


Meeting Summary
Fish WORK GROUP
Thursday, October 3, 2024
TRRP Office/MS Teams

October 3, 2024: 10:30 AM

Participants
Chris Laskodi (YT-TRRP), Todd Buxton (TRRP), Jackie Bridegum (FWS), Eric Peterson (TRRP), Ken Lindke (CDFW), Karl Seitz (HVT), Kyle DeJuilio (YTF), Ty Wallin (FWS), Taylor Daley (FWS), Chad Martel (HVT), Seth Naman (NMFS), Mike Dixon (TRRP), Patrick Flynn (Trinity County)*
*notetaker

Action Items Derived During the Meeting
· The group was assigned specific tasks related to the 12-13 core monitoring and modelling reviews assigned to the Fish WG
· 
Summary of Meeting

10:30 Introductions, agenda finalizations

Workgroup talked about some fish disease and lesions that are seen on salmon and steelhead recently. HVT is doing some research to see how and why these are happening.

10:45 Develop annual work plan
· Main objectives: revise O&T
· Secondary objective: FY26 science proposals
· Ideally have those in place for FY26 fiscal year science planning.
· The 2-page briefs (there are 2 assigned to the Fish WG) are due at the end of the October. 
· Q2 Planning
· Hopefully the RFP for FY26 will be complete by end of Q2. Hopefully completion of core monitoring and modelling also by end of Q2. 
· In Q2 typically the Flow WG asks the other workgroups for input for spring flow planning. 
· Also added red carcass survey or presentation and fall escapement numbers to Q2.
· Review of WVF in Q2?
· Potential juvenile outmigration update?
· Present reviews for completed monitoring and modelling
· Group would like to have reviews forwarded as they become available
· Q3 Planning
· Proposals should be in from the RFPs.
· Review of core monitoring and modelling.
· Pulling data together for review of Winter Flows.
· Q4 Planning
· Review of preliminary results from WY2025 strategy
· Hopeful completion of core monitoring in Q4
· Revisions to O&T was moved here.
Ken made a request to have core monitoring reviews be done all at the same time, rather than having them come in piecemeal. There are positives and negatives to this and the group discussed these.

11:00 RFP Development: Nutrient Flux
· Development of 2-page brief
· Buxton asked how nutrients tie to the foodscape. Peterson clarified that the Science Plan only has 5 key uncertainties that proposals go into and this RFP and the foodscape modelling to support s3 fits more or less most appropriately in the nutrient flux key uncertainty.
· The DSS is surprisingly insensitive to changes in s3 input; the goal of the foodscape modelling is to provide s3 with more data to increase its sensitivity.
· Lindke volunteered to write the 2-page brief.
· The group ran through an outline of the 2-page brief.
· The group developed a sort of wishlist for what should be included in the brief.
· Cort Pryor has been playing with the green lidar but no results as of yet.
· 
13:00 RFP Development: Sediment Impacts
· Effects of suspended sediment and deposition. Probably the physical workgroup would take the lead on the 2-pager, but a rep from the fish WG would work with physical WG. Seth volunteered to be the fish WG rep. Chad Martel also will be a fish WG rep.
· The question is really “how far down the river are there too few or too many fines?” or “what is the extent of impacts of not implementing synchronized flows?” probably somewhere within the restoration reach. Are there advantages for implementing one synch flow, or two? What level of flows are needed to accomplish the fine sediment issues? 
· Seth asked about data of the DO going to zero for the redds last year
· Chad Martel has the data.
· Seth asked how many times since 2019 has the redd smothering happened?
· During the winter flow wy2025 action then the group can look at these effects.
· Todd and the physical workgroup will take the lead on this question.

14:00 LFA Presentation: What will be expected out of the Fish WG?
· Peterson gave a version of the presentation from Cramer Fish Sciences that he gave to the TMC on 9/18/24.
· Peterson reviewed the notes from the IDT meeting 9/11/24 where Cramer Fish Sciences gave their presentation.
· Buxton asked if there was any lead time for when Cramer would need data from scientists
· Peterson said probably scientists could see requests coming up in the next month or so
· The requests will be heavy on FWS
· Martel said that the data is spread among YT, HVT, and FWS and there will need to be collaboration to get data to CFS
· Lindke asked if there was a bandwidth or funding issue as to how to improve collection and recordation of data
· Martel said it was a combination of both.
· Lindke would be the point person to provide data from state and PFMC.
· Bridegum and Daley have been working with Cal Poly Humboldt for some data
· Frey emergence data:
· There was attempted a study recently but it was not successful/inconclusive
· As recently as 2010 there was some FWS data obtained (Mark Magnussen) but that was more egg survival
· Martel said there is an egg survival study being done on the tribs in Hoopa Reservation that may be available in the next year or so

14:30 Monitoring and Modeling Review: sub-group formation
· Laskodi wanted to go through the monitoring and modelling review sheet one by one for each core monitoring/modelling task
· Peterson gave an example of a monitoring review sheet that he filled out for the annual aerial imagery project
· Laskodi pointed out that often the monitoring modelling tasks often do not actually effectively inform management decisions, or do not actually meet an objective/target directly (like the aerial imagery – it doesn’t speak directly to the objective/target but does help out the program a lot in multiple ways)
· Peterson suggested that if that is the case, and it comes out of the monitoring/modelling review, let that be apparent and then a decision can be made as to whether to continue that monitoring/modelling task
· Lindke asked if there will be reviews of the reviews
· Peterson clarified that there will be a primary WG and secondary WG with review responsibilities. SAB will also review.
· Buxton asked if folks should consider cost when looking at the review (i.e. downstream creel surveys - $50k for maybe 25 fish counted)
· Dixon said it was important to consider cost but it was mostly a policy question depending on TMC input
· The WG went through each modelling/monitoring review tasks one-by-one and assigned folks to each task
· Mark-Recapture at Willow Creek Weir – Reviewer: Seth Naman, Karl Seitz, Chris Laskodi; POC: Ken Lindke
· Fall Run Scale Age – Reviewer: Ken Lindke, Seth Naman; POC: Karl Seitz
· Outmigrant – Reviewer: Seth Naman, Ken Lindke, Todd Buxton; POC: Ty Wallin
· YT Harvest (Lower Klamath) Reviewer: Chad Martel, Jackie Bridegum POC: Keith Parker (Chris Laskodi)
· HVT Harvest (Lower Trinity) (weir excluded). Reviewer: Zac Reinstein, Patrick Flynn POC: Karl Seitz
· Redd/Carcass Distribution Reviewer: Ken Lindke, Eric Wiseman?, Zac Reinstein, Karl Seitz POC: Steve Gough
· Lower Klamath Creel Survey: Reviewer: Chris Laskodi, Patrick Flynn POC: Ken Lindke
· Sport Harvest / Trinity Creel: Reviewer: Taylor Daley, Patrick Flynn POC: Karl Seitz
· Temperature Monitoring (not at USGS streamgages) [secondary WG: Flow] Reviewer: Todd Buxton, Chris Laskodi POC: Taylor Daley
· Juvenile Abundance (S3 - DSS Model) [secondary WG: Flow] Reviewer: Seth Naman, Eric Wiseman?, Ty Wallin POC: Chris Laskodi
· Temperature (RBM10 - DSS Model) Reviewer: Taylor Daley, Chris Laskodi POC: Todd Buxton
· Chinook Run-Size Estimate (forward to IDT)?
· There was a change in the first monitoring task to only review mark-recapture at the Willow Creek weir
15:45 Winter Flow Messaging: functional vs ecological vs environmental (time permitting)
· The group more-or-less agreed to use the terms that Kiana Abel presented in her email on 10/3/2024. The group did not have any specific recommendations for terms although there was some discussion.




