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Attendees:
· Conor Shea, USFWS
· David Gaeuman, Yurok Tribe
· Scott McBain, Hoopa Valley Tribe/McBain and Associates
· Scott Kennedy, CDWR
· Todd Buxton, TRRP/Reclamation
· Wes Smith, NMFS (PM)
· Brandt Guthermuth, TRRP/Reclamation (PM)
· Logan Negherbon, TRRP/Reclamation (PM)
· Smokey Pittman, Hoopa Valley Tribe/ McBain and Associates  (via Phone)

ACTION ITEMS DERIVED FROM THE MEETING
PHYSICAL PERFORMANCE METRICS
1. Dave Gaeuman will develop a pilot presentation of the Floodplain Inundation Metric and Bed Relief Metric for the September TMC meeting.
2. Scott McBain will develop a pilot presentation of the Bar Area metric for the September TMC meeting.
3. Conor Shea will contact Nick Som and determine what form of presentation material that Nick is seeking for the presentation.
4. Conor Shea will discuss need to revisit coarse sediment management plan to address habitat objectives and new locations with the Executive Director and IDT.
MEETING NOTES
REVIEW OF IDT MEETING (SHEA) 
Reviewed discussion of spring 2019 flow releases and planning for future flow releases.
PHYSICAL PERFORMANCE METRICS
Conor Shea (CS) started discussion by indicating that IDT directed the Physical Workgroup to develop up to three metrics for use in a Pilot presentation to TMC in September.
The Workgroup discussed purpose of metrics and limitations of previous metric work.
· Dave Gaeuman (DG) commented that objectives need to be redefined and that we are boxed in by the current framework.
· Group discussed that integration of Physical and Biological processes is missed by metrics with single-discipline focus.  
· DG commented that the metrics have to be less reductionist.
· Scott McBain (SM) commented that there is a struggler with complexity and that going from Appendix B to IAP breakdown would identify appropriate indices.
· DG discussed differences between spatial metrics (which allows comparison of different reaches) and temporal metrics (which allow evaluation of trends).
· Todd Buxton (TB) commented that we need to hone in on objectives we think are critical and then define appropriate metrics.
· SM commented that we should track processes rather than trends, but that metrics representing physical outcomes are easier to understand than metrics that track processes.
Dave Gaeuman gave a presentation on several metrics that he has developed and explored:
1. A Floodplain Inundation Metric which compares wetted width for a given discharge to valley width. 
2. A Bed Relief metric which evaluates the variability of flow depths for a given discharge. 
3. A Velocity Gradient metric that evaluates velocity changes over distance (which is tied to fish forage energy use). Dave noted that he is still working on development of the Velocity Gradient Metric.
4. In the discussion that followed, TB asked how to tie metrics back in to management actions. DG responded that metrics are useful for diagnosing condition, which then suggests appropriate management actions.
Todd Buxton led a discussion on metrics to assess grain size targets and how to defined grain size targets.
After further discussion, the Workgroup agreed to develop three metrics for the September pilot presentation:
· The Floodplain Inundation Metric (to be developed by DG).
· The Bed Relief Metric (to be developed by DG).
· Bar Area Metrics (to be developed by SM).
HAMILTON PONDS
Conor Shea related a request from Mike Dixon to review existing data (and any ad hoc data that can be easily collected) to determine how much capacity remains in the lower Hamilton Pond, and any reasonable estimate of the volume of sediment which may have been transported into the two ponds this past winter.
The Workgroup discussed several aspects of Hamilton Ponds:
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Surveys were performed in 2007 and 2018. At the time of the meeting, the 2018 survey data was not available. A fill rate for the ponds could be computed once both surveys are completed. 
· Conor Shea presented several photos collected by Damon Goodman showing habitat features with thin the pond that had developed as a result of sedimentation in 2019. Conor Shea related Damon’s opinion that the habitat was dynamics and essentially what we are trying to create in the main river.
· There was some discussion about if the original objective for the operation of Hamilton Ponds (i.e., fine sediment trapping) is still a valid concern.
The Workgroup concluded the following:
1. There is sufficient storage capacity in the lower pond to keep the sediment trapping functions operational for now.
2. Further dredging should wait until the Fine Sediment Assessment is completed. It is expected that the Fine Sediment Assessment will provide guidance on the question of if sediment trapping is still needed.
PHYSICAL SYNTHESIS REPORTS UPDATE
Updates were provided by Todd Buxton on development of the Fine Sediment Synthesis Report, Wes Smith on development of the Large Wood Synthesis Report, and by Scott McBain on the Coarse Sediment Management Synthesis Report.
GRAVEL AUGMENTATION 2019 – RESULTS AND ISSUES
Logan Negherbon presented photos and discussion of the 2019 Gravel Augmentation release. Logan noted concerns that he has about pre-placement of gravel before releases, which could result in a large gravel pile in the stream in the event there are significant changes in the flow release schedule. Although there were no problems this year, the changes in anticipated flows that occurred this year could occur in the future.
GRAVEL AUGMENTATION PLANNING UPDATE
The remainder of the meeting reviewed current and future gravel augmentation planning. Items of discussion included:
· TB asked if there could be a significant cost saving in not screening fines from augmented gravel. It was noted that several stockpiles of “processed” gravel exist and these were being used for current gravel augmentation.
· DG commented that we should develop reach scale objectives and consider disturbance creating gravel additions.
· CS asked if we expect augmentation to cause permanent change, or only temporary change.
· TB discussed scale issues. Where is gravel in deficit? Where can gravel be added to create effective disturbance?
· Wes Smith (WS) asked if we are adding sufficient gravel to reach thresholds for radical change.
· SM noted that on Clear Creek, too much gravel may have been added and suggested it would be useful for Workgroup to take a field trip to evaluate.
· TB discussed conceptual models that are employed to develop gravel augmentation plans. Among these are the conveyor model which treats gravel transport in the river as a continuous stream from the dam downriver, a disturbance model in which gravel augmentation creates a local impact, a deficit model in which gravel augmentation is needed to support bar development, and a roughness model in which gravel is needed to adjust transport rates by changing roughness.   TB stressed that these models needed to be tested and that we could and should conduct a series of small tests to gain knowledge.
· Brandt Guthermuth (BG) discussed permitting issues. He is working with the Waterboard to permit continued gravel augmentations. BG notes that there are channel rehabilitation sites that we can revisit and where we can do summer placements. However, proposed revisits are likely to need FEMA authorization depending on what is proposed. BG noted that current permit authority expires on May 20, 2020.
In a subsequent discussion that Conor Shea had with Brandt Guthermuth after the meeting, Brandt emphasized and clarified several points about the permitting process:
· The permit for existing augmentation locations can probably be extended.
· To permit any new placements not listed in the original permit will require description of new locations, access, and placement techniques. 
· Additional environmental studies (e.g. flood impact evaluation, water quality, etc.) and permitting procedures (NEPA, CEQA, public meetings, and public disclosure) could be required to permit new locations, new techniques, or adjustments to grain size distributions.
· There is limited time to make amendments in the existing permit conditions that could be included in the renewal of the existing permit. If the Physical Workgroup wants to recommend new locations, he will need to have recommendations and documentation soon.
· SM notes that the 2007 Coarse Sediment Management Plan looked at potential sites where gravel could be added, but did not consider how logistics (e.g., site access). A new plan is required that does examine logistics of supply, access, and impacts.
· DG noted that there are not that many places where gravel augmentation is feasible. 
· SM stated that gravel augmentation objectives need to go beyond addressing gravel deficits and need to use gravel to counter floodplain alterations.
After further discussion, the Workgroup concluded that there is a need to update the 2007coarse sediment management plan to address habitat improvement objectives; reevaluate sediment mixture of gravel augmentation placements; evaluate use of new placement techniques; and identify additional feasible augmentation sites in terms of site access, access to sediment, costs, and potential benefits to habitat. It was agreed that the Workgroup coordinator would raise this issue with the Executive Director and the IDT.
Meeting concluded at 4:00. 
BONUS: 
Links to TRRP Papers presented at 2019 SEDHYD conference:
 Effects of increasing gravel supplies, transport, and storage on channel morphology and habitat diversity in a reach of the Trinity River, California
David Gaeuman, Aaron Martin, Nicholas Som
 Hydroacoustic Monitoring of Bedload Transport in the Trinity River, California, USA
Wesley Smith
 Vegetation Modeling of the Trinity River between Lewiston Dam and the North Fork Trinity River
Jianchun Huang, Blair Greimann
