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PHYSICAL WORKGROUP
Trinity PUD, Weaverville, CA 
February 26, 2013
Participants
Core members: Andreas Krause, coordinator, Trinity River Restoration Program (TRRP); Scott McBain, McBain and Trush consultant for Hoopa Valley Tribe (HVT); Dave Gaeuman (TRRP); Mark Smelser California Department of Fish and Wildlife; Scott Kennedy, California Department of Water Resources; Graham Mathews, Connor Shea, Dave Hillemeyer (Yurok Tribe)
Other participants: Robert Franklin, (HVT); Robin Schrock, Ernie Clarke, Eric Peterson (TRRP); James Lee (HVT); Nicole Athearn, Arcata FWS Strategic Habitat Conservation.
Note taker: Jeanne McSloy (TRRP).
Action Items from this Meeting
The Physical Workgroup will inform the Fish Workgroup that if Physical does not hear from them regarding how much effort Physical needs to invest in substrate conditions for spawning (fine sediment), fine sediment will be dropped from the list of agenda items. 
Meeting Notes 
Agenda Overview, Introductions 
Andreas Krause opened the meeting and did introductions. It was decided that the  Physical Workgroup will inform the fish wg that if Physical does not hear from them regarding how much effort Physical needs to invest in substrate conditions for spawning (sediment), sediment it will be dropped from the list of agenda items. It was decided that other agenda items will be discussed later in the day so they can be informed by the day’s discussions. 
Review Workgroup Groundrules/Consensus 
Ernie Clarke read the ground rules. Ernie reminded everyone of the dispute resolution process which Robin has recently streamlined. Andreas asked people to observe the “stay present” rule and requested that anyone needing a break let it be known so that the whole group can break. Robert Franklin raised a question about consensus, i.e., what happens when a representative is not at a given meeting and how that affects consensus, what is the protocol. Andreas said he would be leery of saying it was a consensus when all were not present. Ernie said that the workgroups thoughts would be shared with the absent person, and that it is not necessary have to have every organization represented at every workgroup; members are here representing their technical expertise, not their organization. RF said he believes the subject needs further consideration. 
Item: The broader issue of representation will be followed up by Ernie after the meeting as to how it pertains to all workgroups
Riparian Rampdown,
James Lee gave a brief update of the effectiveness of 2012 riparian rampdown. James said his overall impression was that it worked well (for the spring releases) He re-iterated the objectives in his presentation. He outlined what Riparian would like to see in future years. He presented the hydrograph of WY2012. To summarize, he thought the hydrograph worked well last year. An important question is how long surfaces need to remain moist on the surface to grow a healthy enough initiated seedling to make it through the rest of the summer. The timing needed to keep the relevant surfaces moist needs to be correlated with flow scheduling. James said he would like to do an observational study and track the surfaces to see it they are actually wet during seedfall. He explained how this might be assessed through a a model in use by RDC involving a rhizosphere experiment. 
Andreas suggested that rampdown is not necessary every year in order to have patchy vegetation, since we want some years that are not optimal. James agreed. Graham Mathews asked about patchiness, and suggested it might be done at different elevations, to replicate the variability of a natural system. James discussed some of the limitations. He said he thinks you will eventually get vertical patchiness if you go for the highest flow elevation possible. Dave asked if anyone is thinking about instead of a rampdown, can you periodically pulse it up to wet things down every few days. James said he has never seen it done, but that with a rhizosphere experiment such as he is proposing you could potentially see if that works. Andreas suggested scheduling more time to go into this at the July meeting to look for integration opportunities.
Nicole asked what is the key uncertainty. James said there are two areas that we do not have a lot of information on. 1) Are target surfaces remaining moist during seed rain? 2) Are they moist enough for seed to establish a radical and get enough roots so they can then track the receding groundwater table? Nicole said it could tie into a management decision. Scott McBain suggested that weather might create environmental conditions such as extreme heat that is independent of the flow process, and that the role of substrate, subsurface should also be considered, since type of soil has a huge effect on the hydrograph. James then gave an update on the riparian PITAS. He said they are right now evaluating several models, such as CA Forest Practice Rules buffer design. There are a few vegetation succession models they are looking at as well. One in particular might be useful for making future vegetation predictions on the Trinity. 
Item: Andreas will schedule time to follow up on this discussion at the July meeting.

Sediment Monitoring Update (WY 2011/2012) 
 Brandt Gutermuth joined at 10:30
Graham Mathews made a presentation and gave an overview of the four sites that are being monitored. He described the advantages of the TR2 sampler being used and described the sampling process.  He presented the WY2012 sediment transport monitoring report graph and described what it meant. The graph of the relationship between transport and flow is a clockwise historesis; rates on the rise are higher than rates on the fall, due to the availability of sediment or the winnowing of sediment that can be transported. He showed the bedload discharge graphs for Lewiston, Limekiln Gulch, and Douglas City. In wetter years there is more historesis. A discussion of possible winnowing and where sediment particles go then followed. Graham continued the presentation with Grass Valley Creek, then presented graphs comparing the relationships between the sites. There can be a lot of variability but generally speaking there is a spike in transport on the rise, in the first few days. Graham next presented coarse bedload SFR transport, 2004-2012 for various sites, then presented all of the data, 1997- 2012. Andreas said the graph shows transport rates at higher flows are an order of magnitude less than the Physical workgroup thought they would be (when the projection was done), which has implications for the flow release program, geomorphic, and if they want to implement changes. Graham said that almost no geomorphic work is being done at lower flows. A discussion of particle size, sediment and availability of fine sediment in the upper river followed. 
Take home message: historesis occurs predominantly at most sites, and is more significant at higher flows. Over time, there has been a decline in rates.  Right now 6000 cfs is only moving a fraction of what it did 6 or 7 years ago; currently a normal year with 6000 cfs flow release does not do anything geomorphically. If we want a normal year flow to do significant work, we may have to use flows more like 8000 cfs. Andreas suggested that perhaps there is an argument for the most effective flow being a shorter peak flow bench, of higher magnitude, more often. We are not getting much out of the last two days of the 5 day releases recommended under the ROD, so maybe we should shorten them or vary the rates on the rising limb. The effect of multiple peaks on sediment transport rates has yet to be investigated. 
5 MINUTE BREAK 11:10-11:15
2013 Gravel Augmentation
Andreas reviewed recommendations from the last meeting, and gave an update on TAMWG / TMC input on high flow augmentation.  
Andreas and Scott gave a presentation on 2013 Potential Coarse Sediment Augmentation Locations. Upper and Lower Sawmill, Lewiston Cableway, and Hoadley Gulch were discussed. Scott presented each site and offered brainstorming options for discussion. Andreas reviewed what was considered at the last meeting. Scott presented the historic context of the Lower Sawmill site and what it is trying to address. The history of and responsibility for the floodplain modification issue was discussed. Andreas said we need to articulate our position on this in order to enter into a discussion of the issue with other workgroups. Whether or not Design Team needs to be the initiator was considered. A discussion of how much gravel is needed for this year and where it needs to be added, and the reasons for adding gravel in specific places in order to create habitat was initiated. Ernie reminded the group that no funding has been set aside for this.  Discussion continued about various placements, what will happen to the gravel and how it might affect the river. It was pointed out that the Record of Decision and Trinity River Flow Evaluation Study stand as the instruction as to “why” gravel needs to be added, and the Workgroup is not authorized to reject the findings of the ROD and TRFES; however alternative hypotheses can be brought up through appropriate (scientifically vetted) channels. The debate centered on the amount of gravel to be added (there is more than one estimate), and how it should be added (placement versus injection at high flow). Andreas said the conundrum is that the group does not agree on how the system works and hence cannot agree on how much gravel needs to be added, which impacts the longterm plan. It was decided to come back to this at the end of the day.
High Flow Release Recommendation for this Year
The topic began with discussion of whether this year was going to be a normal year or a dry year, and how this might impact meeting riparian temperature objectives.   Andreas asked for consensus among the group. Dave Gaeuman said whether or not it is a dry year he would like to see a higher peak than normal, higher than 4500 cfs, because newly constructed sites need water. Particularly, Upper Junction City needs enough flow to go through it to clean it out. How this might be accomplished in light of the earlier observations on hysteresis was considered, and how the 5-day bench is water not put to its best use in the last couple of days. Whether or not moving less sediment was necessarily a bad thing was discussed. Andreas reminded the group of why 4500 cfs objective was there. Robert Franklin said he does not want to lost the wet and dry cycle, and the opportunity a drier cycle presents to learn about what that does. 
Andreas suggested a two-phased approach to flow releases to elicit channel change quickly, to bring about a new channel form that better supports habitat, relatively quickly. We could reinforce that with a flow release strategy that has higher flow releases in early years to more quickly evolve the channel, then slow down to lower releases over time. Nicole suggested the group would benefit in terms of brainstorming by writing down quickly what everyone thinks without criticizing and qualifying each statement, as it might help get the information out quickly. The discussion continued in a more brainstorming vein. Andreas summed up, then asked for suggestions on how to re-structure the agenda for the afternoon. It was suggested that an updated conceptual model based on today’s presentations be created, which would fit into the objective for reviewing and revising long term gravel recommendations, to clearly articulate how the system works and our understanding of these models. Brandt added that in terms of permitting, it is easier to go back to a site and especially easier if we have good hypotheses.

Lunch
Conceptual Model Articulation
Andreas presented his initial thoughts about the competing conceptual models for gravel augmentation. These need to be linked with channel dynamics. We are not seeing the original vision of a fully alluvial channel with migrating free bars. The planform that is emerging is more of a constrained alluvial channel with fixed bars. The sediment conveyor belt may not be what we thought, i.e., full sediment routing Lewiston to North Fork. A discussion of the origin and evolution of sediment and the impact of hydraulic mining and dredging on sediment type ensued It generally was agreed that there is a need to better articulate the conceptual model and be more quantitative. Andreas said he Flow Evaluation Study developed models largely around Rush Creek, so we need to address our management objectives for Rush Creek and eventually revise both gravel augmentation and flow regime recommendations. Scott McBain’s presentation on overall goals and objectives was reviewed. Modeling uncertainty was discussed, the fact that this model does not address hypothesis. Scott said ultimately it needs to link back to good spawning and rearing habitat, and providing important metrics for initiating channel dynamics. Scott offered one idea on how to estimate short and long term augmentation volume thresholds. More transport may not always be good. A comparison between supply and transport capacity may be more informative. 
Andreas suggested that group members articulate their own conceptual models in advance of the next meeting so that a general conceptual model can be agreed upon. Graham Mathews said someone needs to take the lead and draft something more formal for people to review and try to agree on, then a straw proposal that people can discuss in order to articulate specific questions. Connor said his concern is that the group has a vision of what they want but no objective measures. Andreas reminded everyone that the SAB said define the river you want, then come back and tell me how much gravel you need to get there. If we want the habitat we are looking for we need to add structure to the river that adds to the sediment transport we have and add topographic direction. He described his emerging concept and conceptual model of how the Trinity River works. A discussion of what constitutes ideal habitat and an ideal outcome followed. It was observed that there is not enough communication between groups, and that creating relatively insular satellite groups has not worked very well.
Connor said in terms of the conceptual model, we must define what we are trying to produce and have a mechanical explanation for how gravel will produce that. Dave Gaueman suggested that a conceptual model should be based in all the relevant current literature. Andreas said we need to better articulate the desired future channel condition, review goals and objectives, and update our understanding of how we think the system actually works in order to inform management actions. Discussion of the ways to approach the conceptual model and its relevance to current and future efforts continued.
Robert Franklin suggested quantitative simulation recommended by SAB in their Phase I Review, such as an appropriate morphodynamic model. Connor said they are for much finer scale problems and take a lot of effort to run, we have to step back and take a higher level perspective, broader scale. Andreas said morphodynamic models application are limited in space and time and primarily apply at the construction site design level. Connor said the questions are: Is the channel adjusting to a diminished flow, with broad flows having taken out all sediment available—are we starting to lose that, and what transport rate is an acceptable rate? Dave G. said sampling at one place does not tell you what happens at another. Andreas asked for a volunteer to help him puzzle out how to proceed. Connor and Mark volunteered to help, and Scott volunteered to share his ideas. 
Wrap Up/Action Item Review
Andreas Krause: Consensus for high flow release is reducing the 5 day ROD bench to a 2-3 day higher flow bench with dry year flows greater than 6,000 cfs and normal year flows greater than 7,500 cfs, depending on water volume. Shorter duration, higher magnitude. Connor volunteered to write this up for the flow workgroup.
Next meetings:
• March 19 (CALL: 10:00 – 11:00) has been rescheduled from March 26.
o Workplan prioritization
o High flow release planning
- Connor will draft and submit advance copies before the phone call
• July 16 (meeting, Arcata)
o Long term gravel augmentation recommendations
o Follow-up of the riparian discussion

Andreas asked if the group would make gravel augmentation recommendations for this summer. A discussion of using of Lewiston Cableway as a pilot project followed. Dave Gaeuman did not agree, holding to his belief that the river needs no more gravel than will be injected at high flow is needed. Robert Franklin stated that the TRFES and ROD established that the river is in need of annual additions of gravel; that is the science informing us of why to add. What we are testing is the ROD prescription. No consensus was reached, so the workgroup will not be recommending any summertime gravel placement this summer.
Andreas said last year’s workplans will need to be updated in terms of the proposal process. FY 14 will need some additional work done in order to inform our efforts on revising and updating our gravel augmentation plan. 
Item: By one week from today, if anyone has additional items to include in the FY14 workplan, please send a short paragraph describing what that is for each item. Things already on the list do not need to be resubmitted.
Andreas said our task in the next year is we need to update coarse sediment management recommendations and high flow releases. The workgroup’s quarterly meetings have packed agendas that allow no time for details. He suggested scheduling some additional meetings and single focus meetings; he said they do not have to be face to face. Dave G. said he does not wish to attend any additional meetings. The meeting concluded at 4:20.

Adjourn 4:20 PM
Attachments: None
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	Coordinator/Facilitator:
	Andreas Krause
	
	

	Desired Outcomes:
	1. Gravel augmentation: 
a. 2013 summer placement recommendation
b. plan to revisit long term recommendations
2. WY2013 high flow release recommendation
3. Prioritized FY14 workplan

	Please read / bring:
	1. gravel augmentation:
a. TRFES (1999) section on gravel recs.
b. Coarse sediment management plan (2007)
c. Gaeuman (2008) 
2. FY13 workgroup review summary

	    Agenda Items
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	Physical Workgroup Agenda	

	Time
	Topic
	Presenter


	9:30
	Agenda Overview, Introductions

	Andreas Krause

	9:40
	Review workgroup ground rules / consensus
	Ernie Clarke

	9:50
	Update: effectiveness of ripariam rampdown
	James Lee

	10:20
	Sediment monitoring update (WY2011 / 2012)
	Graham Matthews

	11:00
	2013 Gravel Augmentation
· Update: TAMWG / TMC input on high flow augmentation
Develop workgroup rec for potential summer placements. 
Plan to review long-term gravel augmentation recs
· Review background, objectives (5 min)
· Existing recs / strawman process (15 min)
· Discussion
· Goals / objectives
· Process / plan
	

Scott McBain (review)
Andreas Krause (strawman process)
Roundtable (discussion)	

	11:00
	High flow release recommendation for WY13
· Proposal process
· Update: Flow workgroup effort on SOD release input
· Workgroup recommendation
	Roundtable (workgroup rec)

	12:30
	 Lunch
	

	1:30
	Conceptual Model Articulation
	Roundtable 

	3:30
	FY14 work planning / prioritization
· How to address Adkins review / Phase 1 review
· Updated proposals due end of May
	Andreas Krause

	3:50
	Wrap up / action item review
Next meetings:
• March 19 (CALL: 10:00 – 11:00) 
o Workplan prioritization
o High flow release planning
- Connor will draft and submit advance copies 
• July 16 (meeting, Arcata)
o Long term gravel augmentation recs
o Follow-up of the riparian discussion
· 
	Andreas Krause

	4:20
	Adjourn

	




