Physical Workgroup Quarterly Meeting – 01/07/2026
09:00-15:00
Attendees – Smokey Pittman, Scott Kennedy, David Gaeuman, Eric Peterson, Reuben Smit, Oliver Rogers, Patrick Flynn, Colin Hughes, James Lee, Kiana Abel, Kyle De Juilio
Notes (PWG coordinator Pittman led meeting and took notes, so they are brief)
Meeting objectives:
1. Review remaining two monitoring and modeling (M&M) reviews, finalize and send to IDT
2. 2026 PWG gravel augmentation recommendation
a. 2026 SFR hydrograph recommendations
1. The group reviewed and finalized these Monitoring and Modeling Drafts 
a. DSS Model - Total bedload transport at Douglas City– Kyle De Juilio
b. Grain Size Facies Map – Reuben
2. Smokey summarized the status of all the M&M reviews:
a. The two mentioned above will get cleaned up and sent to Smokey who will forward to IDT (the GSD mapping one goes to the Fish WG first)
3. Recommendations and questions to consider in the future:
a. Are our SFR peaks too high? Are we evacuating too much gravel from some reaches?
b. We want to promote “geomorphic work,” yet we want to fine the bed. High flows evacuate gravel. How do our objectives vary by reach and how might our recommendations address this conundrum. 
c. In terms of geomorphic work “more is better” might not be the best objective, at least not every year.
i. Should we rethink our objectives for bedload and scour? Kyle hypothesizes that the high peaks make the river deeper and narrower.
ii. The WVFs take care of some of the geomorphic work currently.
iii. Gaeuman suggests we need to have variable peak flows and remember the “build and carve” approach.
iv. The bed disturbance models get at the spatial differences in channel response. 
v. The grain size data are critically important to these models. We need to improve the way we are collecting this data.
vi. Also, the bedload rating curves could be applied for all the stations (not just TRDC) to address spatial differences.
vii. The SRH2D model and the grain size mapping are part of our core monitoring, so it would be good to leverage these (as in using bed disturbance models)
d. PWG should work with FWG to make our objectives spatially explicit. 
i. We need more monitoring to be able to do this.
ii. Yurok tribe is working on a GCD analysis for the 2016-2022 topo differencing
iii. These products don’t come out in a timely enough manner to be of much use to the PWG to make annual gravel/flow recommendations.
e. PWG needs to start making some recommendations on fine sediment augmentation
4. 2026 gravel augmentation.
a. In the future, we need spreadsheet summarizing injection locations, volumes, permit status, history etc – Smokey should revisit the one he proposed a year ago.
b. Max volumes are dictated by WY type
i. 2020 BO says “8,000 is max per year” (tons or cy?) . 
ii. James will provide these numbers for us, but we’ve never come close to meeting those maximums.
c. Implementation season usually begins around April 1.
d. For 2026, new site at Trinity House Gulch is a secondary priority after Steel Bridge Day Use
e. The Lewiston augmentations are going into storage in huge berm upstream of cableway. This is burying otherwise productive adjacent, low-lying habitat.
5. In the December 30, 2025, meeting, Oliver led the Sawmill-generated gravel stockpiling discussion and the Trinity House Gulch discussion. The PWG discussed all possible options for stockpiling and the tradeoffs associated with the available options: Hatchery, Weir Hole, Lowden, Steel Bridge, Sawmill. Today, the group revisited this recommendation, revised below in red:
We assume ~8,000-10,000 cy of fish rock needs to be stockpiled off site in the next several months.
We considered all of the currently permitted augmentation sites and one potential site (Trinity House Gulch), and concluded:
· If possible, stockpile 2,000 cy at Steel bridge day use site (this site needs augmentation ASAP, suggest place in river if possible)
· The balance should go to Lowden/BLM, with the priority injection site as the fenceline location (stockpiling is ok at the upstream end, but closer to fenceline would be helpful)
· Neither Hatchery or Weir Hole are a near-term priority for additional gravel, though stockpiling at these locations is acceptable for future use. 
· If we need to stockpile fines, some could go up at Hatchery, make high enough that low flows don’t access them.
· As a fallback, potentially stockpile some material (fines and/or gravel) in the channel, along the margin at Sawmill. Need to make it clear this is a separate action. Re-examine the 2019 effort to determine volumes. Need to consider the SFR hydrograph peak magnitude.
Regarding Trinity House Gulch – the PWG is still interested in developing a gravel augmentation site there. The site is at the upstream end of a priority (gravel-poor) reach and gravel augmentation would greatly benefit the river here.
6. 2026 gravel augmentation, in order of priority:
a. Steel bridge Day Use (new site)
i. 2,000 tons, this is a “pilot year” and we can learn from what happens and adapt
ii. Be sure to review the original proposal from PWG in 2021
iii. Recommend re-examine infrastructure and flood risk
1. James is taking the lead on asking these questions
b. Sawmill
i. potentially stockpile some material (fines and/or gravel) in the channel, along the margin at Sawmill. Need to make it clear this is a separate action. Re-examine the 2019 effort to determine volumes. Need to consider the SFR hydrograph peak magnitude.
c. Trinity House Gulch
i. Keep moving forward with developing this site. See the 2021 proposal from PWG.
ii. We could use river run (or mostly river run) material from the spoils pile here. Can scrape off the cap of fines if desired but likely not necessary
iii. Will need to push in more volume than the 2021 proposal calls for (2,000 cy) because a lot of it will be fines. 
iv. Recommend pushing gravel in above 4,500 cfs to offset turbidity impacts
d. James offered permission to access from the left bank at THG if desired. This would be a different action and would require a new proposal.
e. PWG should discuss what the minimum acceptable level of monitoring would be. This will be the first fine sediment augmentation.
7. Flow recommendations:
a. Goal would be to mobilize Steel Bridge gravel.
b. 6,000 cfs should do it.
c. We’ve had lots of higher flows >8,500 cfs in recent years. Don’t need them every year.
8. Discussion on new grain size mapping techniques.
a. Smokey will reach out to Scott Wright (former USGS researcher) and ask him to present at the next PWG meeting.
i. This camera-based monitoring could potentially get rolled into the 2027 multibeam surveys


