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TRRP Design Team Meeting
Monday November 5, 2012
County Library, Weaverville, CA 
Participants
Design Team core members: D.J. Bandrowski, Trinity River Restoration Program (TRRP and coordinator); Scott McBain, John Bair and Fred Meyer, (McBain and Trush consultants for Hoopa Valley Tribe); Scott Kennedy and Nancy Snodgrass, Department of Water Resources (DWR); Brandt Gutermuth, Chris Smith, and Dave Gaeuman (TRRP); Gary Diridoni, Bureau of Land Management (BLM); Eric Wiseman, US Forest Service (USFS); Wes Smith, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); Charlie Chamberlain, US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS); Mark Smelser California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); Aaron Martin and Rocco Fiori (Yurok Tribe); Sean Ledwin (Hoopa Valley Tribe). 
Other Design Team members: Andreas Krause, Robin Schrock, (TRRP).   
Other attendees: Robert Franklin and James Lee, Hoopa Valley Tribe (HVT); Stewart Fety (BLM); Michelle Gallagher (TRRP); Trevor Morgan (DWR).  
Attending via phone: Andrew Jensen, (CDFG); John Buffington and Jim Peterson, Science Advisory Board (SAB). 
Note taker: Kim Mattson (ENW). 
Action Items derived during the Meeting
Aaron Martin and Charlie Chamberlain and other biologist will take another look at the performance metrics for fish habitat in the Performance Measures Table.
Fred Meyer will consult with Don Ashton on measures for amphibians for the performance metrics in the Performance Measures Table.
Dave Gaeuman will write up a short note on how to calculate unit stream power that people can use to derive Performance Measures Table.
The design team geomorphologists will come up with two or three measures of fluvial processes that are easy to explain.
D.J. Bandrowski will develop a means to measure costs or cost benefit for the Performance Measures Table.
Monday November 5, 2012 8:30 AM
Agenda Overview, Introductions, Update on Design Process and Timeline Dates Lunch Break
D.J. Bandrowski opened the meeting and introduced the Performance Measures Table of the Stream Project that is being tried as a way to help create a transparent mechanism for choosing design plans.  The table was partially filled out with goals and metrics.  The plan for today was to complete the table for the Douglas City and Lorenz Gulch sites.  The table would be used to present the design alternatives to the stakeholders at the November 14 meeting. 
Conceptual Design Presentation – Douglas City 
Fred Meyer presented the Hoopa Valley Tribe proposed design alternatives for the Douglas City site.  He passed out a packet and projected design images to describe the site, and the three alternatives they were considering. He noted some site constraints—private property owners that were not allowing earthwork on their properties, the City of Weaverville’s infiltration gallery, and an old bridge pier from Highway 299.  He noted that geological, woody debris, and salmonid habitat surveys had been completed.  
Meyer next presented Conceptual Design Option 1 that included two side channels upstream, (one which would deliver water to the lower portion of Weaver Creek), bars, and a new location of the infiltration gallery.  He noted one new concept of placing 8-10 foot diameter boulders on the downstream right side to create scour.  John Bair presented the riparian planting designs.  He described planting along slopes and toes on side channels, clusters designs for uplands.  Regarding why they are planting again in the Lower Indian Creek, Bair said they can’t avoid some impacts with the future construction and that they are creating some lower elevation sites and an increase in the 3,000 cfs floodplains.  
Meyer next presented Conceptual Design Option 2 that contained a more complex side channel design upstream with more surface lowering.  He noted a median large wood and boulder structure downstream designed to simulate a hillslope failure.  It was brought up that the Highway 299 bridge piers are not thought to be an issue as they are 20-feet deep and in bedrock.  Meyer showed some large woody debris designs using 3-4 foot diameter trees with attached branches.  There was discussion of the large size of these trees and the difficulty of moving them.  John Bair went over the planting and noted that it would be similar to Design Option 1. He noted they were creating 6 acres of revegetation with about 9 acres of impact for the entire ESL.  (He later refined this estimate noting that he was creating more riparian habitat.)
Meyer finally presented Conceptual Design Option 3 and the main difference was the elimination of the side channel complexes upstream.  Instead of medial bars, they would build skeletal bars that would create meandering.  He showed a concept of a bar-jam.  He noted this design was a “lighter” approach. Cubic yards of excavations would be 60,000 for Option 1, 120,000 for Option 2, and 12,000 for Option 3.  John Bair commented on the revegetation that it would be straight-forward.  He showed a slide of the proposed floodplain lowering of gravels and backfilling with sand and silt that would wet up at 3,500 cfs.  There was some discussion about the groundwater levels and the substrate.  The importance of the existing large cottonwoods at the mouth of Weaverville Creek was noted.  Bair thought the normally low survival of cottonwood seedlings and that the lowering of the surfaces are key for this design.  
Group Discussion
The group discussed the designs.  There was discussion of ways to capture the separate elements of the multiple designs and whether the group wanted to rank entire designs or separate design elements.  The possible land purchase on the site has been brought up to the BLM and is under consideration.  Robin Schrock asked if there would be an advantage to do a partial construction budget or a phased approach, in case the budget comes in less than expected.   Andrew Jensen noted that the CDGF ownership of 6 acres near the bridge and at the mouth of Weaver Creek was intended for fish access and does not have limitations for work.  Mark Smelser asked how Options 1 and 2 may address the junction of the side channel and Weaver Creek and the potential for sediment accumulation from Weaver Creek.  Andreas Krause noted the value of the new design process. In the original considerations of Indian Creek design they considered the side channel designs proposed here but ultimately dropped it because of costs.  He noted this new design process builds in considerations of habitat value along with costs. He also asked about the value of using over-sized substrate and whether one could avoid this by using larger woody debris designs.  Aaron Martin noted that the best part of Indian Creek side channel is that it is still working and the lower half has slower water and is really good habitat.  He asked that the design try to keep this section working.  
Break
Conceptual Design Presentation Lorenz Gulch
D.J. Bandrowski introduced the designs for Lorenz Gulch by noting that the design was a team approach between the Federal team and the Yurok team.  Chris Smith presented the design options for Lorenz Gulch.  He presented aerial photos and showed some of the distinct features—its long length (about one mile), an existing bar at the top (Hidden Bar), a remnant constructed side channel on the right that silted in after two years, exposed bedrock on the downstream right side, a large holding hole for adult Chinook (Goat Hole), and a mid-channel bar at the extreme downstream end.  He noted three holes and three spawning areas. A geological investigation in 2010 showed some areas of bedrock.  He noted an advantage is the large amount of public ownership.  Two areas of concern are protection of the Goat Hole and the access to the river at Hidden Bar.  There was discussion about the side channel—when it was built, and how it still functions.  It was noted that there may be written information on this and that it would be useful to refer to it.  
Smith’s design contained a woody debris structure in the upper portion to create scour.  Downstream was a split flow feature and below was a point where they would re-initiate the side channel. Other features included gravel placement on the left bank to help create a more sloping feature, a medial bar with wood at the head and floodplain lowering on the left side.  A side channel would be placed on the inside of the large bend to the left with a blind inlet that would inundate at about 4,000 cfs.  Aaron Martin added his comments regarding fish habitat and noted he was considering switching the first log structure and the split flow.  He also suggested a pond feature associated with the lower side channel on the left.  Dave Gaeuman noted that at Lowden, a large meander seemed to help to create complexity downstream.  Wes Smith also thought the flip may be a good way to encourage more meandering. 
Wes Smith next explained his offered design to increase the spawning areas such as riffles using a hand-drawn sketch of Lorenz Gulch.  Near the top of the site, he showed an aggressive forced meander with bank lowering. He showed some bars that could be introduced and called them “shingle bars.”  He noted that he was thinking 10 to 20 years out and how the site may evolve.  He wanted inundation and erosion.  He had a design similar to Smith’s for the downstream left side bend—he had a side channel and pond.  He thought an infiltration gallery was not needed at the top.  He then showed his design using GIS shapefiles for his forced meander. Rocco Fiori commented that filling the main channels where bedrock occurred would need to “overcome significant forces.”  He liked that there was much public land that could be used.  The entrance to the alcove at the bottom of the downstream side may need to be smaller given the fine sediment and it may be helped by a wood structure. 
John Bair presented his ideas on revegetation.  Option 1 showed edge plantings of willows and cottonwood along the split channel and along the downstream side channel. The large bar on the downstream left would get upland planting of conifers and live oaks on the higher elevations and alder, ash and willow is the lower elevations.  He noted this planting would increase net riparian area. There were questions about the split flow area and whether there were opportunities to develop a riparian zone there.  Rocco Fiori suggested they do a few geo-probe samples in that area to get an idea about the soils and depth to bedrock.  Eric Wiseman asked about the efficacy of planting on the higher elevation sites on the lower bar.  Bair said he and James Lee had discussed this and noted that conifers can deal with low moisture if there are sufficient fines.  Scott McBain asked if one could “harvest” fines from the site and use to help planting success. 
Bair next showed some of his revegetation designs for Option 2.  He showed a more completely vegetation in the upper portion of the site. He noted that he would introduce varying canopy heights.  At the downstream portion he noted the design would be similar to Option 1.  He noted the value of getting more flow into the side channel.  Rocco Fiori noted the area above had bedrock that would limit that.   Bair said Option 2 impacted 6.2 acres and they would plant 12.4 acres.  Option 1 would impact 2.1 acres and plant 3.7 acres. 
Group Discussion
Brandt Gutermuth asked where the spoil areas may be and suggested they get that on the maps. Mark Smelser asked about the main hydraulic factors that maintain the Goat Hole.  Smith said that CH2MHill recommended not taking flow out of the hole.  Andreas Krause noted that Goat Hole is unique is that there is also a bedrock sill that maintains it.  Eric Wiseman also commented that it is located at the valley constriction that is the start of the canyon reach.  Scott McBain suggested some water level loggers be placed in some of the piezometers at the lower portion.  He also asked if the timeline is conducive to doing additional geologic measures.  He noted that to get to 50 % design is a big investment and the geologic data would be helpful to have. D.J. Bandrowski said they may be able get the BOR drill rig out of Boise, Idaho to do some bore holes.  Rocco Fiori noted that ground-penetrating radar would give better information.  
Lunch
Evaluate Site-Specific Metrics and Ranking Process for Douglas City with “Stream Project Spreadsheet”
D.J. Bandrowski introduced the use of the Stream Design spreadsheet ranking process for the Douglas City designs.  This was an Excel spreadsheet that had 11 goals listed and allowed a way for users to score alternatives using measureable metrics.  For each goal and its metric, each design alternative was ranked for how it was projected to perform relative to the metric. Fred Meyer gave some of his initial estimates of performance measures for the three alternative designs for Douglas City. He first gave the cost estimates as those were the easiest to derive.  He next offered his estimates of how structures may affect habitat area.  As one example he explained that side channels may provide up to 40 % area as spawning and that additional side channel area created could be converted to new spawning area. Gary Diridoni liked what Meyer did not so much that the numeric measures were right, but that Meyer could explain how he arrived at the measure.  There was discussion and general agreement that it may be better to describe performance as a percent change in habitat as opposed to measures of square meters.  Robert Franklin wanted to discuss the goals and was not comfortable that the Design Team was ready to go into a public meeting.  Bandrowski did not want to revisit the goals during this part of the meeting but stay on the agenda.  There was more discussion about how to assign performance for life history stages that only use habitat for short or seasonal periods.  Meyer went through the remaining metrics.  It was noted that protect infrastructure may be better changed to protect/mitigate or minimize risk to infrastructure.  There was discussion of whether to include the mitigation of the Weaverville infiltration gallery as part of the process since there was no difference in the action among the alternatives.  Gary Diridoni noted that the BLM had policy guidance on ranking of riparian values or uses.  There was a suggestion that the BLM provide the ranking since they were the major landowner of public lands along the Trinity.   
The group then looked at the graphed importance scores and Jim Peterson noted that Alternative 2 scored better on the habitat but worse on the costs of social values.  This raised questions about the weighting, who would be allowed to do the weighting.  Whether the Design Team themselves should weigh or whether they would be okay with any of the designs that may come out on top with this process.  Sean Ledwin noted his constituency had a question of whether the partners were giving up too much control of the project design to the public or outside stakeholders.  There was discussion of whether the Stream Project was a decision tool or simply a communication tool.  Andreas Krause and John Bair opined that this was a communication tool and not necessarily a decision tool while D.J. Bandrowski thought it was both.  Another question was whether the stakeholders may disagree with the listed goals and how the NEPA process really was the venue to deal with major program alternatives.  Wes Smith noted that if this was not a decision tool, but a way to record values, maybe a better way would be to simply ask people to weigh in and comment on their knowledge or desires for specific projects.   He suggested they do not show the weighting step, but instead ask the public for their comments.  Charlie Chamberlain said the Design Team might list their values as a way to communicate their values to the public.  He also noted that if they are promoting only alternatives they can live with, it doesn’t matter what the decision is.  Dave Gaeuman cautioned against committing to an alternative at the 10 % design level and agreed that it may be best to get the values from the stakeholders.  Robert Franklin asked about the invited stakeholders.  Bandrowski listed the TMC, TAMWG, landowners within the ESL, and County supervisors. 
Chris Smith and Aaron Martin presented the performance scores for the two proposed alternatives for Lorenz Gulch.  Aaron Martin went over his rationale and methods for scoring habitat, noting percent changes instead of square meters of area.  Smith went over the cost estimates and noted that Alternative 2 was much more expensive because of the additional earthwork.  D.J. Bandrowski noted that the cost estimates were based on the volumes of cut and fill and did not include other costs such as mobilization.  It was noted that the pricing this way was useful in that it allowed a designer to get a sense of the costs they were facing as they developed designs.  
Example Scenario on Stakeholders Weighting the Goals/Objectives
This item was skipped. 
Group Discussion on Design Process – Go over any items that are needed in preparation of the November 14th Joint Stakeholder/Design Team Meeting
D.J. Bandrowski asked the group to give their opinions on what they thought of the metrics.  Charlie Chamberlain thought he could provide some new information to help adjust the 365 day metric. There was discussion about how to weigh the use of benches at higher flow.  Bandrowski noted if benches are flooded for only a few days, it would not be important.  But Fred Meyer noted that if they were scoring Chinook, use of a bench for 30 days in a 90 day rearing life history pattern was important.  
Action item: Aaron Martin and Charlie Chamberlain and other biologist will take another look at the performance metrics for fish habitat in the Performance Measures Table. 
John Bair suggested that all measures try to use the same percentage change as a measure metric.  Charlie Chamberlain noted that the wildlife habitat was not measured the same at the two sites; Douglas City included open bar habitat as part of the measure.  It was suggested that Don Ashton be consulted on this. 
Action item: Fred Meyer will consult with Don Ashton on measures for amphibians for the performance metrics in the Performance Measures Table.
For the riparian measures, John Bair suggested they use final area divided by original area. 
For fluvial processes, Dave Gaeuman suggested that unit stream power be used.  He explained stream power can be calculated as the product of discharge and slope.  If divided by stream width it becomes unit stream power.  There was discussion of whether increased or decreased stream power was desired and if the change could be expressed as a percent.
Action item: Dave Gaeuman will write up a short note on how to calculate unit stream power that people can use to derive Performance Measures Table.
Wes Smith went over the list of 6 desired objectives for fluvial processes. He thought he could come up with a measure for each of them.  Andreas Krause thought a simple measure could be how many times you change the direction of flow, as this created scour and deposition.  This appeared to be interesting to the group and Mark Smelser noted that it could be easily displayed by a graphic. 
Action item: The design team geomorphologists will come up with two or three measures of fluvial processes that are easy to explain.
Regarding the goal of enhancing public lands, Gary Diridoni suggested they remove it since the BLM is participating in the design process.  Rocco Fiori thought it may be good to keep it in the Performance Table so the public saw it and could see the benefits.  
Regarding constructability and risk, Bandrowski explained that the risk of causing change the river was increased in larger projects.  It was suggested that uncertainty be used instead of risk and the score be reversed (1 being the easiest and most certain to construct).
Regarding cost, they discussed whether to score costs in terms of dollars or also to include area affected.   They thought that $5 million was the maximum cost for a project.  Gary Diridoni thought they should include both the total cost and the cost per unit area. They considered cost-benefit but it was noted that they may be ranking it twice when the benefits were already listed in the habitat and other goals. 
Action item: D.J. Bandrowski will develop a means to measure costs or cost benefit for the Stream Performance Table.
D.J. Bandrowski asked the group to have a conference call this Friday to go over the agenda for the stakeholder meeting on November 14. 
Adjourn 4:15 PM
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