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Meeting Summary
PHYSICAL WORKGROUP
TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA 
September 18, 2012
Tuesday September18, 2012, 10:00 AM
Participants
Core members: Andrea Hilton (Coordinator, HVT), Scott McBain (McBain and Trush/HVT consultants), Andreas Krause and Dave Gaeuman (TRRP); Mark Smelser (DFG); Scott Kennedy (DWR); Conor Shea (FWS).
Other participants: Robin Schrock and Ernie Clarke (TRRP). 
On Phone/WebEx: Jenny Curtis and Toby Minear (USGS).
Note taker: Jeff Hayes (TRRP).
Action Items from this Meeting
Andreas Krause will send gridded 2011 imagery to Jenny Curtis and Toby Minear by October 3, 2012.
Andreas Krause will send Jenny Curtis a sediment report by October 3, 2012.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Scott McBain will work on the channel complexity performance measure once the USGS report is completed in 2013.
Ernie Clarke will send a copy of the performance measure template to Scott McBain and Andrea Hilton for comments on the bed mobility and scour performance measure by October 3, 2012.
Physical Workgroup comments on the Channel Pattern Memo update are due to Conor Shea by October 3, 2012.
Andreas Krause will post bed mobility and bathymetry data from the past 1.5 years by September 22, 2012. 
Andreas Krause will post a draft document about the effects of hydraulic mining and hydraulic controls by October 3, 2012.
Physical Workgroup recommendations for gravel augmentation are to be discussed at the November 15 meeting and forwarded to the TAMWG and TMC by December 2012.
The Physical Workgroup will try to provide comments on the Phase I review collectively as a group (to relevant sections only).


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
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
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
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
Jenny Curtis will email Conor Shea some background on the de-trending analyses.  OUTSTANDING
Conor Shea will email Jenny Curtis his ideas about a cross section analysis by elevation. OUTSTANDING
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. OUTSTANDING
Meeting Notes for Agenda Items
Agenda Review 
Andrea Hilton opened the meeting and reviewed the agenda. 
USGS update on geomorphic assessment with specific discussion on the topographic assessment (Curtis & Minear), 10:15am
Jenny Curtis is currently looking at 2003 and 2009 imagery for the longitudinal profiles. Toby Minear is doing a pool analysis.  Based on discussions with fish biologists, they are considering minimum residual pool depth of 1 foot for juveniles and 3 feet for adults.  They are not planning to analyze the 2011 data.  Dave Gaeuman is also working on a similar study of the pools and will look at 2011 data, the pools specifically. Andreas Krause noted that the 2011 data may need to be gridded for USGS.  He would like it to be used.
Curtis reported that their topography data is near the end of an analysis using a technique called Krieging to create the surface description.  Krieging gives statistical models of spatial structure, including variances and error predictions.  The 2011 data is still in point form and there are no funds to do an analysis with the 2011 data.  Curtis would be happy to talk about 2011 analysis, but there was not time to do this today.  They have decided to work with gridded data. 
Dave Gaeuman asked what’s wrong with the 2011 data.   Curtis replied that she has gridded data for 2003 and 2009 and point data for 2011. Gridded data for 2011 could be analyzed by USGS. A Krieged surface can be gridded at a later step.  She would like statistical data from surface creation. Gaeuman countered that the data can be gridded very easily.  Andreas Krause agreed and noted that they can get USGS a gridded 2011 image.  
Curtis continued her presentation and talked about hydraulic controls, riffles, and pools and noted that change in riffle height will change residual pool volume.  It will be difficult to determine aggradation on riffles versus erosion/scour in pools.  They will try to glean this from the topographic data.  Comparison of the longitudinal profile to the volumetric analysis should help determine this.
Minear said there are issues with the fill tool in Arc.  Gaeuman and Curtis noted that pools seemed smaller than expected.  Minear said there was a problem with walls and how fill works in Arc.  He noted that it was better now.
Minear continued with a Powerpoint presentation entitled: Update on Trinity River Pool Change and Metrics.  Krause asked how their work was going to be matched up.  Minear said it will be matched up with iRIC, and it should match up well.  They will use the distance along the thalweg where it is easy to find pools.  The longitudinal profile will be matched up with cross-sectional volume.
Curtis showed output from longitudinal profile software. The software displays a summary data set with number of points, difference in elevation, mean statistics, individual pool statistics, max/mean pool depth, wetted perimeter, etc.  She noted that she will compare longitudinal profile data and curvilinear data set.  The data will have the longitudinal and plan view.  Results will show the new methodology with plan view and depths.  There is a need to finalize the analysis and then conclusions can be drawn.  She asked if the Physical Workgroup wanted any particular metrics such as pool volume or wetted perimeter.  
There was more discussion regarding issues such as the area of focus for the analysis and whether the 2004 data could be used.  Minear noted the need for grids but it could be done as long as the 5-foot grids and projections match up.  
Conor Shea asked about problems in iRIC with tight curvatures of the river. He also asked if there are discrepancies with different ways of measuring the thalweg.  Minear said the 2009 data is a full-terrain model but there are some very curvy places. This should come out as a difference in the long profile line. No comparison has been done yet on a pool-by-pool basis. 
Shea was also concerned about the association of certain river miles with features that do not match up with other people’s conceptions.  Minear said that there were two spots he had to change and that this was from using the thalweg.  Curtis noted that this was hand digitized and interpolated.
Scott McBain asked if the 2011 analysis would be for the upper 7 miles or the full 40.  Krause said it would be limited to the upper 7, but 2004 could be compared to 2011 for 2004 downriver.  McBain asked if this would address concerns about pool filling volumes.  
Krause asked about coordination between Curtis’ and Gaeuman’s analysis.  Gaeuman said that there is not coordination but that’s okay—if they get conflicting results then so be it.  McBain asked how the public may consider this.  Krause note that this is something to talk about more.
Krause explained that he is looking at historical data for pool depth.  One pool has data back to the 1960’s and there is more data on pools going back to the 1980’s.  He has dredging information and will be sending Curtis a sediment report.
Minear noted he was also looking at the supply side of the bed upstream of pools.  He explained that the source of sediment is bed load upstream until you get to a bigger pool.  He asked if the group had any comments about this.   Other questions he is interested in are whether there is change in pools coming from bed load.   Is the change from contributing bed upstream, tributary contribution, gravel augmentation, or other?  He is comparing 2003 and 2009 data.  
Krause noted that one would need to look at sediment source areas for possible contributions to changes in pools.  Shea said they may need to look at trap-efficiency of pools.  Toby asked about observations of this happening.  Minear posed several other questions: Are dredged pools filling up with gravel augmentation upstream? Are there places where a pool has clearly filled up such as the Rush Creek pool?  Is there a pool that is trapping sediment?  How connected is this?  Is there connection to downstream pools?
Gaeuman said this would be interesting to look at on a pool-by-pool basis.  In some pools, pretty large loads of sediment go through without stopping.  Shea asked where are we storing sediment?  Are riffles and bars picking up volume?  Gaeuman noted that changes are hard to pick up in the sediment budget.
Gaeuman asked where Minear is in relation to their scope of work.  Krause said that once geomorphic changes were determined, they could try to understand why the changes are occurring.  The draft deliverable is expected by the end of October.
Gaeuman noted that the 2009 data has an Earl issue and that this data had a bias.
Curtis and Minear noted that they had read the report from Gaeuman documenting this.
Action Item: Andreas Krause will send gridded 2011 imagery to Jenny Curtis and Toby Minear by October 3, 2012.
Action Item: Andreas Krause will send Jenny a sediment report by October 3, 2012.
Performance Measure reporting check-in/status 
Andrea Hilton said there is some channel complexity data from 2012.  She asked if the group thought they should pursue reporting on performance measures and asked about the status of sediment calculations and plans on updating the sediment budget.
Dave Gaeuman said they don’t have 2011 load calculations from Graham Matthews and Associates.  Scott McBain will do this tentatively—namely extract a channel complexity performance measure from the final USGS report; this should have wetted edge calculations.  Hilton noted that this is a next spring/summer task.
Ernie Clarke raised the issue of the flow accounting performance measure and the WY 2011 implementation report.  Hilton brought up the bed mobility and scour performance measure, noting that they had not reported on this before.  She suggested a one or two page synopsis. 
Clarke said he will send out a copy of a template. McBain and Hilton will comment on bed mobility and scour.
Hilton noted that there was an open action item on Rocco Fiori’s work related to channel migration.  Shea said there were discussions of dropping it and that channel migration is more decadal than annual. Fiori would like to evaluate it in terms of wood recruitment/supply.
Shea noted that the wood loading performance measure was important and that they will not see Rocco until the end of construction season.
Action Item: Scott McBain will work on the channel complexity performance measure once USGS report is completed in 2013.
Action Item: Ernie Clarke will send a copy of the performance measure template to Scott McBain and Andrea Hilton comments on the bed mobility and scour performance measure by October 3, 2012.
Large Wood Monitoring Input 
Scott Kennedy said there is a Department of Water Resources (DWR) pilot program to track movement of large woody debris (LWD).  They are monitoring loss downstream, distance and direction traveled, public concerns, options for better management.  They tagged 25 pieces of wood; 11 moved.  A couple were in pools, adjacent to low-flow channels or up on the floodplain. There was a difference in the 2009 and 2010 season. They looked at mobile versus keyed or buried wood.  Most mobile wood moved.  Indian Creek LWD on the 11,000 cfs floodplain did not move.  Non-restoration trees were tagged, for example on islands with root scour.  Some trees were not mobilized in 6,000 cfs flows but moved with 11,000 cfs flows.  A couple trees moved out of the Reading Creek site in the 2011 flows.  The wood at the downstream end of the construction area was more exposed and left.  One tree left the upper 40 miles.  A piece of wood from the side channel of Indian Creek moved to the Steiner Flat campground in 6,000 cfs flows. This piece then moved to the Hayden Flat campground where it eddied out with other wood.  The study had a small sample size.  There was one missing tree from Bucktail upstream of the boat ramp that had traveled during the 11,000 cfs flows.  There was no signal from this tree down to Willow Creek and he thought the transmitter ceased operating.
Kennedy noted that there was, on average, 10 miles of log movement.  Another way to look at it is that most logs did not move more than 10 miles. There are five transmitters left.  These could be put in trees and he was seeking input about this.  DWR could do 10 or 20 transmitters a year. They do not necessarily want to do all the reporting if this is not kept internal to DWR.  He noted that all the trees had root wads except one.  All of the restoration trees were at least 35-feet long. The non-restoration trees (alders) were longer.  Only one tree came to rest in a navigable channel.  One wedged into the gravel near Steiner Flat. 
Shea asked whether or not the wood become part of stream processes. Scott McBain asked how pieces of wood are keyed into the bank, and whether standing trees are likely to be eroded.  He noted that there is a fear of money spent floating away.  
Mark Smelser noted that Kennedy’s report was “great” because it is documentation of the river creating its own habitat.  One log costs about $200 and they move to areas where you could not place them.  Shea agreed that this was worth it.  He wanted to know why 14 trees did not move.
Kennedy noted that most of the non-restoration trees tagged were growing next to the bank and the restoration trees were conifers. Jeff Hayes noted that there are cheaper ways to tag or carve wood as a means of identification if they want to try to have a larger sample size.
Kennedy noted that the transmitters were hard to see after installation. They do not want to have to float the river looking for tags that may or may not be visible.  The transmitter battery life is 8 to 20 years.  Smelser said that this was an economical way to track wood.
Dave Gaeuman said this is good information. He said you should put tags in trees that you think will launch.  Kennedy asked where these types of trees are.  He would like help from anyone out on the river to identify where good trees to tag are.  Andreas Krause said there might be some big conifers at to tag at Bucktail.
Channel Pattern Memo update discussion 
Conor Shea said he re-wrote the problem statement for Channel Pattern by incorporating more discussion about mechanics. He said there is a paradigm shift in interpretation and noted that the braided island at Steel Bridge makes him think they probably had braided streams.  He said there were partial, local, and degrees of braiding in the Trinity River.  He noted the table on page 5 of the Memo.   
Scott McBain thought Shea’s Memo was “awesome.”  He mentioned the top of page 5 for design. This prompted a discussion on design methods.
Shea asked for comments on the Memo to be returned back to him in two weeks.  Responding to a question about multiple authors, Shea thought that the memo was something he has mostly written.
Mark Smelser asked about long-term stability and anabranching systems staying cleaned out. Shea said anabranches have controls at the upstream and downstream ends, and act independently in between; bank strength is an important factor.  Scott McBain noted that without a 20,000 foot air photo, you wouldn’t know if a channel is anabranching or not.  McBain said it should be made clear what the river is capable of creating on its own and what could be constructed and maintained.  Shea noted that they want to build things the river can maintain. 
Action item: The Physical Workgroup comments on the Channel Pattern Memo update are due to Conor Shea by October 3, 2012.
LUNCH: 12:20 -1:10 
WY 2012 and 2013 reporting and monitoring updates  
Andrea Hilton summarized the status of the 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013 Geomorphic and Physical IHAP reports and monitoring efforts. 

The implementation monitoring (Gaeuman, Krause) reporting is awaiting data that needs to come in from GMA before moving forward.Andreas Krause noted that the data is coming in this week.  This will be from bed mobility and bathymetry studies over the past 1.5 yrs.  There may also be data about sediment history, pool dredging, and gravel augmentation.  They are expecting a draft report on effects of hydraulic mining and hydraulic controls in a couple weeks.
Scott McBain asked about a Flow Report document.  It was noted that the 2011 document was finished and was circulated a couple weeks ago; the 2012 flow document will be done in November. A sediment monitoring document is to come.
Dave Gaeuman noted the photos of the substrate and that he was not currently working on getting it done.  He noted that help from GMA hasn’t worked out so far and that this is a lower priority than bathymetry.
Scott Kennedy noted an evaluation of gravel injections. Krause noted the gravel model and system wide topography.  Gaeuman said they could do gravel injection in May if we are not filling in pools. Krause recommended scheduling a meeting in November.
Gaeuman said the pool report will not affect gravel augmentation.  There are only a few places to put in gravel; some of the places are messed up such as Sawmill.  He asked about gravel injections and noted that they can put it in at the diversion pool and potentially at Lowden.  Kennedy noted that Lowden may not have any problem within the environmental site limit. Gaeuman confirmed this.
Ernie Clarke noted the flow implementation report. Krause noted that this was being done briefly for decision making and it is considered a draft.  Clarke said Rod Wittler and Tim Hayden had created a flow document template for posting.
Robin Schrock asked if there was a way to get these approved and that an approved memo from a workgroup could be posted.  
Ernie Clarke said that next year they will work to get products out faster. The flow implementation report needs to be cleaned up to post. Gaeuman has one report near completion.
Scott McBain asked about the about the pool memo and an effort of Rocco Fiori or Mark Smelser on a large wood approach. It was noted that the scope of work from the design team meeting should be reviewed by the Physical Workgroup.
	Action item: Andreas Krause will post bed mobility and bathymetry data from the past 1.5 years by September 22, 2012. 
	Action item: Andreas Krause will post a draft document about the effects of hydraulic mining and hydraulic controls by October 3, 2012. 
Choose new Work Group lead and set meeting dates for 2012/2013
Andreas Krause identified himself as a candidate for the Workgroup lead.  There were no objections.                                                                      
Visioning exercise of specific things the physical workgroup will accomplish over the next year
Andreas Krause presented a document about anticipated reports in 2013.  He talked about the Phase I review, Phase II planning, and Phase II designs, the Science Symposium, and the role of the Physical Workgroup.  He said there will be a lot of information coming at the group next year. He asked how the group would like to use this in a proactive management sense.  In FY2014 the group could start to get back to more flow related things.  He said recommendations for gravel augmentation are to be forwarded to the TAMWG and TMC by November.  He talked about how to provide guidance to the USGS for the geomorphic assessment.  He asked about how the group will address adaptive management.  He talked about the dynamic of individual production of documents within the larger context of the physical workgroup.  He posed a question about two new performance measures.
Robin Schrock asked if the workgroup would be revisiting IAP expectations.  Andrea Hilton noted that this is a programmatic issue and should be approached consistently across all work groups..  
Schrock asked about proposals and people identifying IAP tasks.  Hilton said the Phase I review could be a disaster and asked how this will this make sense.  Schrock replied that Phase II planning should be based on Phase I review. 
Krause questioned how to work on reviews as a workgroup, noting that it will have a stronger impact if the Physical Workgroup can speak as a whole.  This could also create a model for the future.
Schrock noted that the Phase I review is relevant to this group for refining priorities to inform future designs.  Hilton said it may not make sense to revise the IAP.  Schrock noted that 24 physical objectives may change after the Phase I review.  Scott McBain noted that the Phase I review is different than the IAP.  Conor Shea noted that there needs to be limits on comments of the Phase I review by the Physical Workgroup.  The IAP can provide a framework for the review.  He doesn’t want to get into the weeds on the Phase I review.  Krause said they may need help with collecting comments and consolidating them.  Ernie Clarke noted that the Phase I review is supposed to be out by the end of October.  Schrock noted that an intern could competently organize comments.
Krause noted the value of providing consolidated comments to the Phase I review and asked about the plan for the Science Symposium. Schrock said this will be based on the Phase I review. There will be individuals from the Scientific Advisory Board (SAB) and public involvement. Public input is proposed to be a part of the Science Symposium. The public will be invited to all the sessions with an SAB member present. This will be a component of the Science Symposium. The SAB doesn’t have time to think about the Science Symposium right now. 
Clarke said a lot of factors are outside their control. DJ Bandrowski recommended consolidated Physical Workgroup input. Would this add something?  Is this possible on a 200 page document?
Hilton agreed that there is power in numbers.  McBain proposed a top-five, big-picture comments, section-by-section to be prepared as a group.  Hilton said this is hard to say until you know what you are looking at.  Is there a tiered timeline of deliverables with the Phase I review? Clarke said yes, somewhat.  
Krause brought up the USGS geomorphic assessment and noted it is a GS contract. The SAB has a lot more discretion and there are different levels of accountability.  Gaeuman was not sure how a consolidated review would work.  It may be more complex than five big picture things, section by section.  A technical review is a lot of small comments.  He was not sure how to consolidate this.
Krause said individual reviews would not be limited.  We could consolidate common comments after individual review.  Agreement is a subset of individual reviews.  Most frequent comments will rise to the top.  Shea said a workgroup comment might have a higher weight.  There may be some issues the whole workgroup feels strongly about.  Clarke said we need a template, and suspects Jeannie could work on it.
Krause showed a document with a list of priority actions and there was a brief discussion on adaptive management. What are the top 5 actions to focus on this year?  McBain noted he did not feel good about the experimental design for rehabilitation sites.  He questioned whether 5c, d, and e should be moved to item #6.
Krause asked about how to process and deal with information.  There was something about the focus of efforts on channel rehabilitation and tinkering with things that haven’t come to fruition. He noted sediment transport and flow releases, and the Rush Creek delta.  They lacked the 2011 sediment monitoring analysis.
McBain noted the value of a build and carve technique. He made a last ditch plea to do adaptive management with the program and opined that adaptive management is a footnote again. He suggested putting adaptive management into the structure and process of the workgroup priorities list.  Mark Smelser noted that he, Fred Meyer, Wes Smith, and Chris were cognizant of needing adaptive management.  
There was more discussion about designs and whether they should be extended beyond the environmental site limit. McBain mentioned designing something we think has a high chance of failure for the sake of learning.  Krause agreed this would be a major contribution of the Phase I review.  McBain noted that they need to get ahead of the design team and that the Phase I/Phase II break is a good place to retool. He mentioned that there may be concerns about liability and professional reputations. 
Schrock noted that the features are designed to function a certain way at certain flows. McBain changed his suggestion to be designing for contrast rather than failure.  For example, out of 15 projects, 10 with side channels, you could do 1, 2, or 3 entrance experiments with side channels. We won’t know if we have differences in designs.  He noted the value of creating a structure that spans multiple design teams.  Gaeuman said that if you think there is a way to do it right, we should do it that way. We shouldn’t call it design to failure.  Shea said designs are refined to try to get the best result. Through hydraulic modeling, different hypotheses are tested on designs, until one design emerges.  Shea noted designing U-shaped tidal channels in Delaware. There were four designs for constructing this channel.  All were implemented.  All four designs generated a U-shaped channel.
Krause returned to asking about priorities for the coming year.  Hilton asked about implementation monitoring.  Gaeuman noted there is an assumption of continuance of bathymetric data.  Krause said funding for implementation monitoring was transferred to funding the pool analysis. Gaeuman noted that there was no WY2011or WY2012 implementation monitoring. 
Krause noted the fine sediment substrate change work is more of a report than a memo. He said something about Rush Creek delta management.  He noted the Phase II planning and then revisiting flow management related issues in FY14.  Defining channel complexity has dropped off the list. This is not going to happen. 
Schrock said all the workgroups will need to review the Phase I review.  All the workgroups will need to look at the analyses in the Phase I review that the workgroups haven’t had time to do on their own.  A list of reports will be going into informing Phase II.  This includes what to build and how it will interact with our flows.  The content of the Phase I review will dictate the Science Symposium.  The SAB has drafts of the other reports coming out.
Krause mentioned the future meeting dates.  In November they have the gravel augmentation recommendations, FY2013 workplan priorities, and Phase I review draft report contents.  He asked if the workgroup would be interested in a tour of the inside of Trinity Dam in February or March. He noted the possibility of one or two meetings in the spring.  He asked about a flows for geomorphic outcomes proposal.  He noted there will be Science Symposium follow-up, Phase 2 planning, and a likely August float trip.
Shea noted that El Nino is looking like peaking in January, February, and March and that this may be a large release year. We may want to do some gaming there.
Schrock asked if every year, proposals could be made for 5 WY types.  DWR and NOAA make calculations of water year types.  Rod Wittler was asked to re-do flow scheduling for after May 1st using information from the water science center.  There was something said about April 1st projections not being robust enough for scheduling.
For the next year of meetings, note takers will be available on Tuesdays and Thursdays.
The Science Symposium is planned for the week of January 7th.  The dam tour is scheduled for July 16th.   Krause noted that the flow workgroup meets on the 23rd of some month and on March 26th. 
Action Item: Physical Workgroup recommendations for gravel augmentation are to be discussed at the November 15 meeting forwarded to the TAMWG and TMC by December 2012.
Action Item: The Physical Workgroup will try to provide comments on the Phase I review collectively as a group.


The next five meetings are scheduled for: 
· November 15th in Weaverville 
· February 26th in Arcata 
· March 26th
· July 16th in Weaverville 
· September 17th in Arcata 
The March 26th meeting will be a conference call from roughly 10am to Noon and will review proposed hydrographs.	
Adjourn 3:00 PM
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