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Joint Design Team/Stakeholders Meeting 
Wednesday November 14, 2012
Trinity Alps Golf Course, Weaverville, CA 
Wednesday November 14, 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); Charlie Chamberlain, US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS); Eric Wiseman, US Forest Service (USFS); John Bair and Fred Meyer, (McBain and Trush consultants for Hoopa Valley Tribe); Sean Ledwin, (Hoopa Valley Tribe); Wes Smith, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS);  Andrew Jensen California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); Gary Diridoni, Bill Kuntz, Stuart Fety, Bureau of Land Management (BLM); Teresa Connor, California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 
Other members: Alex Cousins (Trinity County Resource Conservation District); George Kautsky (Hoopa Valley Tribe); Judy Pflueger, (Trinity County)
Stakeholders: Gail Goodyear, Jim Skinner, Jim Smith, Thomas Fox, and Richard Lorenz (landowners); Russ Bennett (Redding Electric Utility); Debra Chapman (Trinity County); Ed Duggan (Willow Creek Community Services); Steve Townsend (Trinity River Guides); Michelle Gallagher (TRRP); Wes Scribner (Weaverville Community Service District).   
Via phone: Mark Smelser (CDFG); Michael Caranci (Redding Fly Shop).
Note taker: Kim Mattson (Ecosystems Northwest). 
Action Items derived during the Meeting
Meeting Notes for Agenda Items
Introductions and Overview of Agenda
Judge John Letton introduced himself as a former superior court judge that now does private mediation work.  He said he was not completely disinterested as he has been a resident of Trinity County.  He also noted that he owns Indian Creek Lodge and is a member of the Trinity River Guides Association through his lodge business.   But his goal was to keep the agenda on track and to move through the process.  He asked the group would introduce themselves.
History and ROD 
Jeff Morris next introduced himself as a past Trinity County supervisor and now a consultant through Trinity County Resource Conservation District.  He has been contracted to help with communications and outreach for the Trinity River Restoration Program (TRRP).  He said the program is looking for the input from the stakeholders on the designs for Douglas City and Lorenz Gulch.
Morris went over some of the history and background of the Program.  He cited the Record of Decision (ROD) that is the outline of the plan for restoration of the Trinity River.  He noted four elements of the Program 1) in-channel work, 2) watershed restoration, 3) replacement of bridges and infrastructure, and 4) monitoring.   He next explained the Phase 1 review as an independent review of the TRRP projects to assess effectiveness.  The review is being conducted by the Science Advisory Board (SAB).  He reiterated that today the process was to receive input from stakeholders on priorities and providing guidance from stakeholders to the Design Team.  
D.J. Bandrowski added that that they are mostly looking for guidance about what goals the stakeholders see as important and a prioritization of the goals.  He said they will not necessarily be taking a vote on any project.  He noted that the designs are at 10 %.
Today’s Process and How Your Input will be Incorporated
Judge Letton next introduced the purpose of the meeting as seeking input on prioritization of goals.  He projected a list of 11 of goals that the designs should be achieving. A set of pages were passed out that listed the goals, the primary method of achievement (objective) and the measurement of achievement (metric).  The goals included items such as increasing fish numbers or habitat to issues public benefit or of controlling cost.  George Kautsky asked about the origin of the goals.  D.J. Bandrowski said they had come from the Design Team which had developed some directly from the ROD and others that the group derived.  Eric Wiseman noted that the goal of increasing adult salmonid holding habitat was not in the ROD and was derived more recently.  Gail Goodyear asked if this new goal should have been addressed in the EIR/EIS.  Brandt Gutermuth responded that there are some broader issues of habitat preservation that are addressed in the EIR/EIS.  
Jeff Morris next went through each of the 11 goals to explain what they mean.  He reiterated that some are in direct support of the ROD and others are in support of community values. 
Goal 1: Increase fry and juvenile salmonid rearing habitat.  Objective is to increase area of shallow/slow habitat with cover in project reach. Thomas Fox asked how they know that creation of new habitat will work.  Aaron Martin responded that side channels do provide great habitat for fish.  He noted that some side channels done in the 1990’s are still working very well, but some have filled in.  They now have better tools such as the high flows and the use of woody debris.  Judge Letton noted that the stakeholder should not rate the goal based on whether it was successfully done but on its importance.
Goal 2: Increase or maintain adult salmonid holding habitat.  Objective is to increase area of deep water in project reach. Jim Smith asked about an 8-foot objective and asked that they consider steelhead and their needs for water depth (3-6 foot deep water).  Gail Goodyear noted that holes on private lands are not being addressed.  Aaron Martin said that it was a big step forward to have this listed as a goal incorporated into the Program. D.J. Bandrowski also noted the gathering of the bathymetry data that will help to evaluate holes.  
Goal 3: Increase adult salmonid spawning habitat. Objective is to increase available riffle spawning habitat in project reach. 
Goal 4: Increase and enhance wildlife habitat. Objective is to increase available habitat for target species.  There was some discussion of what were the target species (Pond turtles and Yellow-legged frogs).  Michael Caranci asked that they consider whether the invertebrates may be impacted by added gravel.  Thomas Fox asked if the pond turtles and frogs are native and how can they survive in a swift flowing river.  John Bair said they are native and cited the presence of special habitats such as alcove ponds and exposed gravel bars as important habitat.  
Goal 5: Increase and enhance riparian wetland and enhance upland plants.  Objective is to promote the development of diverse riparian and upland communities and to reduce invasive species.
Goal 6: Increase channel complexity.  Objective is to increase bars where appropriate, increase channel complexity and bed topography as a way to create and maintain salmonid habitat.  Gail Goodyear noted the Program’s desire to create meanders and she noted the past discussion of wisdom of this in canyon areas.  Thomas Fox asked again how the Program will do this in a permanent or lasting manner. Wes Smith noted the goal is to increase complexity but not to impose this on all sites.  He also said they understand that the river will shift and evolve and they try to account for this.  
Goal 7: Promote fluvial flow processes.  Objective is that erosion and deposition will create dynamic channel and will create and maintain salmonid habitat.  Gail Goodyear noted that the government deciding to change the river was essentially a taking of private lands.  She cited the case of a landowner having to deal with the government through a tort process.  
Goal 8: Minimize the adverse impacts to existing infrastructure.  Objective is to protect private and public infrastructure (bridges, infiltration galleries, roads, homes, wells, and septic systems).  
Goal 9: Minimize uncertainty related to project performance.  Objective is the consideration toward long-term design performance and future evolution of the project reach.  Rich Lorenz asked if this meant they may over-engineer.  D.J. Bandrowski said no.  Rich Lorenz said that he thought they appear to be over-engineering already.  Gail Goodyear noted the difficulty in rating this goal as some may think this is impossible to control the certainty of nature and may rate this as zero.  Jeff Morris thought it would be good to note this on the sheet.  Wes Scribner commented on the value of doing some things in a more experimental manner in some instances.  Thomas Fox said that one should do things right the first time and that the certainty of the long-term design is important.  George Kautsky said this was fundamental to what the program is all about as an adaptive management program.  He noted the program is seeking not long-term design but long-term evolution. Gail Goodyear commented that designs to speed up nature such as adding gravel may cause problems to their steep tree farm property. 
Goal 10: Enhance public benefit. Objective is to work with federal, state, and local landowners to help develop and define public benefit objectives. 
Goal 11: Cost consideration. Objective is to design projects to meet goals and objectives with the most efficient use of Program dollars.  Gail Goodyear stressed her past efforts to get the Program to spend the dollars locally and not pass up using local services in the name of saving a few dollars.  Charlie Chamberlain said that this may be a good point to list in goal 10.  Thomas Fox agreed with Goodyear that Trinity County should reap the benefits of the Program.  He said use of local contractors should be listed as Goal 12.  Ed Duggan agreed that local contractor should be used, but that the overall river economy should be considered to include areas such as Willow Creek.  Jim Smith asked if any of the goals are addressing watershed improvements.  Jeff Morris agreed that this is important but pointed out that these specific designs are not on the watersheds but are in the river. 
Questions
George Kautsky asked how they will discuss this through the lens of NEPA.  Rich Lorenz asked how they will separate comments from those that do not receive compensation (true stakeholders) from those that are receiving compensation.  
Gail Goodyear said that she has asked before that the TRRP provide information up front and early; she expressed her discomfort over this process.  Thomas Fox also expressed his opinion that the Program will do what they want to do regardless of this public meeting.  Rich Lorenz described his positive experience of the Program did listen to him on changes to design at Lorenz Gulch.  Jim Skinner commented that the wells project went very well and feels that he has had good ability to influence the process.  D.J. Bandrowski and Brandt Gutermuth noted that there will be a NEPA process that allows public comment in a formal way. 
Stakeholder Complete Ranking Sheets
The group was asked to fill out their ranking sheets with a score of 0 to 4 for each goal. 
Break
Douglas City Presentation of Alternatives and Questions
Site Overview
Fred Meyer presented overhead slides about the physical features of the Douglas City site.  He showed an aerial view of where the Highway 299 Bridge crosses the Trinity River at the junction with Weaver Creek.  He noted the Weaverville water infiltration gallery and Highway 3.   He reported that geological investigations showed that soils on the right bank are composed of particles less than 12-inches in diameter.  He noted that wood is present at very low levels. Fish habitat surveys indicate some spawning areas and that fry and juvenile habitat occurs along the river edges.  Holding habitat appears to occur just upstream of the 299 bridge and a slightly deeper area downstream of the bridge.  Based on a HEC RAS 450 cfs derived water surface elevation and the 2012 bed topography, most of the area is less than 6-feet deep at 450 cfs flow level.  He noted that the area just upstream of the 299 bridge was constructed in a project 3 years ago where a side channel was added and the floodplain lowered.  
Alternative 1
Fred Meyer had hard copies available and showed aerial photos with design elements for Alternative 1.  Moving from upstream to downstream, he pointed out the addition of more large wood into the upper side channel and sloping of the bank.  He noted the footprint for Weaverville’s infiltration gallery and a protective revetment.  He showed wood placement sites and a medial bar.  He proposed enhancement of the run along the left side bedrock bank by placing 6- to 8-foot diameter boulders.   He pointed out additional side channels in the upper portion—one low flow and one high flow.  Jim Smith asked about the value of taking flow out of the river at high flow via the side channel; his concern was that reduced stream power caused a problem of pool filling upstream in Indian Creek site.  He noted the pool there is now about 4 times smaller than a few years ago.  Aaron Martin commented that his belief for the shallowing of the pool just upstream of the 299 bridge has more to do with scouring of Weaver Creek.  Meyer showed some cross-sections along the Weaverville infiltration gallery and some conceptual uses of woody debris.  He showed some ideas for riparian planting designed to get more cover and shade along the banks and floodplains of the side channel.   
Meyer listed his predictions for how Alternative 1 would affect change in each of the 11 goals. He listed a 61 % increase in fry and juvenile habitat, a 320 % increase in holding habitat, 16 % increase in spawning, 100 % increase in wildlife, 10 % increase in riparian and wetland area, 33 % increase in channel complexity, 11 % increase in fluvial process (stream power).  For the next 3 goals, he listed a relative ranking of 1-5 with 1 as the least and 5 as best benefit.  He noted minimizing adverse impacts as a 3, minimizing uncertainty as 4, and enhancing public benefit as a 3.  Finally he listed the total cost of the project as $1.8 million. 
Alternative 2
Meyer showed an aerial photo describing Alternative 2.  He noted that this was similar to Alternative 1 with a few modifications.  The modifications were the addition of a feature that simulated a small landslide in the far lower portion, a bit more lowering of the floodplain surface along the upstream side channel so to get better riparian establishment, and the addition of a third side channel that would take some flow off the existing side channel. He noted an embellished woody debris jam just downstream of the 299 bridge and showed some concepts of incorporating more gravel into the woody debris jams to create stability and complexity. He showed the concepts of riparian plantings on the floodplain near the upper side channels.  
He listed the effects of the Alternative 2 on the 11 goals: 101 % in fry and juvenile habitat, 353 % increase in holding, 23 % increase in spawning, 139 % in wildlife habitat, 17 % increase in riparian and wetland, 67 % increase channel complexity, 16 % increase in fluvial processes.  .  He noted minimizing adverse impacts as a 2, minimizing uncertainty as 3, and enhancing public benefit as a 2.  Finally he listed the total cost of the project as $3.1 million.  
Alternative 3
Meyer showed an aerial photo for Alternative 3.  He noted these changes as no new side channels in the upper portion but adding more wood to the existing side channel and some lowering of the existing surfaces.  He noted the addition of some wood and bar/island features to create more bank scour below the 299 bridge.  This generated a number of questions about the specifics of the designs and how the scour may occur and the changes to the channel widths.  He went over the riparian planting in this case, mostly along the existing side channel.
He listed the effects of the Alternative 3 on the 11 goals: 15 % in fry and juvenile habitat, 361 % increase in holding, 5 % increase in spawning, 68 % in wildlife habitat, 1 % increase in riparian and wetland, 67 % increase channel complexity, 16 % increase in fluvial processes.  He noted minimizing adverse impacts as a 4, minimizing uncertainty as 4, and enhancing public benefit as a 3.  Finally he listed the total cost of the project as $0.67 million.
Lunch
Scoring Results Presentation and Questions
D.J. Bandrowski had tabulated the various scores the group submitted for the goals and projected them on the overhead screen.  He next showed the Dominance Analysis which was a plot of normalized scores (0 to 1) for each goal.  Alternative 2 did well for the fish and habitat metrics while Alternative 3 did better on public value or cost.  Bandrowski next showed the weighted scores for the stakeholders (product of their weighting and Meyer’s metrics).  Alternative 1 scored consistent or similar among the different stakeholders but was the lowest average score among the alternatives.  Alternative 2 had slightly higher scores and slightly higher variability.  Alternative 3 had the most variability and was about midway between 1 and 2.  Bandrowski showed the weighted scores for the program partners (Forest Service, FWS, and BLM etc.).  The partners ranked Alternative 2 highest and Alternatives 1 and 3 were about the same.  Alternative 2 had the most new side channel design in the upper portion of the reach and had the most increased metrics (particularly for fry and juvenile rearing and spawning) as estimated by Meyer and was the most costly.  
Bandrowski asked the group, now that they saw the results, if the group might weigh the goals differently.  It was suggested they rate the goals from 1 to 11 instead of 0 to 4 as this would create more spread in the results.  
Before the group took up the discussion of Lorenz Gulch another question came up for the Douglas City site.  Thomas Fox asked about the placement of boulders along the left bank at Douglas City and the unintended consequences such as creating larger pools for fish than desired, creating navigation hazards for fisherman and possibly creating problems and reducing fishing dollars.  Fred Meyer said they would be designed and modeled hydraulically and they would consider the substrate to best match the size of the boulder.  He noted that they should provide enhanced holding and rearing habitat.  
Lorenz Gulch Presentation of Alternatives and Questions
Site Overview
Chris Smith presented the overview of the Lorenz Gulch site and showed an aerial overview.  He noted this site is downstream of Douglas City and downstream of he recently constructed Lower Steiner Flat.  He noted the large size of the site and that it is all public land.  He noted, moving downstream, the split flow at the top, Hidden Bar (an undeveloped boat launch site), a long, straight reach, an old side channel on the right, a large open terrace on the lower left, and the deep Goat Hole at the bottom.  He noted that the overall drop is 10 feet and the slope is 0.2 %.  He showed three known areas of existing adult holding and suspected that fry and juvenile rearing was mostly on the channel margins.  He noted the presence of Goat Hole and the need to protect it.  He showed photos of the tailing piles at higher elevations but said that they will not likely address them.  He pointed out some areas of bedrock.  Rich Lorenz cited the ROD recommendations that said to remove the riparian berms in this area and he asked Smith if they will be addressing these.  Lorenz said he is not aware of any project where they actually tried to simply remove the berms.  Aaron Martin opined that several sites were constructed to remove the berm in 2005 and that they have learned from them. 
Alternative 1
Chris Smith described Alternative 1 starting at the upstream part and moving downstream.  He first commented on some work to improve river access at the top (creation of a 4-foot wide path from Lower Steiner Flat).  Large wood would be placed in three locations, one creating split flow.  Downstream he said they would reconnect the side channel on the right bank.  He described a bar that would be composed of over-sized material to prevent its movement into the Goat Hole.  Further downstream he described a side channel on the left terrace that was disconnected from the top.  He showed an alcove pool off the side channel.  Thomas Fox commented that the pond would be a mosquito trap.  Aaron Martin said they plan to have some level of flow through the side channel and pond similar to what occurs at Hamilton Ponds and this will prevent mosquitoes. Martin cited that this design would create a large area of rearing habitat.  Smith also noted there will be 4-feet of drop across the terrace and this should facilitate flow.  He showed the riparian planting plan for the lower terrace.  The species would be chosen to match the elevations of the terrace. 
Smith listed the effects of the Alternative 1 on the 11 goals: 83 % increase in fry and juvenile habitat, 34 % increase in holding, 79 % increase in spawning, 34 % increase in wildlife habitat, 110 % increase in riparian and wetland, 52 % increase channel complexity, 0 % increase in fluvial processes.  He noted minimizing adverse impacts as a 4, minimizing uncertainty as 4, and enhancing public benefit as a 3.  Finally he listed the total cost of the project as $2.5 million.
Rich Lorenz asked about public access to the site for bank fishing and their need for waders.  Aaron Martin cited the increase in fishing access at Lower Steiner Flat and thought that the access will increase markedly at Lorenz but they may need waders. 
Alternative 2
Wes Smith presented Alternative 2 for the Lorenz Gulch site.  He said he wanted to achieve their objectives and get more alluvial processes.  He described some designed meanders in the straight section.  He showed reinitiating the side channel on the right side that would have woody debris placements. Thomas Fox thought it wouldn’t work as it was removing too much land.  Smith continued his presentation and showed the placement of scallop bars along the channel margins.  His design had the side channel on the left side terrace but no pond.  Jim Smith asked if they should wait to see how the split flow may work at Wheel Gulch or Upper Junction City.  Dave Gaeuman said the split flow at Wheel Gulch is much larger.  Jim Smith also asked about effects on steelhead.  Chris Smith said the idea was to use log structures to mediate erosion and it should not widen out.  Michael Koransky asked what may happen to the boat launch at Hidden Bar.  Chris Smith said there will be vehicle parking and boat launch at the upper part of the bar.  Mike Koransky commented on the appearance of some of the constructed sites.  Rich Lorenz also noted the constructed sites, particularly the wood structures that look like World War II bunkers.  He also noted the Trinity is a wild and scenic river and asked that the Program avoid an engineered look and avoid the use of granitic boulders as was used at Lower Steiner Flat.  Thomas Fox objected to the loss of parking area, loss of access, and the possible flooding to houses.  Wes Smith said there was lots of bedrock in the area to protect erosion near the houses.  Fox was not necessarily convinced that the bedrock would protect the houses and declared that the project should not be constructed.  Aaron Martin said they will be working with BLM on the design for parking and access.  Fox pointed out that the BLM manages this area but does not own it.  He said it needs to be refocused with more inputs from the local residents.  He cited that this is taking away of the natural features of Trinity Counties land and that he will fight it.  A special meeting with the residents was discussed.  The cost for Alternative 2 was $10.2 million.
Alternative 3 
Chris Smith presented Alternative 3 and noted that it was similar to Alternative 1 with additions of wood and boulder placements.  He pointed out that spoils would be placed up against the hill slope in the upper site and the road would also be placed up against the hillslope. The costs would be $2.5 million.   
Wes Scribner noted that past constructed side channels have silted in and asked how these new designs may work.  Chris Smith said the infiltration side channels are a different design.  Dave Gaeuman noted that the older side channels would plug at the top and once plugged with silt and sand, they would not convey flow.  
Scoring Results Presentation and Questions
D.J. Bandrowski presented the performance metrics for the three alternatives for Lorenz Gulch.  He showed the Dominance Analysis that showed similar results for Alternative 1 and 3.  The weighted scores showed that Alternative 3 was slightly higher that Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 was the lowest.  George Kautsky asked why all three scored low in the stream power. Chris Smith noted the slope of the reach was 0.2 %.  The Program Partners showed the same results as the stakeholders for weighted scores. 
Wes Scribner noted the great improvement in the way the TRRP presented their designs.  He noted in the past the TRRP would simply present what they were going to do. This current presentation where they were seeking input was much better. 
Bandrowski asked that everyone still submit their scores of the goals using the 1-11 range. 
Adjourn 
