, which is to restore natural processes throughout the Ridgefield Pits area. 

There were a couple of group members who were concerned about Alternative 3, particularly related to water temperatures and water depths (during summer flows). It was decided that another iteration (Alternative 3- Revised) would be developed to compare to Alternative 3. The Alternative 3 revision included, reducing the number of channels, adjusting the location of channels, retaining and providing access to known cold-water areas, removing grading in the area of the delta formation and focusing most of the floodplain connection in the downstream portion of the reach. We presented the results of the Alternative 3 revision during the last meeting. 
During the meeting last week there was support for the Revised Alternative 3. There was also feedback from a couple group members related to the Revised Alternative 3. We are in the process of determining how to look at this request. We will be reaching out to these group members to make sure we are capturing their request adequately. Once we have decided on the appropriate course of action, which will be in the next week or two, we will update the analysis as quickly as possible. 

I would like to make another plug for our Geomorphic Report (if you haven’t already read it):
http://s458607291.onlinehome.us/FTP/Ridgefield%20Pits_Working_Group/Deliverables/Geomorph%20&%20Sediment/geomorph/EFLR%20Ridgefield%20Geomorph%20Report%20012720.pdfTable 2 in the report has a good summation of the channel changes from 1854 (GLO maps) to 2018. The Geomorphology Report documents that the Pits area has historically been a depositional reach that had multiple channels. “There is good evidence that the Ridgefield Pits segment, and possibly much of the lower river, had an anabranching channel pattern historically, consisting of a multi-thread channel network, abundant vegetation with a range of species and age-classes, and a well-connected valley bottom floodplain that is inundated frequently” (pg. 22, Geomorphology Report, Estuary Partnership). Prior reports also support this conclusion, including the Geomorphic Analysis of the East Fork Lewis River conducted by WEST Consultants (2001) as part of the Daybreak Habitat Conservation Plan. This channel planform has changed over the years due to a variety of factors, including anthropogenic disturbances besides the instream gravel mine.  

The high floodplain connectivity that historically occurred at the site, prior to disturbances, allowed for dominant and co-dominant channels, forested islands and a mosaic of different vegetation communities. The floodplain connectivity and multi-thread channel networks were a critical aspect of habitat complexity and diversity. There is evidence that some of these natural processes (e.g. sediment deposition) are starting to return. At RM 9.1 sediment and wood have been accumulating over the years. This has led to an increase in complexity, wood retention, multi-thread channels, willow recruitment and reactivation of an adjacent side-channels (see Figure 1 below)). Sediment deposition and wood recruitment has also occurred at the upper end of the Pits (RM 8) and there is some evidence of hyporheic flow in the area (Figure 2).  

We anticipate having another meeting this month showing the most recent updates. One thing to note, we spent the entire meeting last week focused on the Pits. We had results to show for Mill/Manley but did not get to them. These results will be presented in the next meeting. After the restoration alternatives phase, we will move into the design phase. During designs, we will be adding some more details, including, but not limited to, channel geometry, micro-topography, roughness, streambank treatments, plantings. I will keep the group updated throughout this process. 
 
One more thing to add, I posted some footage of the snorkel surveys that we did from last summer. In our survey we found juvenile steelhead in pools, riffles, tail-outs and anywhere there was cover. There were also juvenile coho and Chinook mixed in with the steelhead. Water temp.’s that day were  ~20º C in August. Thanks to Brice C. (LCFEG) and Alex U. (WDFW) for the footage. You can find the movie clips here- http://s458607291.onlinehome.us/FTP/Ridgefield%20Pits_Working_Group/Fish/E_Fork_videos_Aug2020/

[image: ]
Figure 1. Wood recruitment and sediment deposition have led to split flows, greater edge habitat, increased habitat diversity and complexity, and the formation of a forested island. This is encouraging flow into a side-channel on river right (Geomorphic Report, Estuary Partnership 2020). RM 9.1. Picture is looking downstream. 

[image: ]Figure 2. Delta formation in upper extent of Ridgefield Pits. Sediment retention has led to split flows, greater edge habitat, habitat complexity & diversity and evidence of hyporheic flow (Geomorphic Report, Estuary Partnership 2020). RM 8. Picture is looking downstream. 


Thanks everyone and have a good evening. 

Paul 
503-705-0476 
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