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Attendees:
Conor Shea (Workgroup Coordinator – USFWS
Eric Peterson (Reclamation)
Todd Buxton (Reclamation)
James Lee (Reclamation)
Jean McSloy (Reclamation)
Kiana Abel (Reclamation)
Scott Kennedy (California Department of Water Resources)
Roman Pittman (NOAA/NMFS)
Patrick Flynn (Trinity County)
Karl Seitz (Hoopa Valley Tribe)
Smokey Pittman (Hoopa Valley Tribe/McBain Associates)
Scott McBain (Hoopa Valley Tribe/McBain Associates)
Fred Meyer (Hoopa Valley Tribe/McBain Associates)
Dave Gaeuman (Yurok Tribe)
Kyle De Juilio (Yurok Tribe)
Josh Boyce (USFWS)
Elliot Sarnacki (Reclamation)
John Buffington (SAB) 

Notes prepared by Conor Shea
Review of Agenda – Conor Shea
The draft agenda was accepted without changes.
Announcements/Q&A
Scott Kennedy asked the group for experience and results of placing large boulders in channel as habitat features.
· Dave Gaeuman commented that two large boulders were placed at the Lorentz rehabilitation site. The boulders were difficult to place because of the size. They eventually winnowed into the bed.
· Kyle DeJuilio commented that several large boulders were placed at the Junction City Reconstruction.  
· Todd Buxton commented that large boulders could impact flow field and that their impacts should be evaluated. 
· The  group discussed general utility of placing large boulders.

Gravel Augmentation Update
Reclamation staff reported that the draft sediment and wood augmentation EA/IS was issued for a 30-day public comment period through NEPA and CEQA. The NEPA comment period will end on November 8th and CEQA a few days after that. They are hoping to turn the comments around quickly and get a FONSI signed within a few weeks after the end of the comment period. The EA/IS will permit TRRP to augment at four new sites (Dark Gulch, Trinity House Gulch, Steel Bridge, and Vitzthum Gulch) in addition to the existing five sites. The new permit will allow for placement in winter and summer flows.
Kyle DeJuilio asked if the new permit allows for placement of fine sediment. Todd Buxton replied that it does.
Coarse Sediment Storage Report
Scott McBain provided a summary of the Coarse Sediment Management Study released in summer 2023. The report recommends setting quantitative coarse sediment storage targets that are better related to physical conditions and controls at sub-reach scale. Currently, there are not storage targets.  The study broke the 40-mile project reach in to nine sub-reaches. The study used bar area as a metric to evaluate storage in each sub-reach.  Highest storage was in reaches 1 (below dam), 3 (below Rush Creek) and 9 (below Oregon Gulch). The lowest storage was in sub-reaches 2 (Rush Creek backwater) and 4 (Poker Bar). Scott recommended that augmentation should focus on enhancing storage in sub-reach 4 (e.g., doubling storage) and increasing storage in sub-reaches 6 and 7. Scott mentioned that augmentation in sub-reach 4 is difficult because of limited access. Trinity House Gulch (mentioned in the previous section), is in Reach 4. He suggested adding wood and other roughness elements to augmentation actions, or conducting manual wood loading actions using low-impact equipment, to enhance sediment storage potential in Reach 4. Final recommendation was to have the Physical Workgroup establish a target storage metric of square meter active bar area per meter of Trinity River channel length.
Discussion:
· John Buffington asked about if new habitat would be gained by increasing storage and how would increasing storage relate to fish production objectives. He encouraged the group to investigate the relationship between bar storage and fish production. 
· Dave Gaeuman commented that the metric may not reflect ability of sub-reach to trap gravel. There could be a lot of storage , but without capture mechanisms, there might not be bar development. Also, correlations in the report may be driven by outliers. There is a need to examine more closely.
· Dave noted that it was interesting that sub-reach 9 has a lot of bars because channels are narrow in sub-reach 9. Scott McBain responded that the mapping might not reflect channel entrenchment. 
· Smokey Pittman asked given the difficulty of augmentation in sub-reach 4, is it worth the ecological (and monetary) cost of restoring R4 to a higher target level versus “sacrificing” it and investing in other reaches? This cost-benefit analysis is something PWG could/should work on.
· Todd Buxton commented that over-widened channels promote bar storage.
· Kyle DeJuilio commented that increasing wood storage sounds promising. Todd Buxton responded that BLM discouraged wood enhancement due to concerns over recreation impacts. Kyle DeJuilio notes that the sediment/large wood EA discourages pulling LWD off the banks into the channel. The Phase 2 review offers a counter to this.
· Kyle DeJuilio asked if habitat is lost as active bars become vegetated. Scott McBain responded that the alluvial river concept involves allowing bars to evolve in form and to erode. Scott McBain also noted that repetitive mapping allows evaluation of bar evolution.
2023 Bar Mapping Project
Todd Buxton described the 2023 bar mapping project conducted by Reclamation staff.  The mapping employed the protocol developed and employed by McBain Associates in 2014. The 2023 mapping also mapped sand deposits. The data is currently under review and error analysis. There may be issues with overhanging vegetation which potentially causes 1m of bar width to be missed. Todd Buxton anticipates issuing report in spring 2024. 
Discussion: 
· Dave Gaueman commented that bar movement could modify local water surface elevations, which could impact mapping results.
· Todd Buxton commented that vegetation growth has decreased bar area and that large vegetation is creating complex paths of gravel movement on bars.
· Kyle DeJuilio asked about the total change in bar area from 2014. Todd Buxton stated that further analysis of the data is required to address that question.
· Kyle commented that it would be interesting to look at bar height above base water surface elevation as an indication of inundation frequency.
Large Wood Management Plan Update
Fred Meyer provided an update on development of the Large Wood Management Plan. A draft outline was circulated and the project team is looking for input on goals and objectives.  The target date for completing the plan is mid-2024.
2024 Gravel Augmentation Plan Discussion
Conor Shea initiated the discussion by noting that gravel augmentation planning will occur at the December meeting, but that we should start thinking about potential plans.
· Smokey Pittman inquired if it was feasible to add gravel at the Trinity House site. James Lee Responded that it might be possible if there were modifications to the access road.
· Kyle DeJuilio asked if the planning effort could move away from a supply-base approach to habitat improvement goals.
· Conor Shea suggested that the planning approach should develop individual augmentation plans and objective for each augmentation site.
· Todd Buxton commented that current augmentation is inadequate. He suggested that we need to work towards a process-based augmentation approach. Bars are formed in same location due to bedrock and geomorphic controls. To create new bars, need to adjust channel banks. 
· A working sub-group was proposed that would evaluate how to move forward with McBain report recommendations (targets, strategies) as a means of gravel augmentation planning.
· Smokey, Todd, and Conor volunteered – Scott McBain was included by inference.
Physical Workgroup Review of Management Actions
Kyle DeJuilio presented a request that the Physical Workgroup to review current management actions and approaches. His suggested goals were to review assumptions guiding current management actions, and from this review developed better guidance for flow management and how to modify augmentation actions moving forward.  
Discussion:
· Eric Peterson asked if there were any advantages to be gained by moving the geomorphic flows to occur earlier in the year.  Scott McBain replied that this was considered in the Flow Evaluation Study, but was not implemented due to Reclamation flow management concerns (i.e., releasing flows prior to understanding the potential amount of inflow volume in the spring).  The group consensus was there are advantages to be gained by moving spring geomorphic flows to coincide with high flows and sediment delivery from tributaries.
· Kyle DeJuilio stated that the Physical Workgroup should advise the Flow Workgroup on flow scheduling for geomorphic actions. 
· Todd Buxton commented that the winter flow variability proposal addresses these concerns, but has not been implemented because it has not received approval from TMC.  
· There was discussion about the impacts of rapid flow rises on spring on food-web development and food supply for spring juvenile rearing. Rapid flow rises could scour food from bed. Todd Buxton suggested this is an issue for the Ecology and Flow Workgroups to examine. Dave Gaeuman commented that the Physical Workgroup should not limit efforts to sediment and that the Physical Workgroup should comments on actions by other workgroups.
· Scott McBain recommended that the Physical Workgroup should affirm support for winter flow variability and that the flow synthesis workgroup should examine these issues.
· Complexity and dynamism are tough to define and manage for. Kyle DeJuilio argued for a new view.
· Todd Buxton commented that fine sediments need study. How do they disperse? The Physical Workgroup  should dive into the Fine Sed Synthesis report and refine it.
· Kyle DeJuilio commented that we may need to develop gravel augmentation recs strategy specific to each reach/location: volumes, frequency, GSD, fines etc.
· Conor Shea: Each site should have its own specific workplan. Use last year’s proposals as a template, but need to add to it, then also do this for the historic sites. The sub-group will evaluate a means of establishing targets at the sub reach level. Team members from last year’s proposals can update theirs. Need to develop a template and list of topics for this. This should be an agenda item for the next meeting!
· Kyle DeJuilio commented that site augmentation actions don’t address reach level augmentation targets. 
· Kyle DeJuilio will work with Scott and the Flow Synthesis team to incorporate these ideas and bring them back the Physical Workgroup.
· 
Summary of Action Items
1. Form new subgroup to examine sediment storage targets on a sub-reach level.
2. Communicate geomorphic recommendations to Flow Synthesis Working Group.
3. Develop initial plans for existing and new augmentation sites. Discuss further at December Workgroup meeting.
2024 Workgroup Coordinator 
At December meeting, the Workgroup needs to select a new workgroup coordinator. 
Meeting adjourned at 12:45
  
