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Meeting Summary

PHYSICAL WORKGROUP
July 12, 2011

TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA

July 12, 2011, 10:00 AM 
Participants
Core participants: Scott McBain (McBain & Trush, Inc., consultant to the Hoopa Valley Tribe), Andrea Hilton (Hoopa Valley Tribe), Mark Smelser (CDFG), Scott Kennedy (DWR), Conor Shea (FWS), Andreas Krause and Dave Gaeuman (TRRP), Tim Hayden (Yurok Tribe).
Other participants: Ernie Clarke, Robin Schrock, and Jennifer Faler (TRRP).
Action Items derived during the Meeting
Andrea Hilton to email out all previous meeting notes.  
Ernie Clarke will prepare a write up for the other Workgroups summarizing the work to date on the Hamilton Ponds by the Physical Workgroup.  

The Flow Objectives Subcommittee will proceed on items 1-3 and will provide update next meeting.  
Conor Shea will finalize the Channel Pattern Memorandum.  

Robin Schrock will relay the discussion regarding the Vitzum Notches to the Hoopa Tribe.   

Ernie Clarke will prepare a draft of review process for circulation amongst the group. 

Ernie Clarke will develop a “list serve” to facilitate timely notification of report releases. 

All Physical Workgroup members will review IAP section 3.1.4 v. 1.99 – (Reduce fine sediment storage in the mainstem Trinity River)

Ernie Clarke will discuss/coordinate with Fish Group to “make the call” regarding whether or not the current level of fine sediment on the bed is a limiting factor for spawning
1. Summary of Meeting by Agenda Items

Before the first item on the agenda, the group extended congratulations to Jennifer Faler who had accepted a new position with the Bureau of Reclamation in Arizona.  Participants requested that all previous Physical Workgroup summaries be uploaded onto the web page. Ernie Clarke reviewed meeting ground rules.

2. Workgroup Review of Hamilton Ponds Write-up

The Hamilton Ponds are sedimentation basins constructed as part of a mitigation measure to limit sediment discharge from Grass Valley Creek into the Trinity River.  The ponds are owned by DWR and are to be maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau).  As designed, the ponds are largely filled at this time but dredging (i.e., maintenance) of the ponds cannot be permitted because coho salmon utilize the ponds and dredging would be considered “a taking” under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA).  Additionally, because DFG in Sacramento disagrees with some of the language in the existing Biological Opinion (BO), they are unwilling to approve a 1600 Agreement for the dredging which means that a new CEQA document is necessary.

A recent Technical Memorandum by Dave Gaeuman indicates that the Grass Valley watershed has revegetated and sediment discharge rates have diminished.

The Fish Workgroup (FWG) has explored this issue a bit, but will not take additional action until after the PWG provides input.  So the question before the PWG is: How do we move forward on this issue?  In particular:

· Are the ponds still necessary?

· Is sediment delivery out of Grass Valley adversely impacting biologic function the Trinity River?

· What biological impacts will occur if the ponds are no longer there?
· What is to be done with the ponds if they cannot be dredged?
The Action Item from the last meeting was that PWG members to read and comment upon the Bureau’s Technical Memorandum (Gaeuman).
Discussion Topics and Comments included:

· What about lamprey – they were adversely impacted by dredging in 2008;

· We will lose substantial coho salmon rearing habitat if the upper pond is allowed to fill;

· Sediment loads to the ponds have decreased;

· Net sediment Q out of watershed is “negligible? (Tso, 2004);

· What is the impact of decomposed granite (DG) on the biology of the river

· This issue has a variety of aspects and includes various work groups and management implications.

· DWR has water rights that need to be put to beneficial use (apply to wetlands) they want to keep those rights active.

· This type of discussion will occur with all of the restoration sites as the river evolves 

· The Technical Memorandum is lacking a watershed scale overview/ assessment, so it is difficult to place the findings of the TM in a spatial and temporal context;

· It would help to have a more clear history of the HP development etc.  For example, were they a short-term fix that were to be phased out over time?  Was a future for these ponds mapped out as an objective?

· We need a discussion of this site’s evolution and why it is so successful as coho salmon habitat.

· PWG needs to make the call as to whether or not the ponds are still necessary.  The other groups will not address this issue until that call is made.

· Can the TM go out “as is” to the other work groups as a guidance document from the PWG, or is more information required?

· Consensus was reached that the Technical Memorandum stands as is, but that an additional options paper that includes the history and watershed conditions needs to be prepared.  Such work will need to undertaken by a sub-committee.

Action Item: Ernie Clarke will prepare a write up for the other Workgroups summarizing the work to date on the Hamilton Ponds by the Physical Workgroup.  
3. Suggested Plan from Delta Management/ROD Duration Sub-committee 

Per the Trinity River Flow Evaluation Study Final Report (TRFES), an objective is to provide high flows to transport coarse sediment delivered by Rush Creek.  This is informally known as the Rush Creek Management Objective (RCMO).  12 years of monitoring data and detailed sediment sampling have demonstrated that RCMO is not being met.  Rush Creek delta is forcing streamflow to the opposite bank causing erosion.  Additionally, sediment discharge can vary substantially on annual basis and several other objectives have been identified that may improve management of high flow duration. 

At the last Physical Workgroup meeting, a subcommittee was assigned to prepare a document outlining the concerns and ideas related to the existing RCMO.  The sub-committee submitted its draft of a proposed work plan to Physical Workgroup and the following comments were received.

· Will this white paper require external peer review?

· Will probably need to include other folks as well regarding other aspects of flow management.

· If we are going to submit to TRT, then it should be reviewed externally.

· Recent data on sediment transport, as well as scour should be included in the paper.

· There are two fundamentally different time periods to be examined.  One is the “during construction phase” to force adjustments; and the other is the post construction era or long-term period necessary to maintain a dynamic river.

· We originally approached it from a duration point of view, and now it sounds as if magnitude also needs to be included.

· Flexibility for temporally based flow adjustments is very attractive;

· ROD flows are rather limited or restrictive and there exists a suite of other viable management objectives that deserve their day in the sun, or in the river, as the case may be.  We need to take a serious look at the existing flows and see how they are doing.

· The existing proposal is overly ambitious. Perhaps just do the first 4 steps, and then move forward.  

· Why not focus just on sediment management objectives

· Item 3 should/could be expanded to include input from other work group (fish group) so that we make sure we include their thoughts and concerns early on.

· What will this document do for us, when it is done?  It needs to be simple and straightforward, not a dissertation.

· Steps 1-3 probably 5 pages or less.  If all steps completed, probably much larger – esp. with regard to it going to the TMT for management changes.  Probably 15 pages or so.

· The document will lay out some options.  Timing and 2K cfs benches do not even matter, only those flows above and how they will generate geomorphic work.

The Physical Workgroup decided that the Subcommittee should do the following:  Complete steps 1 through 3 and complete a short outline of what has happened.  Outline/redefine management objectives in a five-page paper for the Physical Workgroup; then send out to others.  Subcommittee will provide a progress update at the September meeting and it will send out list of literature to Physical Workgroup early and allow others to suggest papers. 
Action Item: The Flow Objectives Subcommittee will proceed on items 1-3 and will provide update next meeting.  

4. Update on Channel Pattern Memorandum 

Notes are incomplete regarding this 12 minute discussion.  A few questions raised include: what are these types of work group products to be called, do they need to be reviewed by an external audience, how should they be circulated, and do they need to include a disclaimer?

Action Item: Conor Shea will finalize the Channel Pattern Memorandum.  

Break for lunch. 
5. Is Gravel Augmentation Needed below Indian Creek in the Form of Skeletal Bars?
This topic comes from the work plan list.  The discussion and comments included:

· Let’s start with “no” – does the group agree?

· We never close the book on any topic, rather we move forward from where we are, and if additional information comes to light, we reopen the topic.

· How do we interpret the reference to “skeletal bars”?  The more important issue is: do we need gravel downstream of Indian Creek.  The reference to skeletal bars implies other objectives.

· There are two questions: Firstly, do we need gravel below Indian Creek for supply?  Both the FES and Dave say no.  The second question is: do we need gravel bars to affect change?  Maybe.  In other words, if a designer wants a gravel bar to affect geomorphic change, then that is not to be precluded.

· Has that been done?  Yes, at Wheel Gulch and Reading Creek.

6. Vitzum Gulch Notches 

Rod Wittler provided an outline of discussion topics related to the design and performance of the Vitzum Gulch notches over time and in response to the past spring high flow release of 11,000 cfs flows.

Discussion Topics and Comments included:

· This is being brought to the Physical WG because the recent 11K cfs represents the most powerful stressor (stream power) that the notches have been subjected to.

· How did they, as an experiment perform?

· TMC has expressed particular interest in this particular experiment.

· Vitzum Gulch is a minor effort with an inordinate amount of attention.

· High velocity refugia are one of the more important habitat functions.

· Did the notching and high flows dissolve the berm?  No, not at that site.  Does it provide additional habitat at various flows?-Yes.  So what is/are the questions we are asking?

· What were the original hypotheses for the designs?

· Are there any design documents on this site?  No, only a very brief write-up.

· The primary hypothesis was that it would provide habitat.

· What is the intermediate value of habitat even if the geomorphic objective was not achieved?

· Has habitat degraded since 2008, and is that O.K? 

· A Phase 1 review that will include all Phase 1 sites is in development, and all Phase I sites should be evaluated.

· Does this site deserve special evaluation treatment?

· This was a unique and minimal approach in that it was designed to have the river force the geomorphic evolution.  So from that perspective perhaps it does deserve special attention.

· The Hoopa Tribe is pushing for closure on this issue, which is why it may require special attention.

· Under Item “d” of the handout (outline) are four elements of a prognosis to be considered.

· It is unlikely that mechanically maintaining the site is a feasible option.

· The IHAP report contains very much detail on this site, and any other evaluation of the site is likely to be less detailed.

· Will the Phase 1 site evaluations include detailed mapping etc.?

· When will scope of work for Phase 1 review be available, and will there be work group input?

· The draft will be available to all project partners and TMC soon.

· There are 23 Phase 1 sites that are all different.  Is the review to be focused only on the 11K cfs response or on other elements?

· While the Vitzum Gulch site has received extraordinary interest by many parties, it may be best to wait and include its assessment with the all the other project sites.

Action Item:  Robin Schrock will relay this discussion to the Hoopa Tribe.  
7. Overall Review Process 

At the last Physical Workgroup meeting it was noted that there was a need for more procedures, in this case: the review procedures of a draft reports.

Ernie Clarke reported that drafts will be submitted to U.C. Davis for review where they will be submitted to three external reviewers.  Comments from the reviewers will be submitted to Clarke and formally tabulated to maintain a paper trail as to how comments are addressed and the report modified.  Clarke and Robin Schrock will provide QA/QC over the review comment table and modified report.  Once the outside review comments are compiled, re-engagement of the outside reviewers will not occur.  The Bureau also now has a technical editor on board in Colorado.

Discussion Topics and Comments included:

· Not all documents rise to the level of external review.  For example, a carcass redd report will be reviewed externally by U.C. Davis (3 reviewers) and also within the program.

· What is the threshold for a report going to U.C.Davis? or not?  Basically, TAMWG believes too much TRRP work is not being reviewed externally.

· What about funded assessments with mandated deadlines?  We need more definitions?

· There are basically 3 levels of documents under consideration: a) data dumps that receive no review; b) reports that receive internal review only, and reports that include interpretations and/or management recommendations that require external review.

· It would be helpful to have these new external draft requirements available at budget discussions to make sure sufficient time is allotted for their preparation.

· Can we get notifications of report availability for review?  It is too time consuming to check the website all the time searching for reports.

· Clarke agrees to develop a “list serve” for access to those notifications.

· Deadlines for review comments need to be clearly expressed.

· Author responses to comments and resolution of disagreements on comments also need to be spell-out.

· SMB-standardization of comments form would also be beneficial.

· How are disagreements of review comments to be resolved?  If not formerly addressed, things will linger and not be resolved.

· Recent example:  A draft report was shared in March and 86 review comments were received in April and May.  The report’s author responded to the comments and updated the report with numerous changes by the end of May.  The author also explained why or why not particular comments were accepted.  Evidently, the responses to review comments were distributed back to the reviewers resulting in additional disagreements as well as requests for additional clarification of issues.

· In typical journal type submissions, such disagreements are resolved by the technical editor who is very familiar with the subject matter.

· Another way to handle the disagreements is by including the opposing viewpoints as part of the discussion.

· We want a durable and defensible procedure.

· Procedure recap -author submits a report that is then distributed to outside reviewers.  The author receives the comments, addresses them or not, and those responses are shared with the outside reviewers.  If a disagreement arises, the issue is then brought to the SAB for a final determination.

· That process appears contradictory with the previous statement that outside reviewers were not to be re-engaged after their comments were submitted?

· Draft reports should all have line numbers to facilitate more efficient comment tracking.

· Schedules (deadlines) also need to be developed for comments, responses, etc.

Action Item:  Ernie Clarke will prepare a draft of review process for circulation amongst the group.  

Action Item:  Ernie Clarke will develop a “list serve” to facilitate timely notification of report releases.  

8. Sediment Budget Update
This comes from the work plan list (Item 12 IHAP p. 9) and there are two elements under discussion: a) is fine sediment storage needed in the mainstem? And b) what is the status of the coarse sediment budget update?

Discussion Topics and Comments included:

· Is more information required than what is found in Dave’s report?

· We are looking at true physical storage and not computed storage.  We need a repeatable method for doing this.

· Tracking fine sediment is really difficult and requires detailed surveying & mapping bed, floodplain, etc.

· What do we want to know about sediment?  Sediment is in flux throughout the entire system and understanding or quantifying that flux will not be possible unless all resources are applied to that effort.

· The original sediment budget was used to establish a target for coarse sediment input.  Has that original target been realized?

· It appears that we have not really done our homework on this issue and we need to go back and review IHAP section 3.1.4 v. 1.99 – (Reduce fine sediment storage in the mainstem Trinity River).

· The Fish Group needs to tell the PWG whether or not the substrate O.K.  If it is not, they need to tell us what is desirable (e.g., what are the right size fractions?).

· GMA report indicates that substrate has improved in that fine sediment on the bed has been reduced).

· IHAP does not have spawning gravel data to answer these questions.

· We have no way of predicting spawning based on substrate.

· If the management question is: have we reduced fine sediment?  Then we have done that and appear to be on the right trajectory.

· The important questions then become: a) has the reduction of fine sediment resulted in more spawning habitat? And b) Is fine sediment a limiting factor for spawning?
· Is there a physical question for the PWG subgroup?

· Ernie agrees to coordinate with the Fish Group to make the call regarding whether or not the current level of fine sediment on the bed is a limiting factor for spawning.  Depending on whether or not fish group says yes or no, then other work activities can be planned and implemented.

· TH can we focus the examination to a smaller, more specific area; e.g., Grass Valley Creek.

Action Item: Review IAP section 3.1.4 v. 1.99 – (Reduce fine sediment storage in the mainstem Trinity River)

Action Item: Ernie Clarke will discuss/coordinate with Fish Group to “make the call” regarding whether or not the current level of fine sediment on the bed is a limiting factor for spawning
9. Photographic Documentation of Substrate Changes 
It has been proposed that repeat photographing of gravel bars may be an efficient way of documenting substrate change.  The technique under discussion includes the use of boom-mounted cameras that are extended 20 feet or so above the ground and properly leveled to eliminate distortion. 
Discussion Topics and Comments included:

· There is extensive literature on this subject.

· We need a description of methods and standards for collection and analysis.

· This would be a 2013 budget item.

· This work could be easily done for $5K, but because of project funding, it cannot be funded for several years, so it cannot be done and it would be so useful. Can IHAP nickels be used in this regard?

· What IAP elements does this address? - Sediment transport, storage, and grain size (facies mapping).

· This is a good example of having a project ready to go in case of budget constraints that preclude funding of larger projects.

· Can this work be incorporated within the GRTS framework?  Yes, because the whole river would be photographed.

10. Upcoming Deadlines & Events 

· Responses to 2012 work plan items due Aug. 1.
· USGS on their Geomorphic Assessment to do Fall update (Date TBD, possibly to be combined with 9/20 meeting)

· Next PWG meeting is Tuesday September 20, 2011 in Arcata. 

· March 2012 PWG will include a discussion of Conor’s grain size memo that will examine changes in grain size over the last 40 years.  Conor is looking to verify restoration progress through an analysis of changes in grain size distributions.
Adjourn

