Physical Workgroup Meeting – 2/25/2025

Attendees – Smokey Pittman, Karl Seitz, Scott Kennedy, David Gaeuman, Oliver Rogers, Josh Boyce, Todd Buxton, Patrick Flynn, Roman Pittman, James Lee, Colin Hughes, Kyle De Julio, Conor Shea, Eric Peterson

Notes (Karl Seitz)
Meeting objectives:
1. Robust discussion of a gravel augmentation recommendation procedure leading to a plan for developing one.
2. Re-engage sub groups and help them get moving toward completion
Reminders:
1. Review the annual cycle map (Smokey)
a. Quarters are the fiscal quarters
b. Next for us is reviews of IDT proposals
2. 2025 Gravel Augmentation Recommendation from PWG (James)
a. We elected to not recommend gravel for the 5 typical locations for water year 2025
i. More gravel at those sites might be detrimental
b. We decided to focus on the 3 new sites
i. Still need our water board certification for new sites
1. In June
2. New permitting shouldn’t take too long 
a. Probably by end of June
ii. Trinity House Gulch to use old spoils pile (~50k CY?) to augment
1. Not quite ready to do this
iii. Not able to place gravel until after June
1. More like a year out for Trinity House Gulch
c. TRRP to complete implementation plan with WG support 
d. Any previously sites above Indian Creek also up for augmentation (e.g. for large wood)
e. Sawmill will be hit hard this year and next for gravel processing by YTF
3. Fine sediment augmentation and monitoring
a. discussion better for another meeting
i. guess we’ll start it now
ii. everyone should review the fine sed monitoring report
b. Grainsize distribution within bedload target may be able to be monitored through continuation of monitoring at past locations
i. Is this where we should address the fines issue?
1. Possibly secondary
ii. Isn’t this specific to Douglas City?
1. It is written like that but in practice isn’t
iii. Bedload transport monitoring is very expensive
1. Could focus on other varied monitoring that is less expensive
2. Might better inform a truly adaptive management program
c. We have not done much with fines in the past 
i. Should we pursue this in earnest or keep putting it off
1. Need to develop a workflow for this project
ii. This seems like more of a subgroup topic if we pursue
iii. Could possibly make a plan for augmentation and monitoring based on the information we have available from recent past
1. 2018 may be the most recent data for some aspects (e.g. bedload sampling, bulk sampling)
2. We know fines are low in the upper reaches (Lewiston)
a. Augmenting there is a pretty low risk area to start even without very recent data
3. May not have the best starting data to analyze post action
a. We do have a target and objective though
b. Would be better to have a better recent baseline condition to evaluate actions on
i. We have been cited as not being the best adaptive managers in the past
c. Maybe a qualitative vs quantitative assessment could work as a baseline
i. Have an expert take a look and judge with their expertise
ii. Could augment with some data maybe from the recent bed grainsize mapping effort (facies mapping)
iii. Could use some photometric analysis which may be relatively cheap and easy to accomplish to get a baseline
iv. We also have the bar area mapping which including fines
iv. With our current process we would likely be looking at fiscal 2027 for new initiatives
1. If there is something missing from our current monitoring we should complete a monitoring review on the topic and submit it as a new need
a. Should only take a couple of people a day to produce (maybe a bit more)
2. Unable to do any fine sediment augmentation until 2028?
a. Seems likely
4. FY2026 Science Proposals Deadline (Eric)
5. Hydrograph Recommendations to Flow WG (overdue but still relevant) Patrick
Review O&T Subgroup Progress
1. Bar Area Sub Group (Todd)
a. Group will get together soon to discuss the development of bar area targets
b. More ongoing rather than having a deadline
2. Valley Width Sub group (Kyle)
a. No meeting yet, but will do before next PWG meeting
b. Smokey, Patrick, and Conor as possible members
c. Not a new effort, some previous work can be drawn on for this
d. Work with Patrick to (?)
e. Someone needs to weigh in on tailings piles
Review Monitoring Subgroup Assignments (need these done by June, there may be a little wiggle room)
1. Terrain / SRH-2D 40 Mile Model – Dave Gaeuman
a. No work has been completed yet
b. No other members have been identified
c. Should be fairly easy to finish
d. Has anyone used the models? Contact David to tell him how it went
2. Detrending DEM – Colin Hughes/Patrick Flynn
a. Draft ready for review (done here, in this meeting)
i. Submit comments in meeting or via email
b. Detrending provides lateral valley surface elevations, the water surface, and bathymetric surfaces
c. See draft for details of findings, uses, objectives addressed, etc.
d. Request for help identifying models pulled directly from detrended DEM
e. Some uses being attributed to this may be a bit of a stretch
f. Email peoples uses of the detrended dem to Colin and Patrick
3. Grain Size Facies Map – Conor Shea
a. No work has been done as of yet
b. Colin does not require help
4. Active Bar Monitoring – Smokey Pittman (Done)
a. Finished
5. Sediment Transport (Hydrophones) – Smokey Pittman
a. Started a few days ago with Dave
b. No form ready for review yet
c. If you use this data please contact Smokey to discuss
d. What happened in 2019 with trinity hydrophones?
i. If set up, data was recorded
ii. TRRP Just received algorithm from USGS to process data
e. Should be done fairly soon.
6. DSS Model - Total bedload transport at Douglas City– Kyle DeJuilio
a. Should expand to bedload monitoring elsewhere
b. Intended use of balancing sediment budget and informing augmentation may not be only uses for this monitoring
c. Important to evaluate due to expense
i. Currently no good way to evaluate needs and uses
d. Assignment was for the DSS model
i. Can be addressed quickly
7. Stream gaging – FWG is the lead, Smokey
a. Work is progressing (first meeting has been scheduled)
8. Additional Sediment transport monitoring needs (new group)
a. Maybe subsurface and mobile loads are the missing components.
b. Look in fine sed report for targets and start there
c. Mapping fine sediment on bars and camera capturing fines are low hanging fruits
d. What are the questions we want answered? Maybe more than just fine sediments
e. Think outside the box to come up with new methods of monitoring which are less intensive and cost effective than thew traditional monitoring framework
i. Hydrophones for detecting incipient motion thresholds
f. Missing fine sediment in channel, fine transport, fine percentage on surface, turbidity, hiding function exponents
g. Do we need bedload sampling to answer any outstanding questions?
h. Lack site specific topographic monitoring related to gravel augmentations
i. Is 5 year timeframe we currently work in effective or do we need more targeted approaches
i. Is fine sediment trapped below armored layer in subsurface? How does surface vs subsurface represent total bedload
j. Do we need gravel augmentation monitoring? TIE THIS TO O&T
k. Volunteers: Smokey (lead), Dave, Todd
Environmental Flow Evaluation Study 
· Eric Petersen email 2/11/25 excerpt: ”Presumed next step after that would be to ask workgroups to fill in hypotheses, with at least a paragraph discussion, then start on the Anticipated Results and  Monitoring  sections.  My goal would be to have those fleshed out pretty solidly by the end of summer.  Evaluation sections completed by the end of the calendar year.”
· Most of Hoopa-BOR agreement is towards making winter flows a true experiment with a focus on monitoring and evaluating effects
· We have started working on this, particularly producing hypotheses to test
· Need to rework some objectives and targets already written as true hypotheses
· This is not an invitation to come up with a bunch more studies but rather how to utilize already incoming data
· Eric has started an outline for this process which will begin to be circulated for input as it develops
· 3-year evaluation of the hypotheses was agreed to 
· May not be the most statistically ideal timeline
· Need to address human needs as well as environmental
Toward developing a gravel augmentation procedure: 
· How it is currently working (Smokey/James)
· Members do not have enough time to perform these detailed evals
· How it used to work (Smokey/Dave/Todd/Conor)
· Individuals brought ideas to workgroup to discuss
· Members spent more first hand time on the river to better prepare recommendations
· Statement of the problem (lack of information, too big of an ask for most members, we also need to be able to deliver a tangible product in a practical manner)
· We need a system to reliably produce recommendations to IDT
· Two solutions/perspectives at this point: 
· (1) TRRP or others provide ideas/proposals to PWG to evaluate
· How do we get this question out to folks in the field?
· (2) PWG implements a prescriptive approach (e.g. spreadsheet/checklist/score or similar)
· Smokey has been producing a spreadsheet matrix which may be able to assist (please send out to group to review!)
· Trying to identify sources of information we have not what we think we should have
· Maybe roll this tool into the additional monitoring needs subgroup and table for now
· Other ideas?
· Maybe need a better regular monitoring program to help us evaluate augmentation efforts and inform future augmentations
· Leverage the data we already have not focus on what we don’t
· Maybe make a 5-year recommendation which will help guide our yearly decisions
· Maybe update core sediment planning document
· Have another party monitor select gravel augmentation sites and report back to the workgroup with findings so that we can make new recommendations
· Develop site specific recommendations and actions for the already identified sites for augmentation
· Move forward with the needed monitoring review for now which will help inform this recommendation procedure
· This is now a new sub group topic under the monitoring review task.

