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Meeting Summary

DESIGN TEAM
Monday December 19, 2011
Trinity County Library, Weaverville, CA 

Monday, December 19, 2011, 8:00 AM
Participants

Core members: D.J. Bandrowski (Coordinator, TRRP); Andrea Hilton and Sean Ludwin (Hoopa Tribal Fisheries); Scott McBain and Fred Meyer (McBain & Trush, Hoopa Valley Tribe consultants); Andreas Krause and Ernie Clarke (TRRP); Aaron Martin (Yurok Tribal Fisheries); Teresa Connor and Scott Kennedy (CA DWR); Eric Wiseman, (USFS); Charlie Chamberlain (FWS); Mark Smelser and Mike Berry (CA DFG).
Core members via phone: John Bair (McBain & Trush, Hoopa Valley Tribe consultant); George Kautsky (Hoopa Tribal Fisheries).
Other members: Eric Peterson and Robin Schrock (TRRP);   
Note taker: Donna Rupp. 

Action Items derived during the Meeting
Summary of Meeting by Discussion Items

1. Goal and Purpose of Meeting

D.J. Bandrowski stated the goal of this first or internal meeting was to review projects at Lower Steiner Flat (LSF) and Upper Junction City (UJC) and to come to an agreement on implementation for summer 2012.  Following would be an external meeting with the Trinity River Guides Association (Guides or TRGA) and other stakeholders.  For that meeting, Bandrowski said that the Design Team would need to get very specific, technical information out to the guides and engage them in the process.   The Trinity Adaptive Management Working Group (TAMWG) and the Trinity Management Council (TMC) had directed the Design Team to hold this meeting with the Guides and other stakeholders to go over the 2012 implementation of the Trinity River Restoration Program (TRRP or Program). 
Discussion touched on the following concepts: 

· Guides concerns over fishing holes being filled in 

· whether to discuss technical issues with the Guides 

· the need to reach consensus

· need to be open to Guides

· being cognizant of how the Program is perceived

· the need to project unity of thinking from the Program 

· the need to convey the scientific concepts of the restoration strategy

· the results of the work are expected to take years 

· fish numbers in Trinity track other rivers

· initial responses are expected to be shallowing but scouring will follow

· need to adopt a consistent vision to present to public via brochures

Discussion Summary: Design Team needs to work on a unified, public front with no finger-pointing; timeline and definition of “success” is needed; better and more open communication regarding natural processes and sharing of goals with stakeholders is needed; and clearer internal communication among the Team is also needed.
2. Review of implementation plans for 2012
Lower Steiner Flat (LSF)
The discussion started with a review of the LSF map and the features that were removed during the January 2011 meeting were still on the map.  There were remaining questions of whether too much was removed from the design.  

Discussion touched on the following concepts:

· gravel introduction at upper portion of site, reduction in amount, and types
· Guides have mis-perceptions of the strategies of gravel additions

· results of the float trips in 2011 with guides and the feedback from those trips
· problem of guides not understanding or not willing to engage in discussion

· letter sent by the Hoopa with their technical concerns

· need for gravel at LSF and varying opinions of how well the site is currently functioning

· the value of the hydraulic structure designs using wood and boulders

· need to maintain consistency with Flow Study—static structures go against 
· definition of side channel failure, short and long term results, and benefits, even if closed off from mainstem
· further discussion on whether to remove or retain static feature at side channel inlet 
· placement of rocks and wood in other side channels as well
· other features in upper reach regarding efficacy, costs and how Phase I Review will affect decisions
D.J. Bandrowski summarized the discussion as three possibilities:

a. Remove left bank work in upper reach.

b. Table everything on upper reach to do as phased approach at a later date. 

c. Remove all features from upper section—period. 

Andrea Hilton stated her request the she get a written statement that the Design Team will return to this issue to work on it.  

Discussion continued on the lower half of Lower Steiner Flat.  Topics brought up included:

· how to predict movement of sediment and whether promises can be made to guides

· use of Phase I review for guidance
· other stakeholders than just guides
· logic of removing static feature and adding gravel instead
· presenting a unified plan to the guides and other stakeholders in the afternoon meeting 
· whether upper half would be built in 2012 or 2013

· need to make structures less engineered and more geomorphic

Discussion summary: The group agreed to move forward with lower reach work and explain that the gravel will be a geomorphic feature with wider and larger cobbles likely not to move.  Design contractor will conduct additional modeling analysis to evaluate the need for the hydraulic structures in the design and report back to the Design Team. Announce to guides and stakeholders that upper reach work will be put on hold until after Phase I Review. 
Lower Steiner Flat occurs at River Miles 90.2 to 91.3.  The lower reach of Lower Steiner Flat extends up to River Mile 90.7 and the upper reach starts at that point and continues upstream to the top of the site.  The conjunction of these two sites is approximately where the river begins to turn to due north as shown on the  maps on pages 22 and 23 of the  Draft Environmental Statement for Lower Steiner Flat and Upper Junction City http://odp.trrp.net/FileDatabase/Documents/UJC_LSF_DEA_021612%20Complete1.pdf 
Upper Junction City (UJC) 

D.J. Bandrowski reported that the landowner along the site will do a conservation easement only if that piece is stabilized.  The landowner did not want river to migrate to their structure and that they want to be able to access that bank of the river. 
Andrea Hilton said that the Hoopa Valley Tribe does not support the static element of this concept. 
Bandrowski replied that the idea would be to promote a habitat-friendly structure and not just a gabion wall.  He said he was “OK” with discussing Upper Junction City in front of stakeholders. 

Lunch Break

3. Stakeholders meeting 12:10 pm

New participants attending (not complete list):  Bill Dickens (President TRGA); Michael Corhansi (Fly Shop and TRGA); Clark Juthill, (homeowner and TRGA); Paul Catanese, Travis Michel, Liam Gogin, Bob Norman (TRGA); Tim Hayden (Yurok Tribe); Roger Jaegel (Trinity Management Council and Trinity County Supervisor); Arnold Whitridge (TAMWG); Ann Garret, (NOAA Fisheries); Dave Meurer (Congressman Herger’s Office); Steve Townsend, Jim Smith, Joanne Harper, Nancy Chilkis, Doug Stratton, John Letton.
D.J. Bandrowski and Tim Hayden welcomed the new participants to this second portion or the external meeting.  They expressed their desire to get dialog going.  The group made introductions.  Bandrowski noted that the Design Team would present the technical basis of gravel and design features in 2012 projects. 

Objectives for this Meeting and Objectives of Program

Travis Michel asked about the objective for the meeting and if the Design Team would be able to address concerns on gravel and meet the program objectives.  Bandrowski said, “Yes, we are here to listen to you and hope that you will listen to what some of our designs are and address where the projects are leading.”
Michel asked if the objectives were to increase spawning habitat.  Bandrowski said they were looking at “no net harm,” and that the design is not just for spawning, but mostly for rearing.
Michel asked how gravel increases rearing habitat.  Bandrowski explained that a lot of gravel is used to divert flow and create processes that lead to increased habitat.  The strategy is to enhance these processes. 

Concerns of Guides and Strategy of Gravel Additions

Bill Dickens asked if the TRRP can address concerns raised by Guides at the Redding TMC meeting. Answer: Yes.  Liam Gogin asked if new spawning gravel additions were needed below Douglas City.  Answer: Not necessarily as tributaries upstream add lots of gravel for bar formation—though gravel may be added to create hydraulic diversity.

Andreas Krause provided an overview of the gravel and restoration strategy.  He noted that the objectives were to increase gravel for either system needs or storage and for specific bar formations.  Another objective for sediment management is to reduce fine sand and get it to move out.  Gravel is not needed below Douglas City for supply reasons, but possibly to create hydraulic or habitat features. 
Aaron Martin began a presentation on habitat and features and strategy to create new bars as fish habitat.  Paul Catanese asked if the TRRP is trying to make it look like before the dam and make a giant spawning bed.   Bill Dickenson asked what the temperature is expected to be and if it may heat up as the water flows over the wider, shallower bars.  Catanese argued for the Program to take a look at what has been done.  He expressed doubt that the public is getting their moneys worth.  Dickenson wanted an independent study to review what has been done. 

Roger Jaegel asked for an explanation of how the limiting factor of gravel was determined.  Charlie Chamberlain explained that they used a tool evaluated effects on fish when habitat was changed.   Paul Catanese noted that bug hatches were down and asked whether bug life is being smothered by gravel additions.  D.J. Bandrowski said that invertebrates were being studied. 
Gravel Movement, Gravel Additions, and Fishing on the River

The discussion moved to gravel movement, how much gravel is appropriate, the challenges of fishing on a dynamic river, and how tributaries influence the amount of gravel in the mainstem.  The Guides expressed their perception that they see the river best as they are out there fishing. 
Clark Juthill commented that he had a steelhead run in front of his house, but it is now all filled in.  He stated the Guides were really concerned about the gravel – injection and augmentation. And the Guides wanted a pause for Phase I Review and were frustrated that it appeared that projects would go ahead regardless of what the review says. 

Another member of the TRGA noted a perception that the Guides were “whining.”  He noted that they have all fished in dynamic rivers but what happens is they are losing spots and gain new ones.  The Guides fear that they will not “gain new ones.”  They hear that the data is not in yet, but the Program wants to push forward while “we don’t know if past projects are working.”   D.J. Bandrowski responded that the data they are collecting with determine if gravel is needed.   Today’s site design will show that gravel additions will not necessarily be mobile.  
Mike Berry wanted to address those concerns that the TRRP members are not listening.  He noted that the Program is looking at the pools and is monitoring the fisheries.  He noted that a stoppage in design work would slow the Program and could hurt the funding
Work in Watersheds (Tributaries)

The Guides noted that 5 % of the budget appears to be for watershed work and they asked if this indicates a lack of concern for watersheds by the Program.  D.J. Bandrowski responded that they are concerned with watersheds and that entities are doing work there.  But today’s discussion was focused on mainstem design compliance and peer-review.  

Pool Depth Analysis

The Guides asked when the pool depth analysis will be complete and when the information will be available.  The response was that the data will be available in January and the analyses will be completed several months later.    

The discussion next moved on to temperature needed for juveniles, adults and spawning.  It was noted that warmer side-channels (by one or two degrees) can be beneficial in certain instances. 
D.J. Bandrowski noted that the Program has adapted their design based on input from the TRGA.  Many projects have been put on hold until the Phase I Review is finished.  These projects include Lorenz Gulch, Douglas City, and Limekiln Gulch.  They are holding off on new designs for 2013 and changes to 2012 plans.   Bandrowski also noted the changes in the Lower Steiner Flat design that included half the planned gravel additions to be canceled.  He further explained that the Design Team decided that they were not comfortable with the upper portion of the project and would take a phased approach, and would move forward on the lower portion.  He discussed some of the specific changes.  
Travis Michel stated that he could see that there has been a lot of thought put into this project and that sacrifices were being made.  Bandrowski confirmed that the Design Team needed the Guides interaction to make the changes work. 
Liam Gogin asked about harvesting boulders.  Bandrowski said that it is still a part of the plan.  There were comments that the group is learning new lessons and that the meeting in Junction City could have been better.  

Paul Catanese commented that when the Guides saw small gravels last year, they were not happy.  But now the 8-12 inch substrate is going to be better.   Bandrowski noted that the permits will be in hand by May and ground breaking will start in June.   There were other comments that the boulders were desired by some Guides as providing greater bottom diversity and may provide mitigation for lost pools.  Bandrowski responded that not all Design Team members support static features. 
Final Offer

Travis Michel asked if the Design Team had put together a final offer for the Guides.  D.J. Bandrowski responded that the Program is going to hold off and do a phased approach.  All features below IC9 would remain in place for 2012.  

Travis Michel stated that this addressed their concerns about adult holding water.  Brian Person, TMC Chair and Roger Jaegel, TMC member both indicated that they were encouraged by what they were hearing.  When asked, Tim Hayden said he would discuss this with his staff, but also noted that being able to come together with stakeholders is very important.  Mike Berry noted that the DFG is not willing to compromise habitat, but that restoration is not an exact science and modifications to reach the same goal is good.  The DFG does not want to use the word compromise when we speak about this—maybe collaborate.  There was further discussion about whether or not the Program was prepared to pause based on Phase I review.  This decision was for the TMC and not the Design Team.

Break

D.J. Bandrowski announced that Bill Dickenson had informed him during the break that the Guides were encouraged by collaboration to look at designs more carefully and to adapt. The proposal as it stands now, are that the Guides are supportive of it and if the Program doesn’t change it, the Guides won’t challenge the Environmental Impact Statements.  The participants at the meeting have reached some consensus to move forward in 2012 and we will take it to the TMC to vote on it. 

Liam Gogin said that he thought the Guides were okay with it all, but expressed his concern with moving forward without the Phase I Review complete.  The Guides were never against restoration and were glad that they came together to make this thing work. 

Next Steps for Lower Steiner Flat 
The design of Lower Steiner Flat will be finished by CH2MHill and the environmental documents will move forward along with additional hydraulic analysis by CH2M HILL. D.J. Bandrowski invited the Guides to the next Design meeting on January 23-24 and to come out on site to review the plans.  Brandt Gutermuth also invited the Guides to attend the next environmental review meeting January 12.  The TMC will also meet to approve the process on January 4. 
Upper Junction City Review

Jim Borruso, land owner of most of property at the Upper Junction City (UJC) site was introduced.  D.J. Bandrowski reviewed photos of the site and showed the erosion of banks after high flows.  Some of the changes to the site plan were reviewed.   

The discussion next moved to the deep water pool at the site and concern that the results will be the same as at Alcatraz Hole.  The response was that the flood plain would not be lowered, and that the site is designed so water won’t sheet across the flood plain and lose energy, and that existing vegetation will be kept.  We are using what we learned at Alcatraz Hole so it doesn’t happen again. After several iterations, we came to this model to maintain good water through the bend. 

Discussion moved to the split flow feature. Reason it is being built is to try to create diversity and complexity and varied habitat for different life cycles.  The design sought a lot more going on here instead of straight channel.  Develop complex and range of flows to allow the fish find their niche.  Juvenile like edge habitat and this creates more water edge by doing this. 
There was an extended discussion about the eroding bank at the downstream end of the site and the ecological benefits of the migrating channel, the risks of future migration flanking any structure placed there.  Also discussed was the landowner’s perspective, riparian revegetation, alternative design approaches, impacts to the reach immediately downstream, the potential future evolution of this reach (the river is beginning to switch to opposite bank).  There was a desire to obtain a commitment for the site designers to develop some design concepts for that bank.   
There were still concerns over the similarities to Alcatraz Hole.  Considerable discussion was offered as to how UJC would be different.  
Discussion move to ground water versus river water temperatures and the use of hyporheic flows to maintain cool temperatures.   
Discussion touched on post-construction unsightliness, but that after a few years of plant growth the sites look okay.  The Design Team noted some of their opinions.  Scott McBain noted that that the side channels could close and that bank migration may occur.  He noted the need to be upfront on the fact that the bank protection is somewhat counter-productive to restoration.  D.J. Bandrowski noted that this stabilization has gone out to design (by contractors) and will be reviewed.  
Gail Goodyear noted that some contracts that allow re-entries for up to 10-15 years are too open-ended for property owners.  Other conversations touched on side channels and filling in of features and the hard structure proposed to protect Borruso’s property. 
Decision to Bring to TMC for Vote

D.J. Bandrowski asked if it there was support to bring UJC plan to TMC for vote. Liam Gogin and Travis Michel stated that they were okay.  There were concerns as to whether the Program would return to fix the stabilizing structure if it did not work as intended.  Brian Person said that some failures such as bridges or other failures to address fisheries deserve return visits.  But he did not specifically commit to returning to fix the property stabilizing feature.  It was decided that the group was cautiously supportive.  The DFG stated that they would need a copy emailed to their agency to discuss.  Jim Borruso said he would go with what the Guides decided. 
D.J. Bandrowski thanked everyone for coming to the meeting. 

Adjourned at 5:24 pm
