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TRRP Design Team Meeting 
Wednesday December 12, 2012
Trinity County Public Library, Weaverville, CA 
Wednesday December 12, 2012, 8:30 AM
Participants
Design Team core members: D.J. Bandrowski, Chris Smith, Dave Gaeuman, Brandt Gutermuth, Trinity River Restoration Program (TRRP); Aaron Martin, Yurok Tribe and Rocco Fiori geomorphic consultant for Yurok Tribe; James Lee, Hoopa Valley Tribe (HVT); John Bair and Fred Meyer McBain and Trush, consultants for HVT; Wes Smith, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS); Andrew Jensen, Mark Smelser and Mike Berry California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).  
Via Webex: Charlie Chamberlain, US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS); Eric Wiseman, US Forest Service (USFS) (attended in person in the afternoon); Gary Diridoni, Bureau of Land Management (BLM).
Other members: Andreas Krause and Robin Schrock, TRRP; Robert Franklin, HVT.
Other attendees: Charlie Miller, Cardno-Entrix; Michelle Gallagher, TRRP; Wes Scribner Weaverville Community Service District; Darcy Pickard, ESSA; Jeremy Hindix.   
Note taker: Kim Mattson, Ecosystems Northwest. 
Action Items derived during the Meeting
Meeting Notes for Agenda Items
Introductions / Agenda Review / Dec 2nd Flow Event
D.J. Bandrowski opened the meeting and asked everyone to introduce themselves. He noted the agenda and several attached handouts available and commented on the desired outcomes.  Robert Franklin asked about the agenda and noted had been reviewing some of the documents for workgroup structure.  He said he wanted to apologize for any rules he may have violated during a past meeting.  Bandrowski also wanted to apologize for any violations or unprofessional on his part.  Brandt Gutermuth gave some dates for when they may have the final environmental reviews for Bucktail Bridge. 
Follow-up Discussion from Dec. 4th Teleconference and December 11th Town Hall Meeting 
D.J. Bandrowski said they had good attendance and discussion at the town hall meeting last night.  He noted that the public had many questions and a sense of mistrust of the government was expressed.  Brandt Gutermuth noted a scientific publication on use of ecological concepts in river restoration (e.g., Palmer et al 2005) that was emailed out by Bandrowski and that these concepts were brought out during the town hall meeting.  
Robin Schrock gave some background on the TRRP Workgroup ground rules and that this was being prompted by many emails she had received recently over disruptions during a past meeting.  She read some of the basic rules of professional conduct.  She gave some advice and recommended attendees read the previous notes prior to their meetings.  She noted that policy debates should be elevated to the management level via written briefs and that these written briefs have the option for including dissenting opinions.  She noted the need to raise questions professionally.  She read a definition of consensus.  She further noted the need to address stakeholder’s needs and to address ecological values.  She pointed out that Bandrowski was going to produce a brief today.  Bandrowski noted the group’s desire to discuss adult holding versus fry rearing 
Charlie Miller offered his observations of the town hall meeting that many attendees of the public did not have a complete understanding of the program.  Robin Schrock said the program has recognized the need to provide a historical update.  Aaron Miller noted that fish are returning and they are having good fishing and that perhaps this needs to be presented to the public at these meetings.  Schrock noted that the program can also present the dollar values that the restored river represents (e.g., $40,000 annual value to a particular guide).  John Bair suggested the use of a flip chart to write down issues so the public can see they are being heard.  Miller suggested that they hold separate stations for each project or issue that may allow more exchange with the public.  Schrock suggested the public meeting try to stick to their agendas of presentations and hold general discussion to the end.  
Douglas City – 50% Design Update; Civil and Revegetation
Fred Meyer, representing the Hoopa Valley Tribe Design Group, introduced the 50 % level of design for the channel rehabilitation at the Douglas City site.   He noted some of the constraining factors, notably that Weaver Creek had cut down to within 1 foot of the Weaverville water intake structure.  He showed some recent photos from the high-flow event, particularly that the mouth of Weaver Creek had shifted about 50-feet upstream and had large deposits of gravel.  He showed some modeled water depth and stream flows at 11,000 cfs for existing conditions.  Velocities were slower upstream of the bridge and up to 11 to 12 feet per second below the bridge. 
Meyer next introduced the design called Alternative 3B and commented that this design incorporated some concerns over the upstream side channel and possible effects to the mouth of Weaver Creek.  Meyer walked the group through the site by starting at the lower portion where he showed the medial bar feature, IC1.  Charlie Miller described some of the ideas for the log jam at IC1 and the need to withstand 17-foot-per second flow velocities.  IC1 was a set of logs with root wads and branches, with vertical wood pilings, boulders with a gravel island downstream.  There was some discussion about IC1 causing an elevation of the 100-year flood water surface and ways to mitigate this.  Miller showed a schematic drawing for IC2, another log jam near the bridge whose design was to push flows to the right.  Wes Smith asked how long the structures would last.  Miller said they don’t know, but if it mobilized, it would likely “rack up” a short distance downstream.  Aaron Martin asked how they may find trees with branches.  There was discussion about Sierra Pacific Industries and BLM options and use of a 150-ton crane on the left bank.  Rocco Fiori noted the value of using a “low-boy” trailer and the need to carefully load and unload the trees.  Answering Mark Smelser’s question, Meyer said Caltrans has already been contacted and are being consulted.  Robert Franklin clarified that these wood designs are not being intended to be permanently attached to the location.  
Meyer next showed some of the 3B design features of the upstream side channel.  He noted that wood additions there would not have any effect on the 100-year flood plain extent.  Mike Berry asked about the existing juvenile habitat in the side channels.  Meyer went over some concepts for the side channels and how to make them more fish friendly.  Meyer finished the 3B presentation by showing modeled water depths and velocities at increasing flows. 
Meyer next showed some features of another slightly different design for the Douglas City site, called Alternative 4.  Compared to upper river side channel of 3B, the design for 4 would be more of a split flow entering the side channel making it larger and capturing more of the mainstem flow.  There would be no in-channel work in the mainstem in the upper portion.  For Alternative 4, the wood feature IC1 would be slightly lower.  
Meyer then showed some revetment work on the right bank, just downstream of the bridge that was designed to protect the Weaverville water infiltration structure.  Rocco Fiori asked what the group’s thoughts were regarding moving Weaver Creek back to the original mouth location so that the vegetation on the revetment would grow better.  Meyer finished the Alternative 4 presentation by showing the modeled water depths and velocities for Alternative 4 at increasing flows.  He also showed that the projected costs for Alternative 4 were about twice that of 3B. 
The Design Team discussed the alternatives.  Aaron Martin said he could not support Alternative 4 as designed and noted several possible concerns such as creating a wider channel in the upper portion of the site.  Martin thought there would not be enough scour and it would have the same problems as Hocker Flat.  Brandt Gutermuth asked Meyer to do more comparisons and contrasting with 3B.  Meyer said that Alternative 4 encourages more flow into the side channel whereas 3B would do more lowering of the surfaces with smaller flow in the side channel but still “moving it away” from a more “canal” condition.  Dave Gaeuman asked about widening of the channel and noted this will create a depositional condition that may not be “controlled.”  He noted there will be a very large sediment supply coming down the river.  Meyer acknowledged that they may eventually need some “structure” in the mainstem to encourage flow into the side channel.  Andreas Krause agreed with Gaeuman that the increased width will not be sustainable and the side channel will fill; he suggested they need to consider some constraining elements to maintain velocities.  Rocco Fiori asked about the long-term strategy of the forced meander of Alternative 4 and if it may eventually cut down into the delta of Weaver Creek.  Meyer cited the desire for more meandering as opposed to the current straight channel and the creation of more off-channel habitat and fry habitat.  Mark Smelser asked how they model sediment transport, given the issues upstream at Smith and Dickerson properties.  Meyer noted they had not yet modeled this.  Gaeuman noted he was a little dubious whether they could push the river into the right bend.  He asked what would be the vision for the mainstem.  Meyer hypothesized it would evolve into a floodplain.  John Bair said he was concerned over the issues of deposition and opined they need more guidance regarding how deposition should be used in the designs.  He pointed out that in some instances, deposition is viewed as bad, but in others, it is good.  He asked what group should be defining “appropriate deposition.”  Krause noted they don’t discourage deposition but they want to be able to design for where deposition occurs.  Martin noted the need to track which alternative creates more fish habitat. 
Meyer showed some results from HEC-RAS 100-year flood modeling.  He discussed ways to reduce the 1.5 foot rise in water surface at IC1 (e.g., widening the channel and reducing the flows).   Krause commented on the value of decreasing velocity at this site.   
Meyer finally showed some of the riparian plantings concepts for both designs 3B and 4.  The main difference was the presence of the split flow structure in the upper part of the site for Alternative 4.  Bair noted the need to get woody shrub cover going as quickly as possible.  He noted the existing side channel was originally built in 2007 and planted in 2008.  He said at that time, they did not want to plant below 6,000 cfs so as to not encroach on the channel.  Also they have not seen a lot of natural seeding in and that is why they wanted to do some lowering of the surface.  He also pointed out the concept of including larger trees on the inside of the split flow channel so as to provide for the potential of woody debris falling into the channel in the future.  He showed examples of different planting designs such as willow trenches to increase roughness.   Alternative 3B would provide and addition 3.62 acres and Alternative 4 would provide 3.51 acres of vegetation over the current 24.24 acres existing (14 % and 12 % increases, respectively).   Bair, responding to Andrew Jensen’s question of continuing irrigation, noted that they have an option to continue irrigation beyond the planting contract and that would be as a separate maintenance contract.  Eric Wiseman asked about revegetation of the upland spoils. Bair said it would be re-vegetated with upland vegetation.
Group Discussion – Douglas City
Most of the discussion over Douglas City had occurred during the presentation.  Michelle Gallagher noted the importance of this site to the public given its visibility and that revegetation may be important.  Aaron Martin said, while the Indian Creek side channel is rated as “low” for habitat quality, the side channel is considered “very good” in that it has been able to maintain itself.  He asked if the cuts and lowering may inhibit its ability to maintain itself and noted his concern that this could cause the side channel to close.  
Lunch
Group Discussion - Lorenz
Chris Smith, representing the Federal design group, presented the conceptual rehabilitation designs for the Lorenz Gulch site.  He noted the designs are only at about 30 % and he had not yet run their hydraulic analyses.  He walked the group through the site via a set of aerial photos noting constraining factors and showed a photo of 11,000 cfs flow over the lower left side floodplain.  There are three known areas of adult holding; rearing habitat had not yet been mapped.  Some of the constraints are the Goat Hole—an adult salmon holding pool at the downstream end, historic tailings piles, and some water intakes.  Smith walked the group through the conceptual design features, starting upstream with a large wood placement, then a split flow with a medial bar.  At the mid-point of the site, he showed a right bank side channel.  Downstream he noted a left bank side channel that would be activated by hyporheic flow.  This would also contain a pond.  
The Design Team discussed the Lorenz Gulch site and the process of review.  Wes Smith introduced some discussion regarding a vertical drop at one of the side channels and how this could be controlled.  Robert Franklin asked about fry habitat.  Mike Berry asked how many times they may be able to review these designs.  D.J. Bandrowski said, historically they would have about two check-ins and then the final.  He said the next view would likely be a 50 % design level and this would be, hopefully, before Christmas.  The designs would be finalized during the Phase I rollout.  Aaron Martin said he was gaining less confidence in split channels that do not have at least 50 % of the flow because these may fill in.  He suggested that perhaps they design more flow into the right bank as that was more likely to respond to scour and evolution.  Dave Gaeuman agreed with Martin that they should try for more flow in the right channels and cited examples where flow in other designs did not necessarily meet their expectations.   Bandrowski asked if the designers can put out an added analysis by next week that addresses extra flow into the side channels. 
The group then entered into a discussion about the review process.  Andrew Jensen asked how the designs may be selected.  Bandrowski suggested that the design groups incorporate the suggestions into their developing designs.  Eventually the Design Team would reach consensus.  Mike Berry wanted more opportunity to review designs and he cited a scenario where the revetment could be left dry with another channel shift at Weaver Creek.  This could be viewed negatively by the public. Bandrowski went over a possible schedule where the Design Team could confer on the designs and reach a consensus decision.  Brandt Gutermuth pointed out that he needed a product so he could do his conferences with the permitting groups and so he could meet his needed 30-day comment period.  Bandrowski noted the need for timeliness so the project can simply get implemented next summer.  He suggested the design groups provide their design reports by January 4th to the Design Team; the Design Team provides reviews back in a week.  
Eric Wiseman said the Goat Hole has been bothering him and he asked about the scour analyses the design groups can still do.  He noted the left bank is steep and asked if it could be modeled to get more rearing and spawning habitat and still preserve the hole.  Bandrowski suggested the design groups attempt to do the modeling as best they can and include these results in their report by January 4.  Fred Meyer thought they can model the sediment transport through their reach.  Andreas Krause noted his concern about using oversized material.  Wes Smith concurred and noted the need for both getting smaller material and also maintaining some permanence. 
Overall Design Process Discussion
D.J. Bandrowski presented a draft a memo that would be sent to the Trinity Management Council (TMC) asking for more guidance on adult pools as an objective for their design process.  This prompted an extended discussion about how to word the memo, how to define their questions, and involving other workgroups and seeking their input.  Eventually they arrived at their desired memo.  Comments made during the discussion are recorded below.
Robert Franklin pointed out that the Goat Hole with its important adult holding habitat is influencing decisions about design at Lorenz Gulch.  He suggested these concerns are more social issues about fishing.  Mike Berry disagreed and thought the concerns about pools are more about fish and adult holding and not so much about fishing.  Berry suggested that other factors than fry rearing may now, or someday, become limiting.  Eric Wiseman noted that Goat Hole is not a very important fishing hole but the guides may have brought it up as other more important fishing holes may have been affected.  It was noted that Rich Lorenz, a landowner at the site brought up the issue of protecting Goat Hole.  Aaron Martin said that he doesn’t think that the term “fishing” should be included in the memo.  He also thought that adult holding is not the limiting factor, but they need to recognize the importance of adult holding to some of the stakeholders on the river. Mike Berry noted the need for the Fish Workgroup to be able guide the Design Team about these issues.  Robert Franklin suggested they not be overly reactive to public opinion.  Andreas Krause noted that stakeholders have consistently asked that pool filling be prevented.  He noted that this discussion is not so much about filling Goat Hole as it is about the goals and how they are derived.  He thought they need a set of common objectives that are used in approaching designs.  They could use more inputs from outside this group.  Wes Smith suggested some changes to the points in the memo so as to ask for a response for a prioritization between adult and fry habitat.  Robert Franklin suggested they send the bullets to the other workgroups.  He suggested they asked the TMC about how they weigh inputs from stakeholders and arrive at goals.  Robin Schrock agreed with Franklin that the bullets should be sent to the other workgroups and not necessarily to the TMC.  She suggested that perhaps they add habitat complexity to the primary goal.  She said the TMC has already said the Design Team should consider stakeholder input as long as it doesn’t compromise the project.  Brandt Gutermuth noted their goal is to restore habitat to the entire 40 miles of the river and they don’t always have technical information they need.  Mike Berry agreed that should only ask one question to the TMC and the remainder given to the Interdisciplinary Team (IDT).  Aaron Martin suggested a question of how the management affecting adult holding is reasonable, whereas a limiting factors analysis of adult holding is not.  Krause again stressed the question was how goals should be set or what are the standard goals for all project and how should stakeholder input be used.  He said he liked the decision support tool to help in this process.  Robert Franklin again stressed that they don’t compromise their designs.  Fred Meyer clarified with Martin that, regarding filling of pools, the topographic diversity on the bottom of the pools is perhaps more important than just average depth.  Aaron Martin asked that the Design Team TMC give the Design Team clear guidance about both addressing stakeholder input and not be compromising.  
Rehabilitation Site Effectiveness Monitoring and Analytical Framework – Define Data Gaps and Appropriate Timelines
Before Darcy Pickard’s presentation and discussion, Eric Peterson gave an announcement on some work he is doing to complete a data base on the “as built” designs for the channel rehabilitation projects.  He noted that the final designs get changed and they are working on a data layer that describes final designs and this will have active links to the design documents. 
Darcy Pickard, ESSA Technologies, Victoria, BC is on contract with the program to work on monitoring program that will provide feedback to the design efforts.  She briefed the group on the past work and explained what her project is.  This presentation was to stimulate discussion among the Design Team so as to identify questions, uncertainties, or data gaps and to develop a strategy on how to address these issues.  She explained her premise that certain questions need to be asked that can guide future designs.  She commented on difficulties in the analytical framework given the rotating panels, introduction of new rehabilitation sites, and the effects of upstream sites.  She noted there is still much uncertainty in designs and these have not been written down or communicated effectively.  This is what she and D.J. Bandrowski hope to formalize in collaboration with the decision support system.  They put in a proposal last spring to start this process. They were asked to hold off until the Science Advisory Board (SAB) review.  The proposal outline was included as a handout to the Design Team.  She posed some of the questions she is considering such as how to quantify qualitative assessment made by individuals at each the unique sites.  She asked if the group could “brainstorm” some of the data gaps and identify the areas that are most uncertain.  
Pickard’s comments prompted an extended discussion about effectiveness monitoring to aid designs.  Andreas Krause noted that each individual has looked at the rehabilitation sites and they may have their individual “lessons learned.”  These could be shared among the group.  Robert Franklin noted that he had thought back in 1992, they were going to set up a set of experiments with replicates where treatments would be deployed.  Pickard said her background is in statistics and experimental design and she has some ideas regarding opportunities to do some experiments at the proper scale.  Mike Berry asked her to give some examples and asked her if she was interested in features at a site or over a reach.  Pickard said she was interested in features over the entire restoration reach.  She thought it was important to identify those that could inform future designs.  Wes Smith thought they could spend a week on talking about observations and perhaps they should focus on specific objectives.  Aaron Martin commented that their major questions have never been put on single sheet of paper.  He thought it would be useful to list everything they thought they learned and put it in one place.  They have not yet put “adaptive management” on paper.  Michelle Gallagher thought it was important to “define success.”  Robin Schrock noted that this discussion is parallel to the SAB review, but the SAB is using data as opposed to individual observations.  Robert Franklin noted that when it comes to qualitative assessments, it would help to have the assessment vetted by a group.  Rocco Fiori noted that “if everyone has a different observation, this is a different result than if everyone has the same observation.”  John Bair commented on whether they have documentation that backs a particular observation.  Krause commented that some of his work shows that some processes drive the river at “larger scales” and this should be recognized and this should be built into Phase II designs.  Schrock noted that when observations are not supported by the data, they need to note this.  Dave Gaeuman said it is important to recognize that some observations are different than others.  Gallagher noted the value of seeking individual opinions as opposed to consensus views. 
Pickard next addressed the issue of uncertainty and asked for examples of areas where uncertainty still exists. Wes Smith suggested they use side channels as a test case.  The group began a discussion of definition of a side channel as opposed to a split flow.  They listed the things they can control such as length, entrance or exit, width.  They listed the things they cannot change such as geomorphic or sediment supply.  They next listed some of the things they do not know such as lifetime, the sediment load coming into the side channel, do we want longevity of side channels.  Wes Smith noted the channel design guide and the information it contained. 
Pickard summarized the session that the group has a good handle on how to build side channels and asked the group to consider areas they still have questions about.  If they do not have specific questions they can stick to the system-wide monitoring. 
Physical Workgroup Update  
Andreas Krause provided a briefing on activities of the Physical Workgroup regarding the USGS geomorphic assessment and the recent gravel augmentation recommendations. 
Krause noted the recent presentation the USGS made on the status of their geomorphic assessment.  He asked the group to provide him any specific requests for analyses the USGS should do as they finalize their report.  He invited any interested parties to participate in the upcoming meetings with the USGS.  Aaron Martin asked if the pool scour study being conducted was different than the USGS geomorphic analysis.  Krause said USGS are looking at aerial photos and using the bathymetric data.  
Gravel Augmentation Recommendation
Krause noted the Physical Workgroup had recently met and developed a two-tier recommendation for gravel additions for the coming year. The high flow recommendation consisted of adding up to 2,000 cubic yards (CY) at the Weir Hole at Lewiston and up to 1,000 CY at the Lowden site.  The summer time gravel additions consisted of adding up to 4,000 CY at Sawmill at three locations.  He showed those three locations using an aerial photo of the Sawmill site.  Eric Wiseman asked if it had been considered to add gravel up at the hatchery pool.  Krause said no, it was “off the table” for permitting reasons.  He said they want to revisit the gravel augmentation strategy so permitting is not a constraint next year.  Wiseman asked about the other elements of the sediment budget such as fine sediment for lamprey.  Dave Gaeuman and Krause said the river has lots of sand and there are no plans to add more.  Aaron Martin said if the natural sediment budget has been disrupted, perhaps that could be revisited.   Krause said the group will be revisiting the long-term gravel addition objectives.  While they were viewing the aerial photo of the Sawmill site, Martin noted the possibility of losing the Cemetery side channel there.  He explained how the side channel had been enhanced and that it now appeared to be cutting back into the mainstem at a critical point and that this would result in a loss of fish habitat.  Krause said they could discuss placement of gravel to prevent the loss but this would be a design issue to tackle.  Charlie Chamberlain asked if the addition of gravel at the lower location at Sawmill would inhibit riparian habitat regeneration. John Bair said Chamberlain’s point was well made but the riparian development at this site is a longer term process than adding gravel and the gravel additions would have an immediate effect on creating confinement.  
Krause noted the next Physical Workgroup meeting is February 26 and they could accept design inputs then.  D.J. Bandrowski said that the TMC has given them the authority to go back to sites and redo designs if needed. 
Pool Scour Analysis Update
Dave Gaeuman presented his work on the pool scour analysis.  He explained that they had contracted Graham Mathews and Associates to acquire sonar on the deeper pools and they have three years of data on 150 pools.  He showed graphs of cumulative pool area as a function of pool depths and showed examples of change over the years.  He explained some of the complex behavior of different pools.  In some pools there were decreases of pool area at 10-foot depths (e.g., filling) but at the lower end of this same pool, there was increased areas at 4-5 foot depth (e.g. scouring).   He showed evidence of overall pool filling at a shallow pool at Salt Flat.  This pool had 10 % of pool area over 4-feet deep in 2009, where by 2011 had no area over 2-feet deep.  This was an area where they had also lowered the floodplain and perhaps widened the river at 4,500 cfs.  He noted that the sonar data had lots of data points and the error should be random and effects of single point errors should be small.  Gaeuman showed results from his poster he presented at the Annual Geophysical Union meetings.  He noted that the Wellock pool showed a lot of fill, but this pool had been dredged in the past and it may be filling back to what was there originally. Aaron Martin asked if Gaeuman can put together a table counting the pools that filled versus those that scoured.  
Gaeuman said he plans to write up a short report in the near term and a more comprehensive report later on.  He finished his presentation by projecting a cumulative graph that showed the river was getting deeper from Lewiston down to Trinity House Gulch then showed an alternating shallowing and deepening pattern moving down river.  If he excluded several spots where they did rehabilitation, there was a general trend of deepening down river.  
Phase I Review and Science Symposium Update
Robin Schrock noted that the appendices from the SAB have been sent out via email.  They are sending out two more appendices.  She passed out the agenda for the Science Symposium and the Phase 1 review on January 8 to be held at the golf course.  She noted plans for more meetings and that an SAB member will stay for the TAMWG meeting on January 10. 
Adjourn 5:00 PM


	Design Team 
Meeting Agenda
	December 12, 2012

	
	8:30 AM

	
	Trinity Public Library Weaverville, California

	Coordinator/Facilitator:
	DJ Bandrowski
	
	

	Desired Outcomes:
	1. Engage in 50% design discussions for Lorenz Gulch and Douglas City Channel Rehabilitation projects
2. Engage in technical discussions with Darcy Pickard 
3. Become familiar with updates regarding the USGS Study, gravel augmentation, pool scour analysis, Phase I Review, Science Symposium, etc.

	Please read / bring:
	1. 2013 Science Proposal on Channel Rehab Effectiveness Monitoring and Analytical Framework
2. Briefly review SAB’s Phase I Review technical appendices
3. USGS Geomorphic Assessment draft deliverable

	Agenda Items



	Wednesday, December 12th, 2012


	Time
	Topic
	Presenter


	8:30
	Introductions / Agenda Review / Dec 2nd Flow Event
Follow-up Discussion from Dec. 4th Teleconference and December 11th  Town Hall Meeting 

	DJ Bandrowski

	9:30
	Douglas City – 50% Design Update (Civil & Reveg.)

	Hoopa Valley Tribe Design Group

	10:30
	Group Discussion - DC

	Design Team

	11:00
	Lorenz Gulch – 50% Design Update (Civil & Reveg.)

	Yurok and Federal Design Group

	12:00
	Group Discussion - Lorenz

	Design Team

	12:30
	Lunch

	

	1:00
	Overall Design Process Discussion
1) Current 2013 Designs;  and 2) Future 2014 Designs

	DJ Bandrowski

	1:30
	Rehab Site Effectiveness Monitoring and Analytical 
Framework – Define Data Gaps and Appropriate Timelines
Develop Building Blocks for Decision Support System  (DSS) 

– Continued Discussion on December 13th –

	Darcy Pickard; ESSA Technologies (Victoria, BC)


	3:00
	Physical Workgroup Update  
· USGS Geomorphic Assessment Update
· Gravel Augmentation Recommendation
· Other
	Andreas Krause

	3:30
	Pool Scour Analysis Update

	Dave Gaeuman

	4:00
	Phase I Review and Science Symposium Update

	Ernie Clarke

	4:30
	Adjourn
	



NOTE:  Thursday December 13th – Design Team Members are invited to attend a Technical Round Table Discussion with other TRRP Workgroup members lead by Darcy Pickard.  The round table will focus on Channel Rehab Effectiveness Monitoring and Analytical Framework.  The meeting will be held at the TRRP office starting at 9:30am, WebEx remote call-in will also be available.
 
