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Meeting Summary

TRRP Design Team Meeting
Tuesday May 8, 2012
TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA 

9:00 AM Tuesday, May 8, 2012 
Participants

Design Team core members: D.J. Bandrowski (coordinator, TRRP); John Bair, Scott McBain, and Fred Meyer (McBain and Trush consultants for Hoopa Valley Tribe); Aaron Martin (Yurok Tribe); Rocco Fiori (consultant for Yurok Tribe); Mike Berry (California DFG); Charlie Chamberlain (FWS); Scott Kennedy and Nancy Snodgrass (DWR); Brandt Gutermuth and Dave Gaeuman (TRRP); Sean Ledwin and James Lee (Hoopa Valley Tribe); Andrew Jensen and Mark Smelser (DFG); Wes Smith (NMFS).
Other Design Team members: Walter Herzog and Jennifer Mata (BLM).  Day 2: Ernie Clarke and Robin Schrock, and Eric Peterson (TRRP). 
Other attendees: Day 1: Jim Smith, Dan Dickerson, and Jim Borruso (local landowners); Leslie Hubbard (TRRP). 
Note taker: Kim Mattson (ENW). 
Action Items derived during the Meeting
D.J. Bandrowski will send out the PDF of the design and the feasibility study on Bucktail Bridge.

Aaron Martin and Rocco Fiori will prepare a schematic for the hydraulic structure at Lower Steiner Flat.  

D.J. Bandrowski will search for photos of similar rock structures as that planned for Lower Steiner Flat and get information on the size of the equipment available for construction.

D.J. Bandrowski will organize a site visit to the Lower Steiner Flat between July 15 and August 15. 

D.J. Bandrowski will send out the wood placement plan for Upper Junction City to the Design Team.

Nancy Snodgrass will look into equalization saddles as a design option for Upper Junction City.

The Design Team will return comments on the Indian Creek re-vegetation plan by May 18. 

D. J. Bandrowski will forward the Design Team comments on Indian Creek to Andrew Jensen in preparation for the June 5 field visit.

D.J. Bandrowski will send out materials from Peter Wilcock’s method of alternatives analysis. 

Fred Meyer, Rocco Fiori, and Mark Smelser will help on the subcommittee to develop changes to the Design Guide of Appendix F.

Rocco Fiori and Scott McBain will prepare a memo that states the problem and proposes options to develop a wood management strategy for the Design Team to review. 
D.J. Bandrowski will prepare a list of potential projects for the coming year channel work with descriptions of the various constraints for the Design Team to review by next Design meeting in late July.  
1. Introductions / task update

D.J. Bandrowski opened the meeting and went over the schedule for the day.  The attendees introduced themselves.  
2. 2012 Environmental Compliance Update

Brandt Gutermuth provided a description of some of the issues he deals with in environmental compliance.  He noted the need to interact with individual partners and the level details for EIRs.  He talked about the various meetings and the balancing of needs as he puts designs forward.  He listed interactions with Federal partners and their permits. The documents need to address cumulative impacts, sediments, flooding, jurisdictional waters, shading, cultural resources, mining concerns, and temperature.  He said they expect a final environmental document soon for the Upper Junction City and Lower Steiner Flat mainstem 2012 projects. 
3. Lower Steiner Flat (LSF) Update/Group Discussion

D.J. Bandrowski provided some of the past discussions and decisions on the Lower Steiner Flat project.  The Trinity Management Council (TMC) approved the Phase A of the project with some constraints back in January, 2012.  Bandrowski projected views of the sites with the modifications.  He noted that the design was done by CH2M-Hill and the Phase A work will be done by the Yurok Tribe’s Watershed Department in partnership with the contractor Eric Ammon Inc.  Bandrowski went over some details on the skeletal bar changes and IC14.  He projected how the project differences as determined by flow modeling (water surface elevations, velocities, and shear stress).  He noted the proposed hydraulic structure would increase hydraulic and geomorphic complexity with few disadvantages.  It would increase velocity at the side channel inlet and route fine sediment through the side channel entrance and increase habitat complexity. It may create slow velocity in the wake and contribute to re-establishment of the berm. 
The Design Workgroup discussed the project and the proposed hydraulic structure.  Rocco Fiori noted that the effects at flows other than those modeled are not yet known. Bandrowski said that some of the designers from CH2M-Hill will be joining the Design Team meeting via the phone to primarily discuss Bucktail Bridge but could be available for questions regarding LSF if there was a need.  Bandrowski noted that he would like a final decision regarding the hydraulic structure design element by tomorrow. 

Fred Meyer noted the Hoopa Valley Tribe’s concerns about the hydraulic structure.  He noted there is the need to harvest very large boulders and place them into a small area with local impact.  This would modify velocities and the question was whether the structure was really necessary.  They could simply monitor this site over the next year to see how it functions under varying flows.  Scott McBain noted there was some concern over the reduced velocities at the upstream end that could contribute to the closure of the side channel.  Dave Gaeuman thought that observations of other recently placed structures suggest the reduced velocities may act to prevent deposition in the side channels. McBain asked what the costs of the structure may be and if these dollars could be used better elsewhere.  The costs were not exactly known, but Bandrowski estimated about $10,000. 

4. Bucktail Bridge Cost-Benefit Analysis/Group Discussion
Representatives (Steve, Ryan, and Mike) of CH2M-Hill called in on speaker phone to discuss Bucktail Bridge cost-benefit analysis.  They provided the background on the design of the Bucktail Bridge designs and their analysis.  Ryan led the group through some plan views showing the modeled velocities at 11,000 cfs and noted the overflow control structure.  He showed four alternatives to remove the overflow control structure and dike and/or replace the bridge with either a single-span or a two-span structure.  Only alternatives 3 and 4 were put forward for the full cost-benefit analysis.  Mike next described alternative 3 of a single span, 100-foot long bridge.  This would require a 4-foot rise in bridge height to pass a 100-year flow event under the bridge.  

Alternative 4 was a two-span bridge of two, 67-foot sections. Alternative 4 would not require the raising of the bridge.  However, it would require construction in the channel for the center pier.  They are planning a scour study about the center pier.  This two span bridge would likely be 10 to 15 % more expensive that the single span bridge.   

The CH2M-Hill representatives commented that the calibration for the elevations were “very good.”  They summarized both alternatives in a table.  The main points were that Alternative 4 was a better alternative (alternative 3 would not pass 100-year flow without overtopping the road on the left of the bridge) but it would cost slightly more. 
Aaron Martin said his main concerns are to maintain Bucktail Hole.  Steve said the hydraulics so far from both alternatives were similar to the existing hydraulics. They will look at it in more detail.  Rocco Fiori asked how the bridges may act to snag woody debris with root wads.  It was pointed out the center pier would “rack” or capture wood.  One thing they have not looked as is the property issues with raising the road or the need for a retaining wall at the box culvert. 
They next showed water surface elevations and velocities under the maximum fisheries flow. Both alternatives would decrease water surface elevations upstream by about 21 inches.  Water velocities would slightly increase.  Alternative 3 would reach 8 feet per second under the bridge. They showed differences in depth.  Alternative 4 would be slightly slower and deeper. 
D.J. Bandrowski said that this is not a planned project yet, but it is just being considered as this area was flagged to be a flow constriction point during past 2011 high flows during the 11,000 cfs release.   
5. Indian Creek Bank Naturalization / Reveg Project
Brandt Gutermuth projected an overhead view of the proposed action for the Indian Creek project and pointed out two areas for work.  Dave Gaeuman talked about some of the modified plans regarding the gravel bar and bank edges at two sites called Areas 1 and 2.  In Area 1 they propose to do excavation, backsloping and planting; in Area 2 they propose planting.  He noted that Area 2 has very fine sediments and these may have been brought in during building of the housing project.  He and Gutermuth pointed out a developing wetland area they will not disturb.  They showed site photos of Area 1 that indicated it currently was mostly a lawn.  They showed the existing conditions just downstream that had a more sloped contour to the river. They showed Dan Dickerson’s well and lawn area in Area 1 and that sloping may start just downstream of there.   
Gutermuth noted the need to think about what they can do at some similar type of sites constrained by residential houses with lawns or steep banks alongside the river.  He noted there is a need to demonstrate to the private landowners that there are other more sustainable alternatives than lawns adjacent to the river edge. They expect they could get habitat benefits and these sites could help to increase landowner support.  He noted the need for conservation agreements and that re-vegetation credits may not be applicable. 

Gutermuth said this was a new project going through the previous 2007 permitting allowances for past work on this site.  
Group Discussion
The group discussed the Indian Creek project.  Mike Berry suggested that perhaps the Riparian Workgroup handle more of the permitting and land access issues.  John Bair noted that Wildlife/Riparian Workgroup is now more technical and they could make comments on these sorts of designs, but they are not ready to work on easement agreements.  

Jennifer Mata said this appears to be a good concept and they would like to get involved regarding the plantings.  Scott McBain asked more about the concept of the project.  He wanted to know if they are implementing it this year.  He understood the need, but he wanted to know more about the criteria and strategies.  Bandrowski said it could go in this year and this presentation today was to get the Design Team input.  He characterized it as a “re-vegetation” as opposed to a channel project.  He noted some memos that were sent out to the Design Team that described this project over that last 6 months.  He showed some photo renderings of how the project would develop along with some cross sections.  Mike Berry noted that this appears to be a concept being presented and he asked if the Design Team might see a 10 % design which has been flushed out with the landowners and BLM.  Bandrowski noted that the designs are currently at the 30% level and that there has been extensive landowner coordination over the six months.  Bandrowski wanted to get comments from Design Team and begin to get permits to start work this summer if there was consensus.  If the Design Team or landowners are not yet ready, they could progress more slowly through the design phase.    

Jim Smith noted they are in support of the project and they have had a lot of discussion with the TRRP.  They like the idea of the steep banks being contoured and planted.  He noted the less complicated the better and it is perhaps getting more complex than needed.  

Wes Smith asked what they thought the long-term evolution of the site may be.  Dave Gaeuman thought there would be some erosion and noted that the bar may evolve as a future floodplain.  Bandrowski showed some long-term photos of the sites.  Andrew Jensen noted that Gutermuth mentioned the TRRP is considering more of these projects and the DFG is supportive of this sort of project.  He noted the need to have protections when the properties are sold.  Sean Ledwin asked if they had done conservation easements in the past.  Gutermuth said no.  Bandrowski said they have approached landowners with easements but they are fairly restrictive and even prevent taking a shovel of soil off the land.  Jensen noted the use of deed restrictions.  Nancy Snodgrass noted that DWR is supportive, but asked if the others wanted to spend design dollars on this.  She and Scott Kennedy noted DWR is not necessarily in favor of bank stabilization and asked if this is a “fixing” of a past project.  Wes Smith noted they would like to see some of the thoughts on geomorphic changes that may occur.  Sean Ledwin said the Hoopa Valley Tribe is supportive of working with the landowners, though they ask if the NRCS may be better suited to taking on these types of programs.  Charlie Chamberlain said the FWS is supportive of the concept and liked the idea of bringing in the various other workgroups.  Aaron Martin said the Yurok was also supportive of the concept and would be looking forward to more detail.  Jennifer Mata said the BLM likes the vegetation concept and they like working with the landowners.  She noted the value of this being a demonstration project and the need to be consistent down the road.  Scott McBain said the demonstration project would be good as you move into more complex projects.  He noted the need to develop goals and identification of available tools that would work as a way to avoid a reaction to do a project for erosion. 
Lunch 12:30-1:15 PM
D.J. Bandrowski showed aerial photos of the recently completed Wheel Gulch site and the side channels and floodplains that were constructed.  Bandrowski next re-capped what they have covered this morning.  He introduced Mr. Jim Borruso, a property owner at Upper Junction City.

6. Phase I Review Update/Group Discussion

Bandrowski next moved to an update on the Phase I Review.  He noted the great progress that this project has now achieved and that the SAB has been very involved and engaged.  He projected a schedule table of activities that showed the Phase I review gained momentum in August 2011, SAB meetings in December and January, external review award to Atkins in March 2012, and a revised scope of work in May.  

The review process will be of short time.  By July 1 of this year, SAB will have a draft Phase I assessment document of about 100 pages.  Reviews by partners are due back by July 13.  SAB will revise and will have draft 2 by August 1 for external review panel.  The External Review Panel will review the documents, meet with SAB and then draft findings by October. The SAB will finalize report by November.  
Scott McBain and Aaron Martin worried that two weeks for the SAB to respond to partners comments is too short.  They asked if the External Review Panel needs a full two months. 

Bandrowski projected a copy of a memorandum from Anchor QEA to the SAB that described nine project tasks referred to as call orders or “Calls”.  Bandrowski noted that the first 8 calls have been completed and he asked the Design Team members take a look at Call 8.   

Bandrowski noted the TRRP was on “design hold” except for the things they heard this morning.  He asked what will they do come July—either start new designs based on Phase I review or pick some projects off the shelf (several projects have 100 % design but also have a variety of constraints).  Bandrowski has not yet planned meetings for July.  He did not think they would get to see the SAB draft 2 report that goes to the External Review Panel.  He asked the Design Team to think about this for tomorrow’s discussion. 
7. Upper Junction City (UJC) – Final Design Update 

D.J. Bandrowski gave a quick overview of the Upper Junction City project site and projected aerial photos with the design features.  He noted Borruso’s and other properties.  He showed side channels, off channel rearing ponds, split flow forming an island, edge work, wood elements.  One side channel has a hyporheic connection at the top.  The TRRP is doing most of the design, Cardno-Entrix is doing the wood designs, Hoopa and McBain and Trush are doing the re-vegetation design work. 
Dave Gaeuman projected flow velocities at varying modeled flows.  He next showed predicted deposition and scour.  The existing holding pools should not receive a lot of sediment.  

Charlie Chamberlain next presented results from habitat modeling that was based on habitat suitability criteria using the outputs of Gaeuman’s modeling.  His focus was Chinook habitat based on depth and velocity.  He showed that existing conditions show a decrease in fry habitat as flows increase to about 2700 cfs, though he recognized that vegetation can provide roughness and will provide extra habitat.  Juvenile habitat was greater than fry.  The design conditions compared to existing show increased habitat at most flows and large increases at 2700 cfs.  Aaron Martin noted they will be mapping the habitat this summer and this could be used to validate the model. 
Large Wood Design / BSTEM Analysis

D.J. Bandrowski explained the hyporheic design, side channel, and pond complex.  Rocco Fiori asked about the concept of the pond and that it would be isolated at low flow.  He asked if the side channel may “head cut” up into the pond.  Bandrowski thought the size of the substrate may prevent that from happening.  Hyporheic flow into the pond is thought to help keep the water cool.  The cool water should help to prevent it from providing bull frog habitat.  Brandt Gutermuth noted they created off channel ponds at Lowden and that bull frogs were observed.  

Group Discussion

Bandrowski explained that Cardno-Entrix designed the wood structures.  He showed some of their details.  He noted the discussion of piles (logs with sharpened ends drive into the earth) versus posts (logs with root-wads buried into the earth) and use of boulders to anchor the jams.  The skeletal bar would incorporate some scattered wood pieces to create roughness and habitat.  He noted that they moved one structure by pulling it back out of the main channel.  Overall they think they will use 250 pieces of wood and the Yurok Tribe’s Watershed Department has a contract to provide wood for the Upper JC project.  The wood structures are designed for the maximum fishery flow.  Rocco Fiori liked the idea that the structures do not appear to be filled with boulders so, when they do decay, they will not be left with a pile of boulders.  He also liked the fact that vegetation may be built into the piles and the root cohesion may help to hold the structure together.  Bandrowski thought they may use pines as that is the available wood.  Fiori thought 20 inch diameter pine may last 10 to 15 years and that decay will occur at the water line.  Scott McBain thought it may be useful to specify sizes and species in the designs so that longevity may be better predicted.  

There was some discussion about the concept of using many or scattered pieces of wood on the skeletal bar at IC 4 or instead, using the wood pieces as smaller structures.  Also discussed was the concept of the larger “flanking” log jam designed to protect the skeletal bar. 
8. Revegetation Design (Upper JC and LSF) Update

Upper Junction City

John Bair presented the re-vegetation design for Upper Junction City as a plan view.  He noted plans for planting in the infiltration zone but he was looking for comments on this.  He also noted that some of the hard cobble sites need to be planted by September 15 (within the in-channel construction window) and the better sites can be planted after September 15.  One problem he has identified is that it is becoming too late to get containerized seedling.  He described using pods of willow, cottonwood, with one conifer (to provide an upland species).  He worried that the conifer could dominate the other two riparian species.  He described the use of ash clusters and that these will need irrigation. 
Bair next moved to the island along the north side of the river.  He noted that access is going to be a challenge; it is going to be container stock and will need to be irrigated.  Once the project is done, they will not be able to drive a vehicle out there.  If they plant mechanically, they need to be done by September 15, so he needs to build and plant with the bulldozers. July 15 to September 15 is an in-channel window to protect for Spring Chinook.  He can hand plant as late as October.  Borruso said he will help Bair as much as he can.  There was discussion about using a temporary bridge and getting a waiver from NMFS. 
Lower Steiner Flat

Bair showed the plan view of Lower Steiner Flat and noted that no designs are yet ready for the upper portion (boulder harvesting area) as the topography is not known.  The lower portion has smaller pockets of contractor use that will be planted with upland species of conifers and canyon live oak and willows along the riparian.  He thought bigger stock with irrigation would be used here since there will be more public use.  He noted that he is planning on planting into one of the side channel and he needs to know if this is acceptable.  
Group Discussion

Jim Borruso asked Bair if he may be able to use a swale along the south edge as an area for disposal of fill.  Borruso also asked that drives be maintained and that Indian Rhubarb (Darmera) might be planted.  Borruso said he would be willing to sign an extension to the contract (to 18 months) in order to help the planting.  

Brandt Gutermuth liked the idea of re-vegetation on private property but noted it must consider the possibility of a sale of the property.  Mike Berry noted that some landowners want to cut a few trees to get a better view of the river.  The area needs to be vegetated for 10 years in order to meet mitigation.
Irrigation may be via three different methods and would use pumps used in phases.  They may have access to the land for three years to do irrigation.  

Adjourn for Day 1

Wednesday May 9, 8:00 AM

9. Agenda Overview/Update
D.J. Bandrowski opened the meeting and went over the days schedule and described his goal of reaching consensus on the next steps for the four sites (Lower Steiner Flat, Upper Junction City, Indian Creek, Bucktail Bridge), and to get input on an implementation plan for 2013 and beyond.  

10. 2012 Implementation Overview and Final Consensus Discussion on UJC, LSF, and Indian Creek

Bucktail Bridge
Bucktail Bridge is structurally sound but, with its current configuration and overflow culvert, has a major flow constriction.  The question is whether the benefits outweigh the costs.  The source of the approximately $2 million is not known.  One question brought up was what the precise benefits to the river or fish are.  It was noted that sediment may be building up above the bridge.  In any event, the overflow weir and levee has problems and must be fixed.  The cost benefit analysis will be finished in a couple of months and will need to be presented to the TMC.  Scott McBain asked about how they may consider other tradeoffs that may present themselves as part of the design and asked if CH2M-Hill has a copy of the feasibility study.

Action item: D.J. Bandrowski will send out the PDF of the design and the feasibility study on Bucktail Bridge.

Lower Steiner Flat

Lower Steiner Flat has the two options: building the skeletal bar with or without the hydraulic structure.  The actual hydraulic structure will be constructed of on-site harvested boulders and wood.  Rocco Fiori asked if they could wait to visit the site at lower flows to see the scale of the project at the site before making the decision.  Bandrowski said that not everyone may get to review the new information.  Fred Meyer said the designer did visit the site to help with the model.  They modeled the structure as a 15-by-15 foot structure.  Meyer said he did not mind a second visit and to invite everyone to go.  Scott Kennedy thought CH2M-Hill did make the recommendation for the structure and he thought they are trustworthy.  Aaron Martin agreed that that was CH2M-Hill’s design.  Mark Smelser noted he thought he heard that it may not be “constructable.”  Scott McBain suggested that Fiori and Martin to go out and give some considerations of the design esthetics and provide some visualization or photo of a similar type structure.  Fiori noted that he needs to know the material and will need to know the largest machine on the site.  Bandrowski thought he had some photos of similar structures.  

Action item: Aaron Martin and Rocco Fiori will prepare a schematic for the hydraulic structure at Lower Steiner Flat.  
Action item: D.J. Bandrowski will search for photos of similar rock structures as that planned for Lower Steiner Flat and get information on the size of the equipment available for construction.
Action item: D.J. Bandrowski will organize a site visit to the Lower Steiner Flat between July 15 and August 15. 

Upper Junction City

Upper Junction City will see more work more on the wood designs.  Bandrowski noted the structures they discussed yesterday and asked for any questions on IC-1, R-14, IC-3, and IC-4.  He also noted the designs of the ponds and side channels.  He noted they are proposing to use hemp rope and asked if this was okay. Scott McBain verified that there is still some flexibility in IC-4.  

Action item: D.J. Bandrowski will send out the wood placement plan for Upper Junction City to the Design Team. 
Regarding the infiltration gallery, Scott McBain asked about equalization saddles and noted that Greg Koonce of Inter-fluve used this type of design in the Pacific Northwest.  
Action item: Nancy Snodgrass will look into equalization saddles as a design option for Upper Junction City.

Bandrowski noted that the BLM is working on a land purchase downstream of Dutch Creek Bridge that will actually connect with Upper Junction City.

Indian Creek has the question of whether to move forward or to be put on hold.  Scott Kennedy thought the State is not yet totally on board and would like to talk more.  Sean Ledwin noted that the Hoopa Tribe also wants to consider the concepts further.  Robin Schrock noted that they are looking at request for proposal (RFP) out as of yesterday that may help to address their concerns about lawns that will erode.  They may be able to work with NRCS to come up with a general design or an urban-rural interface concept that can use native vegetation to replace lawns.  Pre-proposals are due June 16.  So, far, no implementation this summer, and they will coordinate with the other workgroups and NRCS. 
Action plan: The Design Team will return comments on the Indian Creek re-vegetation plan by May 18. 

Action item: D. J. Bandrowski will forward the Design Team comments on Indian Creek to Andrew Jensen in preparation for the June 5 field visit. 
11. Rehab Site Monitoring and Analytical Framework Science Proposal Overview  (RIG/Science Integration)

Ernie Clarke passed out a handout of a flow chart showing the Science Workplan process.  He noted that the Design Workgroup had seen the flowchart and he wanted to go over changes made this year.  He noted the addition of adding more time at various steps.  Work plans were submitted in the Access database format this year and new modifications are planned for ease of use.  They modified the review process and reduced redundancy.  They modified the SAB inputs to look at program efficiencies and will report directly to TMC.  

They are at the mid-April step and have a preliminary plan that is being reviewed by SAB.  He referred the Design Team to the list of work plans (on the backside of his handout) and noted that more information on work plans is also on the SharePoint website.  He noted the comment on the Rehabilitation Site Effectiveness and that D.J. Bandrowski will talk about it next.  He specific noted that they are looking for input to the Klamath Bird Observatory report.  
Scott McBain asked if they are having more discussion on RFP’s.  Clarke said, yes, on some projects. 

D.J. Bandrowski noted that, at first, he was not very familiar with the Science process and as he learns more he is excited.  He likes the concept of effectiveness monitoring as this will feed back to the design efforts.  He referred the Design Team to a copy of a proposal “Rehabilitation Site Effectiveness Monitoring and Analytical Framework,” and he went over the framework for monitoring and assessment on the last page of the proposal.  He emphasized that they will not be “monitoring twice” but work will focus at rehabilitation sites and the need to get the results by December to the Design Team so they can use it for the upcoming year.  

Robin Schrock noted the TRRP needs to be prepared for changes as the SAB Phase I review comes out.  Mark Smelser asked how effectiveness monitoring will be accomplished through contracts.  Ernie Clarke said they will include in the contracts the language developed by Eric Peterson on data transfer. 

Bandrowski noted that they will be attempting to state design goals in quantitative terms such as increasing edge length or shoreline rearing habitat by two-fold, or creating 350 square meters of low velocity habitat at 450 cfs baseflow.  This may require specific teams to be sent out or existing monitoring may capture it.  He noted they are allocating extra funds for it.  He does not yet know who exactly will be managing this.  
Scott McBain noted that much of the goals are site based, and he asked about general concepts that work across sites such as the question of hydraulic structures or side channel performance. Dave Gaeuman said that the number of structures is still low and they may be best monitored as specific sites.  Darcy Pickard is going to be providing statistical tools to help with the process. Aaron Martin expressed his support for this sort of monitoring and noted this is what the program is supposed to be doing. 
As the discussion closed, Clarke invited the Design Team to dinner to celebrate D.J. Bandrowski’s birthday.  Bandrowski invited the Design Team members that are not going to the Flow Workgroup to visit Wheel Gulch this afternoon.
12. 2012 Construction Update, process, protocols, and Q/A

This item was skipped. 
13. Design Team Process Discussion

Scott McBain noted that there have been three design processes that have evolved over time.  The latest process is described in Appendix F in the Channel Design Guide.  One issue with the design process is they are being too critical at the last second and this “trips up” the process.  Are there some things they can do to help this?  He suggested they get a variety of design alternatives out earlier with some minimal schematics or conceptual drawings.  It would be good to include some sort of comparisons of alternatives and especially to include qualitative comparisons of costs. 

Robin Schrock cautioned that as they propose their final choices of projects to make their recommendation more on ecological benefits to fish and to not use cost as a final criterion.  McBain agreed and suggested that cost be brought in early on in the considerations of alternatives. 

D.J. Bandrowski acknowledged that this year has been a bit more difficult given the need to address stakeholder concerns.

McBain said definition of “consensus” is a challenge.  He asked that they have a bit of “wiggle room” here.  He also suggested that they need to find a balance between design by committee and design by an individual.  Too much “committee” can be problematic.  

Robin Schrock agreed and also noted that differences must be addressed early on and not during public or TMC meetings.  D.J. Bandrowski agreed with the idea of introducing all alternatives early on. 

McBain proposed they have a subgroup of the Design Team to propose adjustments to the Design Process of Appendix F.  They bring the revisions to the Design Team for approval.  They make the Appendix F a living document. 
Mark Smelser noted that there has been frustration in the design process.  He noted his need to see the 30 % design and the constraints analyses.  He asked how the landowners or stakeholders may be brought into the evaluation of designs. 

Bandrowski noted a presentation by Peter Wilcock he recently attended at the River Restoration Northwest short course and how they have developed an alternatives analysis that may be considered on the Trinity. 
Wes Smith asked how the design group currently comes up with their design.  Bandrowski noted that each group approaches it using objectives from the ROD and considers the site constraints.  Fred Meyer described it as desirable site objectives are defined but designers need upfront the realistic expectations or constraints (e.g., landowners, fishing, wells) that may modify the plans.  Bandrowski listed the various stakeholders (Program, Federal, State, landowners) may have conflicting objectives and a transparent process is needed to address this. 

Bandrowski thought there is agreement that this is important.  He said this needs to be put on paper and he asked if someone is interested in working on this.  Aaron Martin expressed interest in Wilcock’s method. 

Action item: D.J. Bandrowski will send out materials from Peter Wilcock method of alternatives analysis. 
Action item: Fred Meyer, Rocco Fiori, and Mark Smelser will help on the subcommittee to develop changes to the Design Guide of Appendix F.
14. Large Wood Management Discussion

Scott McBain introduced several challenges regarding large woody debris.  He noted that the Trinity River Flow Evaluation and Flow Report and the ROD did not provide guidance on large wood management.  There is no consensus vision.  He thought wood needs to be looked at as a budget and not as individual structures.  He suggested they consider recommendations from the Large Wood Loading report (on TRRP website) and the Channel Design Guide and other sources.  Rocco Fiori thought they need to consider historic wood loading rates and how they may have changed with the dam.  Eric Peterson noted the value of examining wood in channels upstream of the dams.  Scott Kennedy noted they pull out large amounts of wood out of the reservoir and this could serve as a measure of loading.
McBain thought one option was to write a white paper but that could be a large project.  He suggested, as another option, that a report similar to the coarse sediment management plan be developed.  He asked how the management plan would be approved.  
There was support for the process and discussion focused on how to focus the issue. 

Action item: Rocco Fiori and Scott McBain will prepare a memo that states the problem and proposes options to develop a wood management strategy for the Design Team to review. 
Bandrowski announced that the TRRP has hired a new design engineer with skills in wood structure design and they are seeking to replace Diane Clifton.  He also described an effort to produce a wood design manual under a grant to ICF and using a team of wood experts. 

15. 2013 and Phase II Implementation Planning and Design

D.J. Bandrowski referred to a handout “Short Term Implementation Plan 2012-2014” that listed two classes of projects: those that are at their final design with their respective remaining constraints and those that are still under discussion with their status.  The Design Team added comments and corrections to the list and asked questions for clarifications.  There was discussion about individual projects.  Limekiln Gulch was mentioned as a high priority project.    
Bandrowski asked that the Team begin to start thinking about how they will spend their budget for next year. They need to start thinking about permitting. They also need to wait for the Phase I review by July 1.  He thought they could ask their stakeholders to provide their top priorities or he could make a list to send out to the Design Team.  Scott Kennedy liked the idea of the list from Bandrowski. 

Action item: D.J. Bandrowski will prepare a list of potential projects for the coming year channel work with descriptions of the various constraints for the Design Team to review by next Design meeting in late July.  
There was discussion about how to go back to sites and still address the programmatic needs to demonstrate progress on the original 47 sites.  There was feeling that returning to Bucktail site would give more value to the river than doing Poker Bar.  

Scott McBain noted an email from Don Ashton that bullfrog breeding in the design pond will not be prohibited by low temperatures. 
Adjourn for Day 2 12:05 PM
	Design Team 

Meeting Agenda
	         May 8th and 9th, 2012

	
	9:00 AM

	
	Trinity Alps Golf Course
Weaverville, California

	Coordinator/Facilitator:
	DJ Bandrowski
	
	

	Desired Outcomes:
	1. Reach consensus on Upper Junction City (UJC) and Lower Steiner Flat (LSF) Rehab Site Final Designs including Large Wood Placement and Revegetation Features for 2012 Implementation

2. Reach consensus on Indian Creek Bank Naturalization Project goals and objectives and determine if we want to move toward implementation in 2012

3. Develop a group recommendation on proper protocol for Design Team coordination between other work groups for IDT 

4. Become familiar and updated on the following topics: 2012 Environmental Compliance, Phase I Review, and Rehab Site Monitoring/Analytical Framework Science proposal

	Please read / bring:
	1. UJC Draft Wood Implementation Design Package

2. UJC and LSF Draft Revegetation Design Package

3. UJC Final Civil Design Report and Design Package

4. Rehab Site Monitoring and Analytical Framework Science Proposal


Agenda Items

	Day 1 – Tuesday, May 8th, 2012


	Time

	Topic

	Presenter


	9:00

	Introductions / Agenda review

	DJ Bandrowski


	9:15

	2012 Environmental Compliance Update

	Brandt Gutermuth 


	9:45

	Lower Steiner Flat (LSF) Update/Group Discussion

	DJ Bandrowski / (CH2M HILL Representative)


	10:15

	Bucktail Bridge Cost-Benefit Analysis/Group Discussion

	DJ Bandrowski / (CH2M HILL Representative)


	10:45

	Indian Creek Bank Naturalization / Reveg Project

	Dave Gaeuman and Brandt Gutermuth


	11:45

	Group Discussion 

	Group


	12:30
	Lunch

	
	1:00

	Phase I Review Update/Group Discussion

	DJ Bandrowski and Ernie Clarke


	1:45

	Upper Junction City (UJC) – Final Design Update 

· Includes Large Wood Design / BSTEM Analysis

· Landowner Update

	Federal Design Group (Dave Gaeuman, Charlie Chamberlin, Eric Wiseman, DJ Bandrowski) and Cardno-ENTRIX


	3:00

	Group Discussion

	Group


	3:30

	Revegetation Design (Upper JC and LSF) Update

and Group Discussion

	Hoopa Valley Tribe (HVT) Design Group


	4:30

	Group Discussion

	Group


	5:00

	Adjourn

	

	
	

	
	

	
	


	Day 2 – Wednesday, May 9th, 2012



	Time
	Topic
	Presenter



	8:00
	Agenda Overview/Update


	DJ Bandrowski

	8:15
	2012 Implementation Overview and Final Consensus Discussion on UJC, LSF, and Indian Creek


	Group Discussion

	9:00
	Rehab Site Monitoring and Analytical Framework Science Proposal Overview  (RIG/Science Integration)


	DJ Bandrowski / Ernie Clarke 

	10:00
	2012 Construction Update, process, protocols, and Q/A


	Kent Steffens

	10:15
	Design Team Process Discussion
	Fred Meyer and Scott McBain

	11:00
	Large Wood Management Discussion
	Scott McBain and Rocco Fiori

	11:30
	2013 and Phase II Implementation Planning and Design

Discussion:

· Phase I Review Recommendations

· Planning Considerations

· Data Needs

· Design Constraints/Considerations


	Group

	12:00
	Adjourn

Flow Work Group Meets in Afternoon or Optional Design Team Meeting Discussions/Working Session


	

	
	Lunch
	

	12:30
	Flow Work Group Meeting for Members 

Note: If we need additional time for Design Team meeting discussions after lunch we can do that or take an option field visit.  Other suggestions for afternoon?


	


