Design Team Meeting/Teleconference—March 29, 2013
10:00am-12:00 pm, TRRP Office

In-house –
TRRP:  DJ Bandrowski, Chris Smith, 
Hoopa Valley Tribe: James Lee

Phone/WebEx – 
CAFWD:  Andrew Jensen  
DWR:  Nancy Snodgrass 
USFWS:  Charlie Chamberlain
Yurok Tribe:  Aaron Martin, Rocco Fiori
Hoopa Valley Tribe:  Sean Ledwin
McBain&Trush/HVT:  Fred Meyer, John Bair

Notes: TRRP--Michele Gallagher
Action Items derived during the Meeting
ACTION ITEM:  Send shape file to Nancy Snodgrass DWR for 2013 control sites, inc. Bucktail and hatchery—immediate
ACTION ITEM:  Final comments due by Wednesday, 4/3/13.  2014 design milestones AND general Team Process draft, including Phase II site selections.
ACTION ITEM:  2013 100% design finalization – 4/5/13
ACTION ITEM:  April 12th   deadline for means objectives metrics, in order to send out to the Design team for comment.  Considerations at reach scale and site scale should be included, and those that have suggestions upfront should get those to the designers ASAP.  
ACTION ITEM:  Meet to discuss considerations/constraints on existing conditions reports—4/15/13
ACTION ITEM:  Optional meeting afterwards on July 12th for informal discussion of VE Review.
ACTION ITEM:  Send Eric’s shapefiles to Mike Merigliano and ask that a teleconference be scheduled.
ACTION ITEM:  Comments on Bucktail Bridge Replacement—draft Terrain/Structural/Roadway Model—needed soon.  See email from Chris Smith.
Meeting Summary
D.J. Bandrowski opened the meeting, asked everyone to introduce themselves, and noted the agenda onscreen/on WebEx.  He went over the action items from the previous meeting, and indicated that most had been completed.  The 2013 100% final designs were pushed forward to April 5.  The terrain model, bathymetry, and watershed sciences LIDAR flight data on all side channels constructed thru 2011 was received.

Aaron Martin had some questions on the terrain model dates and locations.  DJ said the bathymetry was surveyed in 2012 from Trinity House Gulch downstream.  Everything above is post-2011 high flow.  Graham Matthews and Watershed Sciences contract with Woolpert, doing post-construction as-built topography and tiles.  Each tile will be updated with terrestrial and bathymetry, stitched together into LIDAR for HEC-RAS and other applications.  He indicated that Eric Peterson is good POC for specific questions.
DJ reiterated that the environmental review period ends 4/12, with Lorenz construction starting 7/1/13.  Bids are not back yet but depending on the bid, Douglas City work (below bridge) should be included in that
2014 Design Process overview
DJ stated that the hatchery design is on hold for 2014 and that while it will continue to move forward, it will follow a schedule separate from other 2014 designs.  Aaron Martin pointed out that the Habitat team is doing 2-D modeling at the rehab site, using pre-construction hydraulic models for habitat design needs.  Sean Ledwin suggested picking another location site for 2D modeling that has better utility for studying rearing habitat than the hatchery reach.  Aaron Martin said that sediment modeling is critical there, as well as what might be designed there for rearing and for spawning.  He asserted that good models were necessary in addressing spawning habitat questions and that discussion about any changes must happen quickly, in order to accommodate the 2013 schedule.
Fundamental Objective Conceptual Model
DJ said that relatively few comments were submitted about the conceptual model, although one means objective had been added—“Restore more proper riparian function” (directly from ROD) –via suggestion from James Lee.  As indicated previously, reach scale and project site considerations will vary by site.  Wes Smith asked how is the model was to be used, saying that if they are going to use this for effective designs, we need cause and effect objectives identified, i.e. more detail.  DJ explained that it is not being used yet, but is only a worksheet that separates means objectives and metrics from special considerations.  It is the template that they should start from, and all the boxes in the flowchart need to be filled in with specific details of the project(s).
DJ said they needed to assign people to the means objective tasks, in terms of metrics and not the considerations, for 5-10% alternatives.  If those metrics submitted were scalable to beyond the level presently needed, that was great, but that it was not a requirement of the model at this stage in design.  In other words, quantifiable but not robust. 
Aaron Martin volunteered to take rearing habitat, as did Charlie Chamberlain and Sean Ledwin. DJ clarified that two metrics were shown in the flowchart but there didn’t have to be two. 
Wes Smith volunteered for fluvial processes; Fred Meyer said Scott McBain would want to be on that team.  
James Lee volunteered for riparian metrics, with John Bair.  Nancy Snodgrass said Andrew Jensen would likely want to participate on this team.  
Aaron Martin remarked that the approach should be to comment on the metrics/considerations that are brought to the table by the designers, not given to them before they start.  Chris Smith noted that existing conditions would influence the conceptual designs from the get-go, and that prior assessment/comments from folks that know these areas already would be helpful to the designers.  
Design Schedule milestones
DJ stated that milestones were created by working backwards from the July implementation date, in order to get some logical progression up to Day 1 of construction. They found that timelines had to be pushed ahead—more flexibility was needed—but he said they need to work toward finalizing means objectives the week of April 8th.  Next would be to develop the existing conditions report, with the value engineering review afterwards.  By 5/6, they need to have three alternatives prepared (5-10% level).  Those will go out for internal comment and then be presented to the joint stakeholders by the end of May.
In June, the alternatives would be refined down to two.  The next face-to-face will be mid-June, and then the alternatives will be sent to the SAB and VE groups for comment.  By the end of July, 50% designs will be due.  DJ asked for comments on the heavy schedule ahead.  Chris Smith thought it looked do-able except for the earlier April dates being hardest to accomplish. DJ said he was open to those being more flexible, as long as long-term milestones were still realized.
Integration with other work groups
DJ emphasized cross-integration with other work groups, and getting products into the hands of those that need them.  He would be bringing this up at the IDT meeting so that all the other groups are aware and doing the same thing.
VE Peer Review Study (Week of July 8th)
Names and disciplines are listed on the agenda, but other suggestions should be submitted to DJ.  Consultants from outside groups that have not been worked with before can’t be accommodated under the current budget. DJ explained that nominees need not be engineers; they can be from other disciplines. 
Nancy Snodgrass said Trevor would have been her selection, but that he is an active designer so not a good choice for a reviewer.  John Bair suggested a technical specialist that has an awareness of implementation needs would be a good choice over a statistician (currently named on the list).  It was agreed that the statistician be removed.  Charlie Chamberlain said he would think of possibilities from FWS, and DJ would get more information on specialists from Denver.
Design Team  FY14 Science Workplan Ideas
James had recommendations that he sent to the group earlier from the Wildlife and Riparian Group.  Others included rehab site performance:  “analytical framework/design effectiveness model” (Darcy Pickard), channel complexity models, large wood placement/tracking, bed mobility, etc.
Aaron Martin asked how the New Design Effectiveness Monitoring (box) differs from all the others listed:  Questions need to be answered about specific design features prior to their proposal for future designs, preferably at the 50% design level stage, but the timing is always too late. DJ replied that synthesis and compilation was the key so that output is timely and relevant.  Data is needed before a design is finalized (why would we build something again that didn’t work before?) but funding always interferes with good plans. Sean Ledwin asked who would evaluate specific design features.  He said they have to start at baseline conditions for bio/physical components.   Aaron Martin added evaluation of performance of features at existing/constructed sites, saying “we know some things intuitively but, for example, something like substrate—types and percentages of fines, cobble, etc.—and its effect on habitat is not something we know a lot about.”  Rocco Fiori pointed out that Fred Meyer and Scott McBain put something together a few years earlier but without an identified group to conduct the study.  Wes Smith wondered if a sub-group should be created to articulate overarching prioritizations in order to develop a proposal.    
DJ said if they have a Phase II plan (for example, in October 2015 we’ll be at Sheridan Bar, so in 2014 we go out for pre-construction monitoring there), and it is identified as a priority of the Design, and it something that they put to the IDT (which he intended to do on this day) then the questions become:  What is the intended evolution of these projects and are those intentions being realized? What processes determine the direction and eventual state(s)?  And probably most importantly, what do we NOT do in order to get this done, because something would have to be dropped in order to pursue a new priority.
James Lee thought they have much of the information needed for assessment of design performance, but it needed to be organized in various modes and combinations, depending on the study needs
John Bair noted that a lot of effort had been put into getting riparian vegetation in and they’d gotten a limited response, so knowing the physical processes and hydraulic factors influencing response was needed. James Lee agreed, pointing to overlaps between Design Team and Wildlife/Riparian Team discussion points.
Phase I Review
Eric Peterson refined the list of categories that Mike Merigliano submitted to DJ, which he sent to the group on March 19th.  The Design Team wanted to split out floodplains above 2000cfs for evaluation, so he took as-built layers of floodplains above 2000cfs broken up into categories (alcove, low bank, main channel, etc.) to view distribution for juvenile fish habitat across channel rehabilitation design elements.
Aaron Martin suggested a separate, technical discussion with Mike M. to address those habitat categories.  Rocco Fiori said that the aquatic non-river—wetlands and/or tributary confluence—ccategory should separated into each of those two elements and not lumped together.  Otherwise those data at the hotspots that should be assessed as individual habitat areas won’t be identifiable.
DSS Review
Robin sent an email that needs to be viewed.  This is a recommendation of the SAB and the Team will be integrating it as a design tool.  
Hatchery Review
Charlie was not able to plug into the Fish Workgroup but has some recommendations to add to what Eric Wiseman and others have already submitted.  Similar recommendations could be grouped together, but comments are still being accepted and there is time to effectively flesh out all of them.  
TMC Recommendations
DJ said that if people have recommendations for Dutch Creek, LJC, Bucktail and the hatchery, they should provide those to the designers.  TMC meeting is next week and the technical presentation of the Indian Creek  project recommendation.  The group is asking for direction as to whether to move forward with the naturalization project or to abandon it.  The DC and LZG projects will also be presented for approval.
