ATTACHMENT – DRAFT AGENDA

[bookmark: _GoBack]Meeting Summary
DESIGN TEAM MEETING 
Weaverville Library
 
Thursday, May 29, 2014 9:00 AM

Participants
In Attendance: DJ Bandrowski (TRRP); Brandt Gutermuth (TRRP); Dave Gaueman (TRRP); Andreas Krause (Yurok Tribe); Aaron Martin (Yurok Tribe), Sean Ledwin (Hoopa Valley Tribe); Fred Meyer (McBain Assoc./HVT consultant); Scott McBain (McBain Assoc./HVT consultant); Michele Gallagher (TRRP); Seth Lawrence (DWR); Nate Bradley (Reclamation), Josh Murauskas (Anchor QEA); Yong Lai (Reclamation); Charlie Chamberlain (USFWS), Wes Smith (NMFS), Andrew Jensen (CDFG), Robert Franklin (Hoopa Valley Tribe), Andreas Krause (Yurok Tribe), Mark Smeltzer(DWR), Trevor Morgan (DWR), Chad Hermandorfer (TEAMS), Brian Bair (TEAMS); Corrine Marzilor (TEAMS); Greg Robertson (TEAMS); JD Lewis (TRRP); Logan Negherbon (TRRP); Ernie Clarke (TRRP); 

Via telephone:  John Bair (McBain Assoc./HVT consultant); Scott Kennedy (DWR), 
	
Note taker:  Michele Gallagher (TRRP)
Summary of Next Steps / New Action Items:

ACTION:  To be approved, after sketches are received by HVT Design Team by Friday, June 6, and State Group will provide 2D by June 13
ACTION:  Send Doodle poll for conference call to determine members for large wood management planning (Wes Smith).
ACTION ITEM:  Suggestions in 2 weeks from Team members on Logic Module (June 13th)
ACTION ITEM:  Get ideas to Dave G. and Logan N. for Limekiln design
ACTION ITEM:  Plan site visit at 450 cfs to Limekiln (Set for June 24th)
ACTION:  Rehab Effectiveness monitoring – Comments back to DJ in 3 weeks (June 20th)
ACTION:  Submit comments for Large Wood Management Plan.  Talk to your TMC representatives about large wood plan

 Introductions / Agenda Review

DJ Bandrowski opened the meeting with a discussion about the second phase of the Douglas City project implementation:  Once a Notice to Proceed is given, all submittals and other pertinent steps must be sent out before they can break ground.  There is a threshold at which point we cannot set the contractor up for failure, given our short in-channel window.  That date is a gray area at this point.

Lower Junction City contract has been awarded to Capel through Yurok Tribe, and is responsible for all activities--including reveg.

Q:  DC reveg plants are already ordered.  Would plants be used at LJC or other areas?  
A:  We will work as diligently as possible to implement DC; aside from that, any contingencies will be considered. We cannot send partial details to the contractor, as they have to submit bids in the entire package.  While it would be somewhat to our advantage to be able to do so, we can’t do it that way.



STATE DESIGN GROUP - Trevor Morgan presentation on Dutch Creek project

Considering all suggested changes from yesterday, recommend starting the conversation with comments.  State Team encourages input today.  This is the opportunity.  After today, input will be received with some disinclination to make changes.  

UPPER END discussion

What are thoughts on eliminating the side channel and creating a backwater alcove?

· Alcoves are shorter lasting than channel with high flow connectivity.  Just a consideration.  At Lower Reading creek, we might get a similar effect as what happened there. 
· Worst case scenario, you’ll get a wetland, so the risk is not as high as could be considered.  
· Lower area is not as nice as the upper areas on river right.  You would get some open bar habitat.  The area is structurally complex.
· There is a lot a gradient at the lower end.  How high is the surface?  (Answer:  Don’t know, but its high)
· What are existing conditions?  (Answer: 10,000 or higher.  Don’t think the 11,000 went over)

On river left at the top, it was suggested that we could cut across on river right as an intended side channel, and if not feasible, then an alcove.  Is that correct?

· Like the idea of multiple channels coming in.
· Worried about Q10 cut, and that it will just be a ditch.
· Keep in mind that all our side channels at other sites are higher than q10 cuts—usually more like 15.  Don’t want 2:1 slope, but our terrain in high, so don’t use high cuts as a constraint.
· Just high flow access or hyporheic connection are options. 
· Hyporheic with a Q3.
· Pond at Lorenz is not open now and they are great features—loaded with fish, like an awesome ake 
· Dutch Creek could be loaded with wood to spread it out.  
· Don’t know about that idea, could blow out everywhere.  Should do it strategically.
· Let it be a fan again.  Let it do its thing.  Steelhead and coho won’t be blocked by some severe drop by adding wood.  Will collect sediment, help it meter back. 
· Whole trees, multiple trees, placed relatively randomly.  
· Good suggestion as we don’t work much in the tribs.  The TEAMS folks have much more experience with this activity and we should try it. 
· We seem to be talking about the same thing:  The effort is for geomorphic change, and not something we put on paper.  Adding strategically in the field is what everyone is really saying.
· Groundwater connecting through the slope from Dutch Creek is already working.  Look at all the greenery that’s there now.  Just add to the system already in place. Just working from the downstream end up.
· But if we design as flow through and don’t get all the way to the top, isn’t that an issue?
· Hyporheioc flow is the goal, not the design.  If we hit bedrock, then we stop. 
· What about riparian area along the bank?  Lowering the riparian berm…
· Yes, we will gain habitat that will be lost by adding water in the alcove, where it will engage at intermediate flows.
· What about wet margins on both sides with higher in the middle (orange area on photo) rather than one great lowering?  It’s a lot of cut, a lot of spoils, but could be worth it.
· What were Eric Wiseman’s thoughts on this area?  (Answer: “Take it out.”)
· There is active sedimentation right in the area where the alcove would come out. Give the river some space along the margin for gravel bar creation.  Not all the 100 feet would be needed to do that.
· The more we mimic the effects are Reading Creek, the better the riparian recruitment we will see.
· And save as much riparian as possible.

ACTION:  Alcove, gravel bar, Approved.  Floodplain connection—hyporheic at least, with high flow connection to alcove.  Something that engages in a normal year (6-7K cfs, try for 3-4K cfs) APPROVED.

MID-PROJECT: REROUTING CHANNEL, ANABRANCHING CHANNELS discussion

· Take original design and spread it out, meander length needs to be elongated.  Some bedrock is there, but is not necessarily a construction constraint (just a cost constraint).  Geophysical investigations have begun and will be ongoing.
· “Controlled fracturing” is an option we haven’t utilized before, but may be a tool this year (with assistance from TEAMS).  CatEx is possible.  (Notetaker’s comment:  ???)
· Maybe instead of anabranching channels, the northernmost proposed channel could be a baseflow connection, and the lower branch could just be cleared for higher flows are coming through.
· Where is the bedrock, for the channel meander? (No immediate answer)
· Need to raise the curvature, create a tighter piece.  Create a “last hole on the right” using the bedrock and slam the flow into it. And put a log jam at the downstream end as well as the upstream end.  
· What flows do we want it to overtop at?  (Answer:  Whatever the plug is in the existing mainstem, at that or higher)
· Essentially, you don’t want to headcut through your fill, but want to build a grade control:  zero slope or even a positive slope where the meander flow comes back in.  Sloping or terracing the area on river left would allow the water to create a big, deep pool under the bedrock and then flow back over a wide area.
· Too many details at this point may be premature.  Need to see more of proposed design changes.

ACTION:  Everyone appears encouraged by these proposed changes.  State Design Group will keep in touch with Dave, TEAMS, etc. to move the suggestions forward. APPROVED.

SPLIT FLOW/WOOD-ROCK CLUSTER AREA discussion

· Suggest working on both sides of the river, not just one.  
· Re-calculating the wavelength of the upper feature changes this area, so using the current feature concepts is moot.  We can’t do many mega things in a small stretch, so perhaps go lighter than originally proposed here.  
· Knocking into the existing berm in spots may be an option.  Adding wood and rocks, etc.
· Sounds like something similar to Wheel Gulch, so lighter approach is good idea.
· Yes, just bing-bong the flow, either by removing material or adding material, or some combination of each.
· There doesn’t seem to be enough room for two meander lengths of flow, but pushing water into as much of that desert-like terrace is recommended.  Perhaps a jam to re-direct a bit of the flow into a small side channel where the meander comes back in.  
· Don’t recommend cutting into the apex of the meander bend, but rather something after the water comes back into existing channel.  Let it do its thing, maybe not all the way to baseflow but a good amount of the time. A pond, a sidechannel, whatever.  If it doesn’t stay, it will still be a wetland, good riparian.
· Can also use spoils strategically, not just against the hillside.

ACTION:  Recalculating meander length. APPROVED.

LAST HOLE ON THE LEFT AND BELOW FEATURES

· Backwater wetland complex similar to what was done at Lorenz.   Right now there’s a cool little eddy there.
· The large berm along river right could be lowered at the downstream end, stopping before the control which affects the last-hole-on-the-left.
· Smaller benches could continue farther up, but within the wetland area.  No constructed connection at high end above the control.  Hyporheic at the low end, fine.
· Would like a little bit of removal where a point bar would form.  Just a portion, not affecting the hydraulic to a great extent.  
· We can create big things anywhere, so creating less constriction in some areas (or leaving it alone) also adds—or continues to maintain—diversity.
· TEAMS folks will provide sketches of this area to clarify what everyone is kind of agreeing on, and what we may not be in agreement on.

HVT DESIGN GROUP - Fred Meyer presentation on Douglas City project

· Has upping the elevation of the plug been kicked around?  Just asking, not suggesting. (Answer:   Hesitant to higher it any more as we are raising the water elevation over a foot already, so starting to create FEMA concerns)  
· No channel excavation is proposed, and having raised the plug could cause additional headcutting.  As part of our assessment, we want to keep this effect in mind.
· Perhaps use the same technique as at Lowden and put in wood to minimize that risk.  Fish love it at Lowden.
· Make sure to consider what the scour depth will be at the downstream toe of the plug, so that you don’t get a failing riprap effect. 
 
LUNCH

PHASE II PLANNING DISCUSSION – Bandrowski, et al. presentation

Modules:  2D Hydraulic module, Logic Module, Data Frame Analysis
(see Phase II Planning Roll-out handout)



Tentative schedule: 

June—Finalize modules
July—Comments and refinement
August – Final recommendations and TAMWG-TMC presentation
September—Approvals and Final Report
October thru December—Implementation recommendations

Q:  What if the analyses show preferred sites we, logically, think cannot be done or were already recently done (i.e. Hocker Flat, Poker Bar, Lorenz Gulch)
A:  That is the human component:  we either act on or do not.  But the analyses are, of course, minus this component and will be unbiased from any political, financial, or redundancy standpoints.

MODULE DISCUSSION - Nate Bradley presentation on Hydraulic Development Model

Calibration Mesh Details:  habitat and geomorphic, size, length and width, boundary conditions, water surface elevations-bathymetric vs. observational, more 

· Calibration of the model is tied to 10 sets of steady releases over time from Lewiston, and gaged and ungagged tributary accretions (problematic at Limekiln and Douglas City, and have been for some years) 
· Model water surface is for the center of every mesh panel. Predictions at model boundaries are most suspect, but misfit spikes overall are few and not abnormally high.  
· Analysis Results are 2D mesh, Cross section averaged, and Panel averaged
· Could life stage modeling be determined through the development of these modules?  (Answer:  Through a piecemeal approach of picking your time series, running the module, sequestering the data, then over again and again.  A flow-to-habitat model could be done by pulling numbers out of the hydrograph and running it through the hydraulic model.  Do a post-processing continuous 2D time series, in other words.  Basically you could do as many models as you have the patience to analyze)
· But this does not calc non-steady state conditions such as tributary accretions at winter base flow…? (Answer:  Actually we began building those models last week.  Also, the gage data averaged seemed to mimic a wet water year so we’re still discussing how to dissect the data for the most accurate parameters)

There are two distinct goals, not to be confused with one another:  1) The level we need to get to in order to effectively inform the Design Team and 2) then, down the line, how to use this for more precise habitat modeling

MODULE DISCUSSION - Josh Murauskas presentation on Logic Development Model

Strength of this approach is the ability to see overall potential or overall “lack of potential” of an area that we might otherwise choose to work at, and be able to turn the dial up or down on an element (shear stress, or vorticity, for example) and see how changing one thing could have a large ripple effect on habitat potential.  The conceptual model is still a work in progress and it needs input from the team, especially metrics.

ACTION ITEM:  Suggestions in 2 weeks from Team members

FEDERAL DESIGN GROUP - Logan Negherbon and Dave Gaeuman presentation on Limekiln

· Perched berm with back swale on river left, some protruding bedrock.  River right has existing side channels—we plan to use those to enhance and expand habitat but don’t want to change them too much since they already function.  
· Upper left side channel has 2 separate entrances, lower has one with an alternate design that has two.  Lower feature has in-channel features to affect flow and increase complexity.  Two upper floodplain areas have some modifications planned, with some substrate changes in the channel.
· Discussion topics for next time would be whether to include the low area at the top right of the ESL, and also the area on bottom left that could be a longer or shorter side channel depending on the advantages either way.
· Would moving the upper, proposed entrance to the lower left side channel work better if it tied into the riffle above it? (Answer: There are bedrock constraints there as well as at the end of the channel)
· Q:  What is the reason for the 2 entrances?  In the past, some have turned into exits or filled. (Answer:  If it works, we have more edge.  If not, there is a “backup entrance”)
· We are looking to reduce impact by going in and back out, leaving all the overhang as much as possible.  Improvising in the field to keep good riparian elements, avoiding good trees, etc. 
· Q:  Can we use the big trees (that the BLM is allowing us to use) in this design?  (Answer:  Sure, as opposed to burying them, yes.  Just push ‘em in)
· The ‘blobs’ at the bottom are there to slow the water down at higher flows but then also to push the water side-to-side for additional habitat.  Right now, as is, that grassy area is kind of unique, although not for fish habitat.

ACTION ITEM:  Get ideas to Dave and Logan
ACTION ITEM:  Site visit at 450 cfs

REHAB SITE MONITORING PLAN - Ernie Clarke and DJ Bandrowski discussion

The SAB will get the list of 2015’s Investigation Plans by the week’s end, so the discussion today is not how things will be done but more what topics the Team would like to see included in an effectiveness monitoring plan beyond 2015.  (see Handout Channel Rehab Priorities, May 2014)

Comment:  All of the potential questions listed on the handout are fundamental to the Program, and it’s kind of strange that almost all of these are NOT currently being studied or monitored.  However, the most basic question for our projects is “Are fish using it?”  Density studies and utilization of features are key to the continuation of the Program, not only for local stakeholders but all the way of to the Congressional level.

Such easily obtained data like temperature baseline and variation in the Trinity River is a maligned topic and has been reported so often as the inverse of what it is. Our critical rearing habitat temps are most often too cold, and we don’t have the temperature gradients that we should.

Response:  Good observation and well taken.  However, there is no reason to be discomfited because key studies are being done and have been almost grandfathered in, being as they were fundamental to some members and have been advocated for over many years.  Because we are a partnership, fundamental questions vary widely across the partnership.  

And of course funding is always a constraint, so we need to keep advocating for any studies we can show are critical and move the Program forward for more and more data sets.  The ones we have currently are invaluable, and we just need to keep adding to them.

Data synthesis, organization of data, and building of a cohesive library of knowledge seems like a good use of dollars since there are a lot of people that have been here a long time and there has been a great amount of data collected in so many fields.  There are also a lot of short timers without that background and history, and have not seen these areas change (or not change) over time.  The potential for redundancy is high but also adaptive management cannot take place without the availability of real time data.

Comment:  We have too much information and not enough knowledge.  The biologists get an “F”.  The leadership of the Science Program has failed.  We need to make sense of what we’ve got.  Those closest to the project are farthest from the assessment of it.  Evolution of a project has been separated from the engineers who are charged with building new projects using an adaptive management framework without the data from which to adaptively manage, and thus it is a recipe for a lousy implementation.  

Response:  The Design Team is a multi-disciplined entity and collectively we excel or we fail.  It is not just one group; it is all of us working together to rise to the challenge.  Only looking back, it is easy to assign blame.  We need to use past experience to continue to refine our efforts and move forward effectively.

HATCHERY DESIGN DISCUSSION

Due to biological concerns and areas of conflicting viewpoints in management direction, the hatchery design has been postponed until at least 2016.

Q:  What is the relationship of the weir hole to the hatchery?
A:  The question is where the 50 percent demarcation line is between natural-origin fish and hatchery fish, and while it is somewhere in the Lewiston area, we don’t know for sure.  That is a key issue that has to be tackled.

LARGE WOOD MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE

No comments have been received yet from the group.  If there are comments, please submit these soon.
Question to move on today:  Is a large wood plan needed?  Yes.  Long term importance of this Program will be evident in the mature riparian forest that feeds the river, both as a living corridor and as large woody debris that falls into the river.  Our project sites – or the cumulative effects thereof-- may or may not be around in 100+ years, but the riparian forest should be.  

Q:  How should we recommend to the TMC to move forward on our Plan?  Contract out?  Internal experts?  Work Group structure?  
A:  Hybrid approach:  Outside driver, Design Team internal review, perhaps.  Not too big, balanced representation.  Work backward from an end date to determine anticipated participation commitment.

ACTION ITEM:  Send Doodle poll for conference call to determine planning members (Wes Smith).
ACTION ITEM:  Rehab Effectiveness monitoring – 3 weeks
ACTION ITEM:  Talk to TMC members about large wood plan

