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PHYSICAL WORKGROUP
TRRP Office, Weaverville, CA 
July 16, 2013

Wednesday July 16, 9:30 AM
Participants
Core members: Andreas Krause (TRRP);  Robert Franklin, Wes Smith, Nicole Athearn, Scott Kennedy, Connor Shea
Via Webex: Ernie Clarke, Dave Gaeuman 
Note taker: Jeanne McSloy (TRRP)
Introductions-Review/Approve Agenda-Review Action Items
Andreas introduced participants and reviewed meeting rules.
Problem Statement
A draft problem statement was developed based on the recommendation from our last meeting. The draft document (Draft Decision statement for TRRP Gravel Augmentation 7-13-13) was reviewed and discussed during the meeting. Workgroup input on the draft document included:
· Needs clear articulation of objectives. 
· At our last meeting, it was agreed that we need to review the current objectives for gravel augmentation.
· Workgroup discussion focused on the need to develop objective statements that are based on the desired future condition i.e. habitat. For instance, the objective statement should describe a quantitative habitat target or channel form. The existing objective statements like “increase coarse sediment storage” are too abstract and don’t define your desired future condition. 
· The objectives also need to be quantifiable so that we can develop augmentation designs around the objective, make predications of how well the augmentation actions will meet the objectives, and then evaluate how well the augmentation performed. This is the adaptive management process where you evaluate the validity of your conceptual models by making quantifiable predictions and measure the outcomes. Having quantifiable objectives that reflect the desired future conditions are fundamental to this process.
· A suggestion was made to standardize our language about adaptive management using the DOI adaptive management manual. Additionally, the TRFES and 2007 coarse sediment management plan could provide good language for the problem statement. 
· Note: objectives were revisited in the afternoon (see below).
· Several suggestions to the organization and text of the problem statement were noted and will be incorporated in next revision.
Action Items
· Andreas will work with Nicole to Scott McBain to revise the problem statement.
· Prior to the meeting, Scott McBain indicated he plans to the review and update the objectives associated with gravel augmentation to make them more quantifiable. 
Development of 2014 Gravel Augmentation Recommendations
Background: The 2014 gravel augmentation will be covered under the existing permits. This year, the high flow gravel augmentation recommendation will be included as part of the flow release recommendation. We also need to renew our 5-year environmental permit for gravel augmentation. To do so, technical input is required by June 2014. Past gravel augmentation projects have been done in conjunction with channel rehabilitation projects. Future gravel augmentation projects will need to be standalone projects because most of the channel rehabilitation in the upper river has been completed.
A schedule for developing the 2014 flow recommendations and 2014 gravel recommendations was presented. The original intent was to have the 2014 gravel recommendation to the TMC in December. The schedule was revised to more closely align with the 2014 flow recommendation schedule. The target date for both flow and gravel recommendations to the TMC is now February 2014. An update on the progress and timeline on updating the long term gravel augmentation recommendations will be provided to the TMC in Dec. 
A draft outline of a gravel augmentation proposal template was presented to the workgroup. The workgroup supported moving to a proposal process and agreed the basic proposal elements proposed were relevant. The work flow process to recommend and implement gravel augmentation needs to be clarified i.e. what are the roles of the various workgroups.
Dave provided a brief overview of his past work on gravel augmentation and transport. Erosion, transport, and deposition appear to be a highly local processes. The concept of a 40 mile long conveyor belt of gravel does not appear to be accurate. The group discussed the relative merits of monitoring / evaluations at local, site-specific and reach levels versus system-wide evaluation. We need to avoid doing different things at every site. Local response is important but we need to understand systemic change. We have thought about implementing is a very simple monitoring effort where we look at grain size distribution on bar heads and how that changes over time. If you have simple, system-wide monitoring you do not need as much site-specific monitoring. 
By the end of November Dave Gaeuman plans on developing recommendations for gravel augmentation based on analysis of sediment transport rates, the sediment budget, and local – variable transport distances. These recommendations will be discussed at the next meeting.
Action Items:
· Andreas will work with Brandt to spell out locations for gravel augmentation covered under the permit that the Physical Workgroup can consider for 2014.
· Ernie and Andreas will flesh out a gravel augmentation proposal template and clarify timeline and decision making process to propose and implement augmentation projects. 
· Dave Gaeuman will provide draft recommendations for long term gravel augmentation by the end of November. This will include an updated sediment budget identification of the relative sediment supply by reach.
· The workgroup will forward 2014 gravel augmentation recommendations to the TMC by February 2014.
Lunch 11:50
Updating Objectives/Quantitative Metrics
Note: Rocco Fiori joined the meeting after lunch. 
The workgroup agreed the current geomorphic objectives need to be revised to facilitate better decision making and adaptive management of gravel augmentation. The choice of objectives is very important because they have an enormous impact on what you do and how you approach thinking about the problem. Damon’s presentation at our last meeting was very informative. He indicated topographic and substrate heterogeneity are needed to improve fish habitat. This reinforces what we know, that we want to have diverse topographic relief, substrate, and cover in the river and so on. These are good large-scale objective that are broadly applicable. Gravel augmentation can be used to address desirable topographic geometry and substrate changes. We should define the range of channel geometry and substrate conditions that we can create with gravel augmentation. 
The new objectives for gravel augmentation should:
· Be based on desired future channel conditions. 
· For example, the current objective “increase storage” is a poor objective. First, it has no target value so you cannot evaluate if or when it is achieved. Second, increased storage is not a desirable channel condition per se. Instead, we should define the objective as whatever attribute(s) we want increased storage to create.
· Candidates for good objectives include substrate condition and topographic geometry.
· Include consideration of heterogeneity.
· Be responsive to gravel augmentation management actions. 
· Be able to be achieved through gravel augmentation
· Targets should be set within realistic ranges for the change that can occur via gravel augmentation.
· Be measurable, predictable, and have defined targets.
· Apply to the reach scale or larger and be broadly applicable.
· NOT tailored to an individual bar or feature.
· It may be worth considering breaking objectives down by geomorphic segment type.
Long-term Gravel Augmentation Recommendations
Updating the long-term gravel augmentation recommendations is a big and complicated task. To make the process more tangible, the workgroup recommended a phased approach where we focus our effort on developing gravel augmentation recommendations on one or two priority reaches. Actually developing gravel augmentation recommendations at a particular site will hone the process which can then be revised and expanded as needed. The process needs to be multi-disciplinary (physical, fish, riparian). The following approach emerged during workgroup discussion:
· Identify one or two priority reaches for gravel augmentation i.e. where / why do want to elicit change
· ID good and poor habitat reaches (spawning/rearing)
· ID geomorphic reach characteristics 
· Channel complexity
· Substrate size and heterogeneity
· Sediment supply / storage
· Overlay habitat and geomorphic characteristics to:
·  ID the priority reaches 
·  ID desirable geomorphic characteristics in areas with high habitat value
· For priority reaches identified:
· Develop reach based objectives and targets for gravel augmentation to accomplish.
· i.e. what specific changes do we want to see in this reach in terms of objectives and targets
· Develop a range of gravel augmentation actions (e.g. volume) to attain the reach based objectives.
· Conduct analysis to predict outcome of proposed gravel augmentation actions
· Out of the range of proposed gravel augmentation actions, identify the one that best achieves the stated objectives.
· Develop and implement a monitoring and evaluation plan 
· Document the gravel augmentation recommendation using the new proposal template
This approach is also amenable to testing competing conceptual models of channel response to gravel augmentation, but clarifying whether or not competing conceptual models exist was not discussed.
There was a short discussion on the amount of time and effort involved, as well as the need to keep the TMC updated. 
Action Items:
· Andreas to request the Fish Workgroup provide a map of good and poor habitat reaches.
· Wes will delineate areas of high / low channel complexity and areas with large substrate 
· In support, Andreas will send Wes existing data
· Dave Gaeuman will provide draft recommendations for long term gravel augmentation by the end of November. This will include an updated sediment budget identification of the relative sediment supply by reach. (This action item repeated from above because it is pertinent to this discussion as well.)
Workgroup Administrative Issues
Concluding workgroup administrative issues were briefly gone over. The workgroup facilitator for next year will be decided at our next meeting and all workgroup members were encouraged to consider volunteering.
Next steps/Wrap up
The next meeting will be Tuesday, December 3, 2013, at the Weaverville office. 
Adjourn 3:00 PM
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	Desired Outcomes:
	1.  Identify plans for developing 2014 augmentation recommendation
2. Identify and narrow the spectrum of expectation and content for the long term augmentation plan

	
	

	Time
	Topic
	Presenter


	9:00
	· Agenda Overview, Introductions
· Review workgroup ground rules / consensus
	Krause

	9:15

	Problem Statement
· Expectations 
· Permit requirements (need updated 5-yr rec’s by June 2014)
· Other questions or uncertainties to be answered
	Krause / Roundtable

	10:15
	Break
	

	10:20

	Development of 2014 Gravel Augmentation Recommendations
· Rec’s for 2014 (high flow and low flow) to TMC in Dec. 2013
· permitted locations, opportunities and constraints for 2014
· Process
· What can be done with existing data?
· What technical products are workgroup members planning on bringing to the table by November?
· Developing the high flow augmentation volumes for proposed 2014 releases.
	Krause / Roundtable

	Noon
	Lunch
	

	1:00
	Updating objectives / quantitative metrics
	Roundtable

	1:45
	Long-Term Gravel Augmentation Recommendations
· Exploring vision, scope, and expectations
	Roundtable

	3:00

	Workgroup administrative issues
· Action tracker update
· Next meeting date, location, and topics
· Upcoming workgroup coordinator election
	Krause

	3:20
	Next steps / Wrap up
	Krause

	3:30
	Adjourn
	


2014 Flow / gravel recommendation development calendar
August 2013: initial WY14 flow release proposals due to Flow WG
August 2013: Flow WG meeting – review initial flow proposals
Nov 2013: Flow WG meeting – identifies priority hydrographs for analyses
Nov 2013: PHYSICAL WG meeting: develop 2014 gravel recommendations
Dec 2013: Present 2014 gravel recommendations (high flow and low flow placements) to TMC
January 2014: Flow WG meeting - Update drivers and identify WY-specific fine-tuning. 
Feb. 2014: Flow WG meeting – ID 2014 release recommendation
March: TAMWG/TMC meetings – TMC flow recommendation
June 2014: New gravel augmentation recommendations for 2015 - 2020 due to develop EA. Begin public scoping.

