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Meeting Summary

PHYSICAL WORKGROUP
Wednesday January 25, 2012

Trinity County Library, Weaverville, CA 

Wednesday, January 25, 2012, 8:00 AM
Participants

Physical Workgroup participants: Andrea Hilton (coordinator, Hoopa Valley Tribe) Ernie Clarke, Andreas Krause, Dave Gaeuman (TRRP), Scott McBain (McBain and Trush), Sean Ledwin (Hoopa Valley Tribe), Rocco Fiori (Yurok Tribe), Conor Shea (Fish and Wildlife Service).
SAB members: Claire Stalnaker, Jim Peterson, Mike Merigliano, Chris Jordan, and John Buffington. 

Other participants: John Bair (McBain and Trush), Tom Lisle, Jay Stallman (Stillwater Sciences), Mike Schiewe, John Ferguson (Anchor QEA).

Participants that joined the group after the SAB: Robin Schrock, Brandt Gutermuth, D.J. Bandrowski (TRRP), Dave Hillemeier (Yurok Tribe), Joe Polos (FWS by phone).
Note taker: Kim Mattson (Ecosystems Northwest). 

Action Items derived during the Meeting
Scott McBain to provide to Andrea Hilton a written analysis that summarizes annual gravel additions since 2008 with the rational for additions, that this is a one-year hiatus, and that further study is planned.  
Recommendations made during the Meeting

The Physical Workgroup recommends to not to inject gravel regardless of water-year type at any of the three locations, pending an analysis of data that is just becoming available.  The Workgroup believes that there will be no lasting long term harm by not adding gravel for one year only.  
Summary of Meeting by Discussion Items

1. Introduction / Agenda Review
Andrea Hilton opened the meeting.  The first part of this meeting consisted of a review by the Science Advisory Board (SAB) where Trinity River Restoration Program (TRRP) representatives presented a description of activities of the TRRP.  The SAB is conducting the Phase I review of the program and accomplishments of the TRRP. 

John Buffington first made some introductory remarks and noted that the SAB visit is for fact finding.  Anchor QEA and Stillwater are helping in this process.  Anchor has compiled TRRP reports and they showed a table of what they have so far and asked for everyone to help fill in the gaps. Buffington described his vision of what the Phase I report will contain.  Clair Stalnaker made some introductory remarks and noted that the SAB is not entirely independent of the Program and the Phase I report will be independently reviewed by another panel.  The SAB is looking for potential panel members and suggestions for reviewers should be sent to D.J. Bandrowski.   
2. Workgroup Overview

Andrea Hilton described Physical Workgroup activities, Andreas Krause described the Flow Workgroup activities, and John Bair described riparian studies that were part of the Wildlife and Riparian Workgroup.  The activities and related reports were summarized in three tables that were passed out.  As introduction to the presentations, Clair Stalnaker stated that his question is whether new ideas are being learned or is the work reinforcing their original concepts. 
Physical Workgroup Activities

Andrea Hilton went through the Physical activities by reviewing the table.  Twenty different types of activities were listed in the areas of sediment transport, budgets, scour, monitoring of channel change.  The activities include field measures, analysis of data, development of models, and formulation of recommendations for management of flows, gravel additions, and channel manipulations.  Sixteen final and planned reports were listed.
Flow Workgroup Activities
Andreas Krause went through the three major activities of the Flow Workgroup.  Krause explained that the Flow Workgroup is composed of multidisciplinary members and it proposes the release hydrograph, makes recommendations for new flows, and for fall flow releases.  Five final and planned reports were listed. 
Riparian Vegetation Assessments

John Bair went through the six activities of monitoring of riparian vegetation responses to the restoration program.   Bair discussed some of the issues of how to tailor the receding limb of the high flow release so as to facilitate regeneration on reconstructed floodplains and also how to erode vegetation right at the channel edge.  Five final and planned reports were listed. 
3. Open Discussion between the SAB and the Workgroup

Claire Stalnaker noted that the Riparian activities appear to be attempting to relate their findings back to the IAP and he wanted to know if other Workgroup are making efforts to this.  Andrea Hilton said the Physical activities are attempting to relate back to the IAP, but that in some cases it may not be evident and this could be more formally done.  Ernie Clarke noted that the IAP is not totally accepted yet.  Andrea Hilton agreed that the Hoopa Valley Tribe has some policy issues remaining, though the technical elements are accepted. 

Riparian Regeneration Success

John Bair described some of the regeneration techniques and new ideas for establishing woody plants.  They plant about 50 % of the reconstructed areas and now expect about 70 % survival.  The result is acceptably natural looking but they are driven mostly by mitigation requirements of the permits and not so much by ecological services.  Mike Merigliano asked if the success of the riparian planting may be limited by soils or fine sediment contents.  Bair noted that deep planting is one way to help survival, use of a backhoe to better assess water levels, and that the cuttings are carefully managed.  He described the use of soil pits and piezometers to assess ground water at sites.  
Use of Peer-review

John Bair gave a description of the peer-review process that his riparian project went through.  He noted that several weaknesses were brought forward that helped him to re-evaluate his questions and that this was useful.  Claire Stalnaker noted the importance and usefulness of peer-review and noted that it has been slow to start in the TRRP.  Chris Jordan also stressed the value of peer-review by noting it will introduce information and ideas that could be very useful to solving problems.  Andreas Krause acknowledged that the program has not performed peer-review in a timely manner.  He cited not having the time given all the other demands.  Ernie Clarke noted that UC Davis is now providing help with reviews. 
Duration of High Flow

Scott McBain reviewed for the SAB that the technical workgroups developed as a need to address technical issues.  The workgroups were needed as several concerns were beginning to develop such as those of the IAP, perception that ROD objectives were being changed, or developing issues of policy.   One example of a technical issue still being addressed is the duration of high flow.  McBain noted that they understand peak flows but the timing or duration is less well understood.   
John Buffington asked how far the build and carve concept has gone.  Andreas Krause said it has been considered but its implementation is limited by the language of the ROD and it is not in the experimental design stage.  It has been incorporated into the road map and the strategies but flow recommendations have a variety of constraints that flow is required to achieve making it difficult to design flow for just one experiment.    

Chris Jordan asked how well the flow management is coupled with the designs of channel reconstruction sites.  Andrea Hilton thought that these two are linked.  Claire Stalnaker gave some background that the lawyers wanted specific volumes defined and that it has been a battle to convince the TMC that they can change the flows while adhering to the volume agreements.
John Buffington asked if the new Phase II designs are considering magnitude and duration of flows.  

Fish Response

There was interest in the ability to describe fish response and fish habitat response due to flow management.  They discussion of how well they knew the fish habitat before the channel construction projects were started.  Scott McBain explained that this was not measured this very well for a number of reasons.  Chris Jordan suggested that since the channel has not changed too much, except at construction sites, they can still use the current terrain maps (LiDAR) to model habitat pre-project (pre-construction).  There was discussion of how one could calibrate the fish habitat models based on the specific data from field sites where habitat measures were collected over a range of flows.  They also discussed how an effort could be made to measure bathymetry at shallow depths (< 1 m) under vegetation along banks to fill in missing data gaps.  
Integration of Information 

The discussion switched to integration of information among Workgroups and use of models. John Buffington said they are assessing how different Workgroups are collecting data and where there may be opportunities to pickup loose pieces of information that could integrate to answer larger questions.  Chris Jordan noted that the Workgroups display a difference in modeling efforts and there could be some opportunities with models to answer big questions.  Andrea Hilton referred to the lack of time.  Connor Shea said that habitat is not as hydrologic function to the design efforts (e.g., will alcove pools fill in?).  Shea cited the IHAP as a means to evaluate how much habitat is being created.  Jim Peterson asked what sorts of science products are being provided to other groups.  Andreas Krause noted that perhaps little.  Peterson asked what would help them do this job better.  Connor Shea noted that there is a lag between the data collection and the report preparation.  Ernie Clarke noted that fewer priorities are needed.  The Physical Workgroup has only 10 people and it would be better to have fewer projects and focus on completed them.  Andrea Hilton said that there is also the human factor of getting collaboration going.  John Bair noted the competing needs of trying to answer the specific questions of how well the design worked versus how the whole system is responding.  
Use of Varying Flows

Mike Schiewe thought the analysis of the flow duration curve is extremely important and he asked if the questions are more focused on sediment budgets or salmonid needs.  Andreas Krause noted that the flow decisions consider how to meet smolt outmigration.   Chris Jordan noted that scour flows that moves gravels may negatively affect steelhead redds.  Krause said they plan their flows for these issues; they also try to consider how to saturate the floodplain too.  Mike Schiewe noted that a standard sort or simple high flow release can act to reduce life-history diversities.  Andreas Krause said they are getting huge resistant to the concept of experimenting with varying flows.  He further noted that low peak flows do not accomplish much and an interesting question is whether to use shorter term but higher peaks in low flow years.  He acknowledged that varying flows could be very important but noted that these sorts of decisions to implement require a bit of documentation. 
Models

The discussion moved to adopting a model to manage flow over longer time periods and responses of the system.  Tom Lisle asked how equilibrium is perceived and if it is built into their system.  Chris Jordan asked if the program could promote a single model or “platform” approach of flow management that would promote habitat, use variable flows, and would consider effects over decades.  He said, to get management to accept your ideas, you need a compelling story that relates to fish population.  Andreas Krause said their road map is tending this way but it would be a large amount of work.  Jim Peterson asked about the any attempts to do a total synthesis or a programmatic review.  It was suggested that this is being accomplished through the Phase I assessment or the Current Knowledge Assessment.  
The question was restated as whether or not one can you have an integrated, spatially explicit model-based framework to predict fish habitat and riparian and channel.  It would allow one to game results to see how fish may respond.  Scott McBain asked that the SAB suggest categories of models and costs or impediments.  Jim Peterson cautioned that in modeling efforts that different sub-models often do not fit with each other—though short-term loss of information or mistakes that can lead to long-term gains.  Connor Shea cautioned that the Chesapeake Bay tried to model everything and that effort consumed the program.  He suggested a simple model that would allow integration of fish, sediment and riparian.  Mike Merigliano asked about SALMOD.  Scott McBain noted that ESSA used a simple model on Clear Creek.

Geomorphic Work 

Jay Stallman noted that some outstanding issues from the IAP exist about bar features and formation (e.g., texture, frequency).   He asked how the GS study may help to fill these gaps.  Andreas Krause said the GS study is taking a look at aerial photos and cross sections with results by March.  Connor Shea talked about whether the channel is suited more to a multi-threaded or single-threaded channel. He mentioned how their analysis of side channels fed back into the Design Group in a more informal process than through a formal memo.  Rocco Fiori described how he looked at historic photos and noted the a possible problem with using current gradient to design channel as the current gradient may have been changed by early dredger mining (straightening the river).  He also mentioned an ability to assess lateral channel migration.  Chris Jordan said that side channel and off-channel habitats are really important for fish and it should be considered for its value even thought it is not stable under the current flow regime.  John Buffington said that perhaps the need for routine maintenance is not so bad.  Scott McBain thought it would help to formalize how large wood could be used in the program.  Connor Shea summarized it as are we designing processes or designing features?   Buffington said you can do both.  Chris Jordan asked which Workgroup gets wood?  Andrea Hilton said that it is covered in fish and design. 
Lunch break 1:00 PM and departure of the SAB

4. Coarse Sediment Augmentation

The Physical Workgroup turned its attention to development of its recommendation for continued gravel additions to the river for the coming year.  D.J. Bandrowski presented a timeline of events regarding the recommendation on coarse sediment augmentation.  Dave Gaeuman provided some background on three possible sites where gravel could be added. He first noted that if the water year type is designated a dry year, it may not be a good idea to add any gravel.  If gravel were to be added, of the three sites, Lowden, Saw Mill and Diversion Pool, he felt Diversion Pool was the best place to add gravel.  He thought that gravel is needed near the dam and not downstream.  He showed three analyses of pools near the Diversion Pool that showed the measured depth changes between 2009 and 2011.  These data sets showed that two pools that had gained some gravel accumulation in areas that are thought to be fish holding areas.  But the same pools also showed some scour areas. The third pool showed minimal changes.  The group thought it would be good to create an isopleth map of depths and change for the fishing guides to see.    

The discussion turned to whether or not the data and judgment of the group supported continued gravel additions or not.  Gaeuman thought they could readily put several thousand tons of gravel in the Diversion pool but also they would not hurt anything, geomorphically, by not putting gravel in.  He said there could be policy implications.  Brandt Gutermuth noted that the three locations are the only spots that can be easily injected with gravel.  He said the Water Board has concerns about "settleable" material and that the Board does not want to take unnecessary risks and want to see the results of Graham Mathews study.  There is a concern that if they propose to put in gravel, that the Water Board could deny the project permits for all sites this year.  
Scott McBain asked if we take a pause, how well are we following the recommended policy of adding 10 thousand tons per year.  Andreas Krause looked up his data said they placed about 15 thousand tons per year between 2008 and 2011.  The rationale for higher amounts was to address the sediment deficit caused by the dams.  It was concluded that by skipping this year, the annual additions would be close to the 10 thousand ton per year policy.  Joe Polos reflected, from a fish perspective, it would not be detrimental to skip gravel additions, and that additions are not necessarily needed this year either. 

There was discussion about whether they had sufficient information to support injections or if there was a clear technical reason to deviate from the normal plan of injections based on flow year.  There was interest in analyzing their data to better assess the effects of gravel injections. 
Andrea Hilton thought that a no injection consensus was developing. She asked Scott McBain to provide a written analysis that summarizes annual gravel additions since 2008 with rational for additions, that this is a one-year hiatus, and that further study is planned.  She developed the following recommendation.  

Recommendation: The Physical Workgroup recommends to not inject gravel regardless of water-year type at any of the three locations, pending an analysis of data that is just becoming available.  The Workgroup believes that there will be no lasting long term harm by not adding gravel for one year only.  

5. Next Meeting

Andrea Hilton noted that proposals are due for uploading to the website by February 15.  She asked if the Workgroups would be willing to sharing proposals for discussion.  The next Physical Workgroup meeting is February 15 and they could discuss proposals then.  Ernie Clarke said that the proposals could be uploaded on the 16th and that these proposal are only draft.  There was general agreement to share proposals.  Robin Schrock said she has put in a proposal for a pool metric study for external funding.    
