Trinity River Physical Workgroup
Quarterly Meeting Notes – Oct. 10, 2024

Attendees:
Kyle DeJulio – Yurok Tribe
Smokey Pittman – Hoopa Valley Tribe / McBain and Associates
Josh Boyce – USFWS
Todd Buxton – TRRP / Reclamation
Patrick Flynn – Trinity County
Scott  Kennedy - California Department of Water Resources
Dave Gaeuman – Yurok Tribe
Colin Hughes – California Department Fish and Wildlife
James Lee – TRRP / Reclamation
Seth Naiman – NOAA (Alternate for Roman Pittman)
Oliver Rodgers - TRRP / Reclamation
Conor Shea – USFWS
Eric Peterson – TRRP / Reclamation
Introduction:
Agenda Review – Smokey Pittman 
· Review Objectives & Targets
· High priority issues: 
· FY 2026 Science Proposal
· Fine Sediment Augmentation Planning
· Review Fish WG Action Planner Tool
· Better define WG workflow, products, timeline
· Monitoring Review Request from IDT
Objectives and Targets – Smokey Pittman
Questions: 
· Are targets sufficiently well developed to enable evaluation of monitoring efforts?
· This review of monitoring is a high priority task requested by IDT. Eric P. will present this later.
· Do we need to develop  a subgroup to further evaluate any of the targets?
Todd Buxton (TB): Specific target values have not been defined.  Recommend formal study.
Kyle DeJuilio (KD): Targets have directionality, but not magnitude. There is pressure to define specific values.  Does not think that further study is needed to develop specific targets (Personal opinion / others might disagree).  
Dave Gaeuman (DG): Has to step away.
KD: Discusses effort to define active river corridor systematically that was not successful because the effort required subjective interpretation. Further work was not undertaken.
Smokey Pittman (SP):
James Lee (JL): Suggests graduate student could look at the targets.  (DG should be part of the discussion).
KD: Increase bed mobility is a metric but does not have a target.  
SP: Some of the list have targets (bed mobility does), other are just metrics.  
TB: Metrics which have directionality may be sufficient. (E.g., R*, Aw*). The group could decide that some are sufficient as directions.
R*
TB: R* can be directional – do others agree?
KD: Agrees.
DG: Unsure if this should be directional a target. Been using it more, might be possible to establish targets.  Need to work with it more. There are different types of habitats.  R* applies to river environments.  In areas with large ponded areas, R* is not going represent habitat potential well.  Maximizing habitat in ponded areas would reduce R*. Targets may be more subtle than increasing through time.
JL: Raises suggestion again that a graduate student look at the targets.
Conor Shea (CS):  Suggests breaking out targets on a geomorphic reach level.
KD: Yurok Tribe has been funded to identify changes and trends between 2016 and 2022 terrain models. Could evaluate some of these questions.
TB: Meandered from question.  It may be sufficient to use directionality for R* where there is not sufficient information. A caution is that the river is largely dysfunctional.  May not be appropriate to apply target values to dysfunctional river at sub-spatial level. Recommends using directionality until more monitoring is performed. 
SP: We will always be working on defining targets better.  May not need a subgroup to work on defining these at this time.  Others?
KD: Need to evaluate extent of restored Trinity River valley.  We have tried to do this before. Needs to be done by workgroup.
SP: Need to continue this conversation.  Subgroup working on Active Bar targets. Other targets are acceptable for the purpose of evaluating monitoring per the IDT request.  
CS:  Endorses sub workgroup to evaluate restored valley width.
DG: Aw* and R* have been useful tools for evaluating habitat.  Aw* may not be finished. Recommends sub workgroup.
SP: Group decision – form subgroup to evaluate valley width. The PWG will define the scope for this in the December meeting and will ask for volunteers at that time.
Active Bar Area Sub-Group – Update by Todd Buxton
· 2023 Resurvey indicates increased active bar area since 2014. 
· Subgroup is currently reviewing targets proposed by McBain and Associates (2017?)
· Reviewed where bar areas are meeting objectives.
· Best bars occur at rehabilitation sites or at tributaries, but coarse sediment supply is limited and bars do not extend very far from sediment sources.
· Should not set targets based on observations of dysfunctional river (i.e., Trinity River).  
· There are not good geomorphic theories/formulas available to develop targets using conceptual methods.
· TB reviewed local unregulated rivers as a possible means of identifying targets. Can an approach based on a regional survey of unregulated rivers be used to develop targets for a regulated river? There are several challenges which will be evaluated by the sub workgroup. 

Lunch
FY26 Science Plan – Smokey Pittman
SP: Need at least one volunteer to work with the Fish Workgroup (FWG) prepare a two-page proposal for evaluating:
	Fish Production impacts of suspended sediment and deposition on mainstem due to fires and channel rehabilitation projects in absence of synchronized flows.  
TB: Synchronized flows are going to occur. Fine sediment synthesis report evaluated egg survival investigations.
KD: Point of Information: DOI has not approved TMC synchronized flow recommendation yet.
CS: Can Todd clarify previous analyses from Fine Sediment synthesis.
TB: TRRP has a methodology to evaluate egg survival based on sediment in bed. It was last used in 2019.
Seth Naiman (SN): There are other models based on dissolved oxygen levels.
KD: HVT/Yurok Tribe conducted a pilot study on egg survival – results were not conclusive.
SP: Can volunteers address this question?
TB:  Asks Seth to expand on what is the ask in the event of synchronized flows.
SN: Focus would be on examining survival below Deadwood Creek since 2018 Carr Fire. 
TB: We don’t have turbidity, suspended sediment, or bed facies data to support the investigation.
SN: Important to note in proposal.
TB: Todd volunteers to work with Seth Naiman and Chad Bartel on proposal.
Discussion about who is leading the sub workgroup.  
SP: Is end of October feasible to complete proposal?
SN/TB: Yes.
Flow Workgroup – Action Tracker – Kyle DeJuilio
Goal: create continuity from coordinator to coordinator.
Purpose of tracker: Elevate awareness of work; prioritize work tasks. Kyle used this spreadsheet to organize FWG goals and progress toward them and created a tidy handoff for the next coordinator. 
Tracker assigns priority to identified work tasks and distills recommendations from reports (in this case). Flow workgroup went through synthesis reports to identify work tasks.
Objectives and Targets is a form of recommendation. Another is the Annual Science Plan and TRRP core monitoring.
Each workgroup might choose a different ranking system than the one in Kyle’s action tracker.
Workgroup Discussion about if and how to implement a similar Action Tracker in Physical Workgroup. Former coordinators thought this would be too much work. 
Annual Work Cycle Planning – Eric Peterson
· Discusses integrating the Science Plan into FY 24/25 work plans.
· Lots more work for workgroups came out of the science plan.
· Discusses annual cycle of planning, development of workgroup plans.
· Follows TMC meeting cycle.
· Recommendations to the TMC from WG’s are informational items, NOT decision-making items
WG’s O&T assessments needs to be on an annual cycle. Any changes to the O&T needs to be presented to the TMC prior to the December meeting.
· Objectives – approved by TMC, Targets are the purview of the WG’s
Workgroup coordinator changes can be incorporated into the WG Annual Workplans (Smokey is working on this now for the PWG). Expectation is ~ 1 hr effort from coordinator, then review by the WG.
Smokey should follow up with the FY26 proposal sub-group (done) to see how they are progressing. IDT is Nov. 20, that’s why the asked for the 2-pagers by Oct 31

Monitoring & DSS Review – Eric Peterson
Review of current targets and monitoring activities:
· Does current monitoring projects support assessment of current metrics and targets?
· Can we predict how a management action may improve a target?
Eric presented the suggested review form. Have these done in Q2
Discussion about filling in forms for Physical Workgroups:
[image: ]
Eric discussed current Physical monitoring activities (see above). 
Volunteers were requested to produce monitoring reports for the above 6. Volunteers are listed below:
1. Terrain / SRH-2D 40 Mile Model – Dave Gaeuman
2. Detrending DEM – Colin Hughes/Patrick Flynn
3. Grain Size Facies Map – Conor Shea
4. Active Bar Monitoring – Smokey Pittman
5. Sediment Transport (Hydrophones) – Smokey Pittman
6. Total bedload transport at Douglas city– Kyle DeJuilio
When forms are completed, SP will request review from PWG participants. Several members expressed an interest in review. Consider asking authors to present their assessments to the PWG.
Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Fine Sediment and Wood Augmentation – Lauren Alvares
Review of what is allowed under revised EA:
· Gravel processing limits, gravel augmentation limits, wood loading limits
· Time of year limits on augmentation activities.
· Plan development.
237 CY gravel at Sawmill, 50k CY at Trinity House Gulch. We can process 8k CY per site per year.
TB: Questions about process and time frame for augmenting fine sediment.  

Lauren Alvares (LA): Details need to be worked out with water board – could make it happen this winter if plan is submitted.

Fine Sediment Augmentation Planning – Todd Buxton
Fine sediment synthesis report recommendations.
1. Winter High Flow releases move fine sediment from tributaries during winter flows.
2. Stop dredging Hamilton Ponds.
3. Remove the “sediment impaired” listing for Trinity R __Water Board issue ?
4. Add fine sediment to river between Lewiston Dam and Rush Creek.
· No fine sediment in this reach which limits lamprey spawning.
· Low fines = lower bedload transport
· Flow through large gravel traps/kills juvenile salmonids.
· Fine gravel augmentation will promote bedload movement/sorting
We lack actual plan for fine sediment augmentation.

Plan requires assessment of existing bed conditions. Need to identify how much fine sediment can be stored in bed.
Need to identify means and methods.
Discussion about how to develop a plan.  

Eric Peterson/James Lee: Discuss logistics of developing workgroup recommendation and plan.
CS: Raises several questions about physical logistics about adding fine sediment.
KD: Suggests adding pit run rather than mixture limited to fines.
JL: Discusses current methods for sorting gravels. Can make fish rock, pit run, bank run. Need to provide guidance to Yurok construction corp on how to process sediment at Sawmill to produce correct mixes.
JD: We need to figure out how much a deficit we need to make up and how fast we want to make up the deficit.
TB: Pit run has <6% silt.  Would take many years of pit run augmentation to make up fine deficit.  Silts make up 55% of material < 2mm screened from fish rock processing.  
TB/JL: Back and forth about where fine material has been processed and stored.
Discussion
TB: Summary – material from Sawmill would be best source of fines.
TB: Need to determine size distribution of stored dredged material at Hamilton Ponds. Concern that it may be too coarse.

JL: Implementation will survey Hamilton Pond material and evaluate material mix.  Gravel processing at Sawmill will focus on producing fish rock.
SP: major tasks
1. Develop plan.
2. Submit it to Lauren.

TB: The plan can be developed by asking what do you want to know before you add fines; what do you want to know when you are adding fines; and what do you want to know after you add the fines.
Discussion of augmentation methods.
Discussion of pre-augmentation bed monitoring assessment.
Discussion of turbidity monitoring.
Discussion about if we should hold off Fine sediment augmentation until 25/26 and conduct a turbidity monitoring plan.  
Recommendation – TRRP Science branch will work with TRRP Implementation to develop turbidity monitoring plan for winter 24/25 to inform implementation plan for winter 25/26. JL/EP agree. 

Meeting closes at 4:20.
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