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Meeting Summary
PHYSICAL WORKGROUP
DFG Offices, Arcata, CA 
July 17, 2012
Tuesday July 17, 2012, 10:00 AM
Participants
Core members: Andrea Hilton (Coordinator, Hoopa Valley Tribe [HVT]), James Lee (HVT), Scott McBain (McBain and Trush/HVT Consultant); Andreas Krause and Dave Gaeuman (TRRP); Mark Smelser (DFG); Scott Kennedy (DWR); Conor Shea (FWS), Tim Hayden (Yurok Tribe).
Other participants: Ernie Clarke (TRRP); Jenny Curtis (USGS). 
Note taker: Kim Mattson (ENW).
Action Items from this Meeting
Jenny Curtis will send an email to Conor Shea some background on the de-trending analyses.  
Conor Shea will send an email to Jenny Curtis his ideas about a cross section analysis by elevation.
The Physical Workgroup will email by July 27 comments to James Lee on the geomorphic units Lee is proposing as his guide in the riparian PITAs white paper plus any comments on the Beechie and Pess report.
Action Items Outstanding from Previous Meetings (status indicated)
	Ernie Clarke will prepare a write up for the other Workgroups summarizing the work to date on the Hamilton Ponds by the Physical Workgroup.  
	OUTSTANDING

	The Flow Objectives Subcommittee will proceed on items 1-3 and will provide update next meeting.  
	OUTSTANDING

	Conor Shea will finalize the Channel Pattern Memorandum.  
	OUTSTANDING due date changed to September 2012

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

	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
	OUTSTANDING

	Scott McBain will write a paragraph on spawning gravel evaluation (or lack thereof) for the Fish Workgroup.
	COMPLETED

	Ernie Clarke will package four items on the monitoring of design performance: the RFP, the habitat group’s paragraph on side channels, Phase I scope of work, and Darcy Pickard’s work.  The package will be given to Pickard, D.J. Bandrowski and the SAB. 
	Completed

	Andrea Hilton and Conor Shea will summarize the literature regarding pool types and expectations of pool evolution in the Trinity River over time and over reaches.  This will be discussed at the May meeting. 
	OUTSTANDING

	Tim Hayden will ask Rocco Fiori to draft a wood performance measure.
	OUTSTANDING

	Physical Workgroup members will rank their collective proposals by March 30
	Completed

	Scott McBain and Andreas Krause will discuss Rush and Indian Creek data.
	COMPLETED

	Scott McBain will send to Ernie Clarke the Powerpoint summaries.
	COMPLETED

	Andrea Hilton will add Jenny to July meeting agenda to present maps, data and draft review.
	COMPLETED

	Rocco Fiori accepted the lead positions for the Channel Migration and LWD Performance Measures, and was tasked to pull gray literature regarding LWD in California rivers and add to Abbe’s existing data on large wood in Washington rivers, as well as consult with IHAP team on the topic.
	OUTSTANDING

	Ernie Clarke will follow up on Fish Work Group request; resend proposal and schedule.
	OUTSTANDING

	Dave Gaeuman accepted the lead position for the Fine Sediment Storage (for bedload rating curve) Performance Measure and said the work will be completed by the fall.
	OUTSTANDING

	Work Group will review Jenny’s data and report back on what can be pulled from the data set for future use, by July meeting.
	COMPLETED


Summaries for Agenda Items
Introductions, Agenda Review, and Action Item Review
Andrea Hilton opened the meeting and asked for any corrections to the agenda.  Andreas Krause asked to add a discussion on the upcoming Science Symposium.  The Action Tracker was addressed and several items were crossed off (see above).  
Ernie Clarke explained that the Science Symposium scheduled for January 7-11 may be different this year and may be less of individual presentations and more of individual meetings with the SAB where each SAB would lead discussions.  The group wanted more guidance on how this would be organized and noted that they had been planning to make presentations.  Clarke said he would want the groups to send him some of their ideas on what they may want to present. 
USGS Geomorphic Assessment--Latest Findings and Workgroup Input to Phase 2
Jenny Curtis of the USGS explained the Geomorphic Assessment.  She said their purpose was to quantify the geomorphic change over five time periods since 1980.  So far, they have completed the 1997 mapping and have revised the mapping for 1980, 2001, and 2011 based on comments received.  She listed other tasks they are working on, such as cross sections, topographic data, geomorphic reaches, and error analysis.  
Residual Pool Analysis
She reviewed the residual pool analysis using the 2003 and 2009 data.  Andreas Krause noted they now have the 2011 data.   There were questions about the objectives and why Curtis had chosen 0.3 m as a residual pool depth.  Curtis had asked Aaron Martin and he recommended about 1 foot for small pools and she noted that some of the data got “more messy” if they used 3-foot residual depths. She showed that two different techniques (raster fill versus long profile digitizing) produced different estimates for the depth of the Bucktail Hole (e.g., 11 feet and 18 feet).  These two estimates were derived from the same dataset and therefore should be expected to produce similar estimates.  Dave Gaeuman noted that Curtis’ projected area for the Bucktail Hole did not look right; he thought it should be channel spanning.  He asked about the pit-filling routine they may be using in ArcView.  There was discussion about whether the riffle crests or backwater controls were being properly identified.  Another anomaly pointed out was that her results showed very long pools in Rush Creek.  Both Dave Gaeuman and Conor Shea thought the algorithms and/or how the hydraulic controls were identified should be reviewed.    
Curtis continued her presentation and noted that the long profile analysis suggested that the lower four miles had an increase in number and frequency of pools and that the pool and riffle lengths were shorter in 2009.   Dave Gaeuman again commented that this result could be the manner in which the hydraulic controls were defined.  
Scott McBain asked if the group might discuss how the results may compare to Andreas Krause’s and Dave Gaeuman’s pool filling.  He noted that Curtis’ results may be indicating conclude that Bucktail Hole may have changed from 18 to 11 feet.  He suggested that Curtis should compare her results to Krause and Gaeuman so the interpretations were similar. Krause agreed that a comparison should be done.  
Tim Hayden asked if the USGS is seeing changes in deeper pools over time.  Curtis noted they only have 2003 and 2009 data.  She said they may be seeing more changes more in the “footprints” of pools.  Andreas Krause noted that the deep pools are created by bedrock outcrops and the Program is not creating these, but is working more with changes in gravel bars and pools that may form with these structures.
Andreas Krause suggested the USGS come back again with their results in September.  Conor Shea asked that Curtis provide some background on the de-trending analyses she mentioned. 
Action item: Jenny Curtis will send an email to Conor Shea some background on the de-trending analyses.  
Cross Section Analysis
Curtis next moved to Cross Section Analysis and noted this part is complete.  She noted some of the methods and noted that they should be able to assess the redistribution of sediment.  She showed changes in the cross sections at specific sites.  She cited a problem with estimating wetted channel widths at 6,000 cfs was that the cross sections were not measured “all the way out.”  Scott McBain said a decision not to survey those was made as they had assessed that no change had occurred in these outer portions and it would have required a lot of cutting through brush.  He suggested that these could be “stitched together.”  
Curtis noted that they are working at the reach scale and they need to still define a reference elevation. There was discussion about how they defined the water surface elevation.  Conor Shea asked if there was another way to get at depths and there was a discussion about elevations. 
Action item: Conor Shea will send an email to Jenny Curtis his ideas about a cross section analysis by elevation.
Drivers of Change
Curtis explained some of her thoughts on the Drivers of Changes.  She listed examples of active or anthropogenic and passive or natural changes.  She showed data on flow duration curves, sediment extraction history by Andreas Krause, and gravel augmentation histories.  Krause noted that they have additional sediment transport data on Lime Kiln Gulch since 1980.  Curtis noted that it is only at one point and they want system-wide data.  
She noted two reports would be produced from their efforts.  On report would be an open-file report with mapping data, geomorphic units and geo-database attached.  It should be available on the web.  A second report will be a scientific investigation report; she presented an outline for this report.  She thought that she would organize the results by both the spatial and temporal drivers of change. 
Mark Smelser asked how she would incorporate the changes that have occurred prior to 1980.  Curtis said she hoped that she would be able to rely on some of the analyses by Krause and some of the foundational documents.  Scott McBain asked if there may be recommendations.  Curtis said they don’t recommend but “characterize.”  McBain said it would be helpful if they could comment on any of the methodological techniques being used by the Program.  Curtis said she could do that in a Science Symposium presentation, but not in the written science investigation by USGS.  
Tim Hayden asked if this assessment may be used by the SAB in the Phase I review.  Krause thought that the timing of Curtis’ report may limit what can be used. 
Lunch
Cross Section Database Update
Eric Peterson gave a presentation on the Cross Section database.  He showed how one can review the metadata using a review window.  He showed that the data can readily be accessed, copied, and graphed in Excel.  He also showed that data can be accessed using a drill down query.  He showed how all dates for a site could be graphed simultaneously.  There was discussion about how to identify cross section locations.  Peterson showed how he could display the locations of the cross sections on aerial photographs.  He next showed some of his efforts to do QA/QC checks on the cross section data.  He has chosen to use the R statistical package to look at the data.  He has identified that the earlier surveys sometimes used a 100-foot arbitrary elevation offset and this may not have always been removed from the elevation data as they added in the true reference elevation.  He showed several examples of graphs of multiple years and showed some areas of questionable data.  Conor Shea asked if Peterson could be able to flag any of these anomalies.  This spurred more discussion on how Peterson might provide feedback to the users or the providers of the data.  Scott McBain and Andrea Hilton said they want to know of these sorts of QA problems so they can check their files and field notes to find out if they can help to resolve issues.  Shea said he wanted to make certain that changes or corrections to the data by Peterson or others are properly tracked and noted in the data sets.  Mark Smelser suggested they put in an extra box indicating the level of QA/QC. 
Peterson presented some QA/QC checks on the bathymetry data.  He showed data that seemed to show horizontal shifts when he compared data collected by wading by DWR with sonar collected by Graham Matthews.  There was discussion about the problems with older cross sections and the methods of location of pins.  Peterson estimated that about half the sites may have problems.  Andreas Krause thought it would be worth taking a closer look at some of these, starting with the ones being used by the USGS in their analysis. Scott Kennedy asked if they may be able to put a hyperlink to a photograph.  Andrea Hilton asked if Peterson may be able to simply fix some of the obvious errors and make a note of that.  Peterson said there may be reasons to not do simple fixes.  Dave Gaeuman suggested that maybe the original collectors of the data do the fixes.  
Peterson thought he could send out the list of cross sections that USGS or SAB were interested in and the Workgroup can review to help select those that could be reevaluated as needed.  Peterson would also be working directly with the surveyors on sites that had QA/QC problems.  
Update on Pool/Scour/Fill Dynamic Study (2011 Implementation Monitoring)
Dave Gaeuman was asked if there were any updates the Program staff are working on regarding pool changes that he may provide now for Curtis.  Gaeuman said there was not anything new to report, since they have not yet received all of the bathymetry data from Graham Matthews.  The data are expected soon. He had not yet written up the methods.  
Riparian PITA Discussion with Riparian and Fish Workgroup Representative
Before the presentation by James Lee (Riparian and Fish Workgroup Representative), Conor Shea summarized the Beechie and Pess report.  Shea stated that Beechie and Pess did a GIS analysis on the channels based on channel types and that they “fed” this into their population models.  They concluded that the underlying channel form trend for the Trinity River was single thread, but that there could be areas that have the potential to develop multiple channels based the concepts they had seen in the Columbia River.  Scott McBain also added that Beechie and Pess were trying to assess how much (maximum) fish habitat could be produced in the upper 40-miles of Trinity River between Lewiston Dam and NF Trinity River.
James Lee used these introductory comments to begin his presentation on the riparian PITA effort to integrate their information to fish and wildlife habitat.   Lee commented that Beechie and Pess used referenced streams in areas like the Blue Mountains, and identified that most of the Trinity River was predicted to be a meandering channel via regime equations, yet smaller areas had the potential to be braided channels.  
Lee further explained his efforts, together with efforts by John Bair, were oriented to develop a white paper on riparian PITA’s.  The first PITA is defining riparian desired conditions and determining quantitative targets.  Another PITA is to define the risk of riparian encroachment. He noted that an outline had been prepared and that they will be attempting to hypothesize how riparian responds/relates to geomorphic “templates” or “units.”  He said their ability to predict riparian succession depends on the development of the channel.  He cited Beechie and Pess as saying that a meandering channel is the main channel type and this is a slowly changing channel.  The braided type would have different riparian types.  Lee said they would take their results to the different workgroups and ask them what they thought of these riparian development patterns.  Lee passed out a table that described the attributes of geomorphic units used to describe riparian vegetation.  Lee wanted to know if they are on the “right track” and was seeking feedback.  He thought they would have a first draft of their white paper in about one month.  
Scott McBain clarified that one of the purposes of PITA 1 was to develop conceptual models of vegetation types that may develop for each geomorphic unit.  He asked if Lee’s geomorphic units covered the entire range of possibilities (e.g., backwater areas).  Andreas Krause asked what time frame, geologically, were Lee and Bair considering for the channel evolution.  Lee said they were interested in two time frames, one being about 5 years and the other being about 20 years.  Krause noted that the USGS is mapping the channel over 5 to 20 year time frames, and their data will be available in October. 
Krause also noted Lee’s table had a mix of types of units and that co-location of specific types may affect the riparian development.  He noted that the USGS mapping effort considered the elevation above the channel.  Conor Shea noted that the table did not have infrastructure or hardened bank such as rip-rap or canyon areas.  Shea also noted that some meanders “do not move.”  He thought that Lee should consider static versus dynamic units.  Shea asked if they will be able to define actions such as vegetation management.  Lee thought they could recommend actions that perhaps other cooperators may be able to implement.  He cited invasive species work and that Arundo and salt cedar can prevent the program from achieving riparian objectives.  
Shea asked if they have gotten enough feedback for the fish interface.  Tim Hayden noted that the fish subgroup had not had a lot of time to consider their portion yet.  Shea showed some slides from Beechie and Pess presentation (e.g., slides of channel types).  He noted that side channels are expected in moderate bankfull and wide floodprone widths and these types of channels are predicted to have the highest fish production.  Scott McBain asked if these multiple channels would be self-sustaining.  There was discussion about what the Beechie and Pess report was saying and how it could be used by the groups—there were questions about whether it was specific enough or if they were taking into account what the conditions of the river currently.  There was discussion of whether they could design test of hypotheses as an adaptive management experiment. They agreed this would require an analysis of what has worked and what has not.  
Ernie Clarke asked if Lee needed to hear more input.  Lee said he thought he had gotten pretty good input so far.  There was discussion of how the Workgroup could email comments to Lee.
Action item: The Physical Workgroup will email by July 27 comments to James Lee on the geomorphic units Lee is proposing as his guide in the riparian PITAs white paper plus any comments on the Beechie and Pess report. 
Conor Shea said he would help to be the liaison to discuss the channel habitat types with the fish group.   He passed out a memo he had drafted on Physical Workgroup input on multiple channel designs for rehabilitation projects.  Scott McBain had given him a set of comments (attached to the back of Shea’s memo) and they discussed how to proceed on these.  One suggestion was a need to investigate whether long side channels are self-sustaining.  Another comment was to suggest expanding the scope of the draft RFP to assess site-scale and small  reach-scale factors that may also influence side channel entrance dynamics (in addition to the local evaluation of side channel entrances currently contained in the RFP).
Shea asked if Ernie Clarke would be able to send out the draft RFP.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]Clarke said they would change the due date for Shea to perform the assessment of multiple channel inputs to September 2012. 
Action Item Review
Action items developed during the meeting were reviewed.  Andrea Hilton said she would pick a future date for the next meeting and it would likely be in September.  Ernie Clarke pointed out this next meeting would be Hilton’s final as coordinator and a new coordinator was needed.
Adjourn 2:50 PM
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	Desired Outcomes:
	1. Provide input to Phase 2 USGS Geomorphic Assessment 2. Help E. Peterson with the cross section database 3. Coordinate with other work groups on channel form questions/visions/expectations, 4. Provide updates on TRRP physical projects, action item progress and other business.

	Please read:
	

	Please bring:
	Your best self

	Agenda Items

	Time
	Topic
	Presenter

	10:00
	Introductions, agenda review, and action item review
	Matson

	10:20
	USGS geomorphic assessment-latest findings and WG input to Phase 2
	Curtis

	12:00
	Lunch
	

	12:30
	Cross section database update
	Peterson

	1:00
	Update on Pool/Scour/Fill Dynamic Study (2011 Implementation Monitoring)
	Krause and Gaeuman

	1:30
	Channel Form Discussion with Riparian and Fish Work Group representatives
	Group

	2:45
	Action Item Review
	Hilton/Clarke

	3:00
	Adjourn 
	




