ATTACHMENT – DRAFT AGENDA
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DESIGN TEAM MEETING (Optional)- Optional
Upper Junction Douglas City Implementation
TRRP Office/UDC Field Visit—Technical Discussion
 
Wednesday, April 16, 2014 10:00 AM
Participants
In Attendance: DJ Bandrowski (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); John Bair (McBain Assoc./HVT consultant);Michele Gallagher (TRRP); Charley Miller (CardnoEntrix, consultant); Seth Lawrence (DWR); Scott Kennedy (DWR)

Note taker:  Michele Gallagher (TRRP)
Summary of Next Steps / New Action Items:

1. Technical comments on design revisit, due Wednesday, April 23, 2014
2. Recommendations on risk assessment methodology used by CardnoEntrix, due April 23, 2014

Summary of considerations

· Middle island, upstream of Weaver Creek delta, as limiting factor
· Sufficiency of flow vectors to convey material, affecting new channel movement back into existing channel
· Coarse material placement, using hyporheic flow at bottom of forced meander
· Technical risk vs. stakeholder concerns
· Habitat gains vs. geomorphic complexity
1. Introductions / Agenda Review

DJ Bandrowski opened the meeting, stating that the goal of the meeting was to get an update from the HVT Design Group.  Bids are coming in and the contractors have been informed that changes could occur before construction or on the ground, based on the latest technical analyses.  Risk assessment is integral to all projects—CardnoEntrix (Charley Miller) is doing the risk assessment for this project.

Design has gone through environmental assessment, VE study, two design stages (2010 and 2012), and internal/external review.  This project will be conspicuous and scrutinized by the public, possibly more than any that have come before.  While public perception is important, this group must focus on technical risk and implementing a project that maximizes function, complexity, habitat, desired evolution, etc.

Powerpoint Presentation (Fred Meyer)

Fred Meyer gave a presentation of the most current site design version, identifying areas that were of concern during previous internal and external reviews, and provided the latest analyses and modeling results.

Comments from the group centered on the likelihood of greater deposition in some areas than currently predicted, affecting stream power and leading to the failure of the forced meander returning to the existing channel as designed.  Suggestions for minimizing this risk included less excavation of the floodplain, using more hyporheic flow rather than all surface flow where the turn creates a wetted channel, moving the alcove to river left, and incorporating more/different wood structure locations.  

Other considerations included losing the middle island (and whether that was a concern or not), pool filling, changes affecting the quality of the fishing experience in that area, and whether large disturbances (such as major channel movement across the lowered floodplain ) would actually equate to significant habitat gains.

One commenter pointed out that the result of having headwater flow through willow baffles is more riparian surface that develops and recruits more riparian growth.  Another stated that this area had fewer private property/infrastructure concerns than most and that taking advantage of that—despite the higher risk of ‘failure’ of some design features—is worth trying in order to achieve Program goals.  Still, some members held that the greater technical risk in a more aggressive design could undermine the integrity of the Program itself.  

Discussion followed on the risk assessment to be conducted by CardnoEnrix, and how the risk would be presented and evaluated.  Charley Miller talked about safety, and then how the usual elements of stability and uncertainty are handled differently with this type of project, due to Program objectives of promoting dynamic processes vs. static conditions.

Lunch Break – 11:30

The group adjourned to have lunch and then to continue discussions at the project site.

Field Visit – 12:30 to 3:30

The group toured the project site and discussed all the design features.  The features had been staked out by Logan Negherbon and JD Lewis to help visualize and geo-locate in the field.  The group engaged in a collaborative discussion and the HVT Design Group was very receptive to input.    The group discussed the following items:

· Minor planform adjustment to IC-1/IC-2 split forced meander complex toward the upstream
· Increasing entrance width of IC-2 to encourage deposition in the existing mainstem vs. new channel alignment
· Modification to IC-1 upstream top elevation and alcove location
· Enhancement to material gradation of IC-1 fill matrix
· Downstream planform/alignment modification to IC-2 outlet back to existing mainstem, more aggressive approach angle.
· Removing R-3 floodplain bench and strategically increasing existing ground elevation to encourage streampower to be maintained in the new channel to help route sediment.
· Enhancement/Relocation of R-2 floodplain bench areas to avoid healthy riparian revegetation planted in 2008.
· Encouraged extensive large wood installations in IC-4 for habitat

