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Riparian reforestation along bulkheads can provide overhanging vegetation,
shade and wood debris to the upper beach, a) Eld Inlet, August 26, 2003,

b) Budd Inlet, June 16, 2003. ........cooiveieiieieeie e

Example of wood debris recruitment despite presence of bulkhead, showing
that bulkheads do not preclude sediment delivery and wood recruitment to

the upper beach. Northwest Eld Inlet, September 8, 2003............cccoevvrivennnne

Inundation frequency curve depicting the percent time that various beach
elevations experience inundation, based on the average mean tidal range for

Southern Puget Sound. Source: NOAA Data for 1983-2001 Epoch................

Naturally deposited woody debris contributing to the accretion of substrate
and the stabilization of sand in the upper beach area. Nisqually Reach,
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Substrate grain size distribution at paired, unarmored and armored beach
transects from Budd Inlet sites 32 and 33. Datum: MLLW at Olympia tidal
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Bulkhead cracked by deep-seated landslides (Restoration Site B, Squaxin
Passage, August 26, 2003). Note exposed footing at base is evidence of
erosion. Bulkheads are ultimately likely to fail without maintenance.
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Conceptual image of complex driftwood revetment in front of bulkheads
(site 27, Budd Inlet, August 2003). A) Bulkheads before treatment.
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The presence of wood debris on the upper beach appears to be primarily a
function of local wood recruitment which is dependent on a source of
mature trees and erosion. Human removal of wood may also be a
significant factor, such as in this case where cutting and removal has

occurred. Unarmored shoreline, Northwest Eld Inlet, September 8, 2004. ......
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