Meeting Notes Summary
Date: February 3, 2025
Attendees: Brad Nissen, Don Ashton, Simone Groves, Eric Peterson, James Lee, Elliot Sarnacki, Ty Wallin, Kenneth Lindke, Patrick Flynn, Jackie Bridegum, Evan MacKinnon, Chris Laskodi, Oliver Rogers, Jeanne Mcsloy (via Eric Peterson)
· Agenda:
· Finalize review of Target memo for turtles
· Get update on status of Wood Management Plan writing (Synthesis Report)
· Discuss proposal ideas for FY26 Uncertainties: Turtle temps
· Check in on completing the monitoring and modeling forms
· Discuss BOR acquired parcels and possible field trip/habitat improvement
· Check in on priorities for FY25 identified in Workgroup Action tracker
· Bring awareness to the Environmental (winter) flow study being discussed
1. Introductions
· The meeting commenced with a round of introductions, allowing participants to share their names and affiliations.
· Key Introductions:
· Brad Nissen: US Fish and Wildlife Service, Riparian Aquatic Ecology Work Group Coordinator.
· Simone Groves: New riparian ecologist for the Hoopa Valley Tribe and Bureau of Reclamation.
· Don Ashton: Herpetologist with extensive experience in the program, currently working at Applied River Sciences.
· Eric Peterson: TRRP Science Coordinator in the Weaverville office.
· James Lee: TRRP Implementation Branch Chief.
· Elliot Sarnacki: Engineering Technician, TRRP.
· Ty Wallin: US Fish and Wildlife Service, Science Liason.
· Kenneth Lindke: California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Restoration Program.
· Patrick Flynn: Trinity County Natural Resources Division.
· Jackie Bridegum: US Fish and Wildlife Service, Arcata office.
· Evan MacKinnon: Department of Water Resources.
· Chris Laskodi: Yurok Tribe, Fish Work Group Coordinator.
· Oliver Rogers: Civil Engineer with the program office.
· Jeanne Mcsloy: Environmental Scientist (represented by Eric Peterson due to technical issues).
2. Finalize Review of Target Memo for Turtles
· Brad Nissen introduced the first agenda item regarding the finalization of a target memo for turtles, which had been drafted in the previous meeting.
· The memo proposes a new temperature-related target aimed at enhancing conditions for turtles as part of the TRRP objectives.
· Key Points Discussed:
· The target aims to increase thermal diversity by ensuring that mean daily maximum temperatures are at least 4°C above the historical mean daily maximum temperatures during June and July. This enhancement is intended to improve aquatic habitats and structural features that benefit various life stages of turtles.
· The memo underwent revisions based on feedback from the Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) and the Science Advisory Board (SAB) while Nissen was on vacation. The revisions included making the temperature target more specific and clarifying the time period when these conditions are most critical for turtles.
· Nissen shared the updated target in the chat for attendees to review, emphasizing the importance of final approval before submission to the IDT team.
· New Target: “Increase thermal diversity to provide warmer waters, specifically areas with mean daily maximum temperatures at least 4 ºC above thalweg mean daily maximum temperatures during June and July, through enhancement of aquatic habitats and structural features used by various age classes of northwestern pond turtles.”
· There was a call for any objections or further comments regarding the memo.
· Responses:
· Don Ashton indicated he had been involved throughout the process and did not feel the need to comment further.
· Ken Lindke expressed no objections to the revised memo.
· The discussion concluded with Nissen seeking a final consensus to move forward with the memo, which was met with general agreement from the attendees.
Next Steps
· The finalized target memo will be submitted to the IDT team for further consideration, pending any last-minute objections from the group.
3. Update on the Status of the Wood Management Plan
· Brad introduced the next agenda item regarding the status of the Wood Management Plan and turned the discussion over to Jackie Bridegum and Patrick Flynn for updates.
· Jackie Bridegum's Update:
· Bridegum shared that she has been working on the history section of the Wood Management Plan, focusing on compiling background information from various reports and recommendations.
· She expressed uncertainty about the level of detail required for the plan, specifically whether to follow the detailed approach outlined in the Trinity River Channel Design Guide or to focus more generally on wood loading.
· Bridegum mentioned that she has started reviewing other reports and data related to wood management but has not yet addressed other sections of the plan.
· Discussion Points:
· Oliver Rogers contributed that while the Environmental Assessment (EA) was detailed, the documentation should allow for flexibility in implementation. He cautioned against being overly specific in the plan to ensure adaptability in future projects.
· Simone Groves suggested that John Bair, who has experience with wood management, could provide valuable insights and offered to facilitate communication if needed.
· Collaboration and Next Steps:
· Nissen proposed forming a subgroup of knowledgeable individuals to assist Jackie in developing the plan and ensuring she receives input from various perspectives.
· Patrick Flynn supported the idea of gathering a subject matter expert group, including individuals like Josh Boyce, Aaron Martin, and Kyle De Julio, to facilitate collaboration and keep the project moving forward.
· The group discussed the need for a timeline to ensure progress, with a suggestion to schedule a follow-up meeting by the end of the month and report back to the group in April.
· Nissen introduced Eric Peterson to explain that if we aren’t going to be doing any implementation of wood augmentation this year, the group should provide a statement to the IDT explaining that further development of the plan was needed.
· Urgency and Implementation:
· Eric Peterson suggested not delaying action on wood augmentation until final completion of the Wood Management Plan, as it has taken years. He suggested that the group could start taking action based on the current understanding of needs rather than waiting for the plan's completion.
· The group acknowledged the urgency of addressing wood augmentation, particularly in light of previous discussions about the need for structural diversity in habitats, which is critical for species like turtles.
· Oliver Rogers highlighted the importance of coordinating with the Yurok Tribe, which has a contract to acquire large wood, to ensure that the necessary resources are available for any planned augmentation efforts.
· Nissen asked about how this process was done in the past, and Rogers clarified that there has been no wood augmentation by the program up to this point. Hence the urgent need for it now. Rogers emphasized that coupling wood management and sediment management could be beneficial in certain circumstances where both are needed. 
· Peterson reminded the group that excavation for large wood augmentation cannot be done under the current EA, that would require additional NEPA consultation, but it can be placed on the ground. Peterson reminded the group it doesn’t necessarily need to be done alongside sediment management. 
· Rogers reminded the group that July 15 – Sept 15 is the in-channel work window. There is a loose deadline established by the flow work group of having a plan in place by June if action is to be taken. 
· The group noted that wood augmentation can be done outside of that work window if the wood is placed outside of the wetted channel. However, because water quality is linked to the EA, the group will still want to focus on that timing.
· Action Items:
· Patrick Flynn and Jackie Bridegum will coordinate to establish a subgroup and schedule a meeting to discuss the implementation plan for wood management.
· The subgroup will focus on developing a clear implementation plan while also working on the synthesis report.
· The group agreed that if no plan is ready to present at the TMC meeting in March, that a statement explaining the current situation and estimated timeline for the plan would be provided.
· The group agreed to keep the momentum going and report back on progress in early April, with the possibility of scheduling additional meetings as needed.
· Conclusion:
· Nissen expressed appreciation for the collaborative efforts and encouraged ongoing communication among the subgroup members. He emphasized the importance of balancing urgency with careful planning to ensure successful implementation of the Wood Management Plan.
4. Discuss Proposal Ideas for FY26 Uncertainties: Turtle Temperatures
· Introduction:
· Brad Nissen initiated the discussion on proposal ideas for FY26 uncertainties, specifically focusing on turtle temperatures. He reminded attendees of the proposal submission deadline of February 28, which is in preparation for the June TMC meeting where funding will be voted on.
· Proposal Development:
· Don Ashton indicated that he plans to collaborate with Scott, Fred, and Justin Alvarez (Applied River Sciences/Hoopa Valley Tribal Fisheries) to confirm their interest in developing a proposal. He emphasized the importance of defining methods and verifying on-ground actions related to turtle temperature management.
· Ashton expressed the need for discussions with Kyle DeJulio and Dave Gaeuman, as their modeling work is integral to the proposal.
· Brainstorming Session:
· Simone Groves shared that she, along with Scott and Ty, had a brainstorming session that generated five ideas linking hypotheses to flow management, which could be relevant to the proposal. She offered to share these ideas in the chat for further inspiration.
· Ty Wallin clarified that while the ideas relate to monitoring winter variable flow experiments, they are also connected to the broader context of turtle temperature management.
· Flow Management Considerations:
· The group discussed the relationship between flow management and turtle temperatures, noting that winter flows impact summer temperatures. Eric Peterson highlighted that earlier base flows could lead to warmer summer temperatures, which is beneficial for turtles.
· Ashton pointed out the importance of understanding both surface and hyporheic flows, as current models do not account for hyporheic flow, which could affect actual water temperatures.
· Proposal Review Process:
· Nissen inquired how the group could best support the proposal development. Ashton suggested drafting the proposal and running it by his supervisors, as well as involving key individuals like Brad, Dave, and Kyle for their insights.
· Peterson raised concerns about potential conflicts of interest if those involved in developing the proposal also participate in the review process. He suggested that the flow work group could be enlisted to review the proposal to avoid any conflicts if it was decided that the RAE group needed to be involved in the proposal development.
· Next Steps:
· Ashton agreed to coordinate closely with Nissen and the other key individuals to draft the proposal. He will also reach out to Scott and Justin to gauge their interest in moving forward.
· Nissen expressed his willingness to assist in structuring the proposal and ensuring its quality, despite not being a recipient of any funding.
· Conclusion:
· The group concluded that they have a plan in place to develop a proposal for turtle temperature management. Ashton will follow up with his colleagues, and further meetings will be scheduled to facilitate the proposal's progress.
5. Check-in on Completing the Monitoring and Modeling Forms
· Overview:
· Brad Nissen initiated a brief discussion on the status of the monitoring and modeling forms that were assigned to various members during the last meeting.
· Update from James Lee:
· James Lee reported that he is in the process of finalizing the forms and will produce them for the work group’s review.
· He confirmed that he would have the forms ready by the next meeting.
· Next Steps:
· Nissen requested that once James completes the forms, he can either send them directly to the work group or forward them to Nissen for distribution.
· Nissen expressed appreciation for James's efforts and noted that this item would be added to the agenda for the next meeting.
· Conclusion:
· The discussion concluded quickly, with no further comments or questions regarding the monitoring and modeling forms.
6. Discuss BOR Acquired Parcels and Possible Field Trip/Habitat Improvement
· Introduction:
· Brad Nissen opened the discussion regarding parcels acquired by the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) and potential habitat improvement opportunities. He referenced an email from Mike Dixon about these parcels and introduced James Lee to provide an update on his reconnaissance of the sites.
· Reconnaissance Report by James Lee:
· James Lee, with assistance from Elliot Sarnacki, reviewed the Yellow House property, which is owned by BOR. The majority of the property is on the right bank of the river, characterized by steep and rugged terrain with limited accessibility and a side channel running through it.
· The left bank, just upstream from the Douglas City Bridge, is more accessible and features a mix of riparian vegetation, including a dense understory of Himalayan Blackberry. The adjacent landowner regularly mows the blackberries to provide access trails.
· Lee suggested that the site could serve as a demonstration plot for manual control of blackberries, potentially involving outreach events to educate the public on invasive species management.
· Discussion on Blackberry Management:
· Simone Groves expressed interest in conducting a project to study the effects of blackberry treatment in riparian areas, emphasizing the need for a structured study to track results and secure funding.
· Lee agreed that a small-scale project could be beneficial and proposed a field trip to the site for further brainstorming and planning.
· Field Trip Planning:
· The group discussed the timing of the field trip, aiming to avoid periods of high water flow. Lee suggested that late April to late May would be optimal for plant identification and management discussions. The Record of Decision (ROD) flows could keep the area inundated until May 22. Groves thought that June would provide the best timing and the group agreed.
· Groves recommended conducting treatments during the winter when the ground is wet, followed by summer maintenance with less hazardous methods.
· Interest in Additional Sites:
· Lee also presented to the group on another site, River Acres. Nissen noted the interest in visiting the River Acres parcel, which has more potential for habitat improvement due to its larger area, particularly on river left. Lee confirmed that this site has been previously used for restoration efforts and could benefit from further exploration. 
· Don Ashton pointed out that the River Acres site was formerly known as Valdor Gulch with an associated restoration site from back in the mid 90s.
· The group discussed the importance of addressing fire hazard concerns in the neighborhood surrounding River Acres, suggesting that any proposed improvements should consider fire risk reduction.
· Next Steps:
· Nissen proposed sending out a poll to gauge interest in the field trip and determine suitable dates for the visit. He emphasized the importance of having Lee present to guide the group during the trip.
· Eric Peterson suggested including discussions on wood augmentation sites during the field trip, particularly exploring the combination of wood and gravel enhancements.
· Conclusion:
· The discussion concluded with a consensus on the importance of the field trip for hands-on exploration and planning. Nissen will coordinate the scheduling and logistics, with plans to provide updates in the next meeting.
7. Check-in on Priorities for FY25 Identified in Workgroup Action Tracker
· Overview:
· Brad Nissen revisited the action tracker priorities established during the September 2024 meeting, which outlined recommendations and priorities for the workgroup. He aimed to assess the group's thoughts on these priorities as they move further into 2025.
· Action Tracker Review:
· Nissen shared his screen to display the action tracker, which was developed to track recommendations from synthesis reports and prioritize actions for the workgroup.
· The primary priority identified for calendar year 2025 was to evaluate the current condition of berms along the river, and there was specific mentioning of involving John Bair. The group discussed the need for a study plan that would involve GIS analysis and field checks to assess the berms' status and their impact on blackberry and riparian encroachment.
· Discussion on Berm Evaluation:
· Simone Groves expressed interest in validating the berm conditions by comparing LIDAR data with blackberry populations. She proposed establishing a framework for a study on blackberry removal in riparian areas.
· Nissen supported this idea, emphasizing that developing a study plan would be a manageable task for the workgroup this year.
· Next Steps for Berm Evaluation:
· Nissen suggested that he and Groves connect to discuss how to move forward with the study plan and share it with the workgroup for feedback and collaboration.
· Groves indicated her enthusiasm for the project, particularly in understanding how invasive species influence sediment movement and deposition.
· Additional Priorities:
· Nissen noted that there were other priorities on the action tracker, such as developing a revised vegetation encroachment hypothesis and evaluating variable summer base flows. However, these were not prioritized for immediate action in 2025.
· Annual Review Process:
· Nissen mentioned that the workgroup would continue to revisit the action tracker annually to assess accomplishments and adjust priorities for future years.
· Eric Peterson clarified that the action tracker is specific to the workgroup and does not directly correlate with funding opportunities, emphasizing that the tracker is a tool for tracking progress and recommendations rather than a guarantee of funding.
· Conclusion:
· The discussion concluded with Nissen affirming the plan to collaborate with Groves on the berm evaluation study plan. He encouraged the workgroup to continue discussing the action tracker and any additional suggestions or changes they might have.
8. Bring Awareness to the Environmental (Winter) Flow Study Being Discussed
· Introduction:
· Brad Nissen introduced the final agenda item, inviting Ty Wallin to provide an update on the environmental winter flow study.
· Overview of Winter Flow Study:
· Ty Wallin reported on a recent collaborative meeting involving the IDT and the Flow Work Group, discussing the ongoing winter flow action and the need for monitoring as part of this experimental approach.
· The meeting focused on developing hypotheses and monitoring mechanisms to assess the effects of synchronized flows and future flow increases on the river ecosystem.
· Monitoring and Hypothesis Development:
· Wallin emphasized the importance of establishing testable hypotheses and collecting data to support flow management decisions. The workgroups will be instrumental in suggesting monitoring methods and refining these hypotheses.
· Eric Peterson clarified that while there is existing monitoring relevant to the study, the primary focus is on constructing hypotheses that can be verified or falsified based on incoming data.
· Discussion on Yellow-Legged Frogs:
· Ken Lindke raised concerns about the effects of winter flow changes on yellow-legged frogs, suggesting that elevated and variable flows could influence egg deposition timing and survival rates.
· Don Ashton supported Lindke’s comments, noting that flow variability could enhance frog reproduction by reducing pre-peak egg deposition.
· Pilot Project Proposal:
· Peterson mentioned that Jeanne is looking into a pilot project to monitor egg mass deposition and timing, utilizing historical data and previous survey sites to assess changes in frog populations. Some previous sites to be used would include Indian Creek, and Oregon Gulch. 
· Ashton offered to provide guidance on specific sites to use for the pilot project if needed.
· General Discussion:
· The group discussed the potential for upstream breeding of frogs in response to flow management changes. Ashton noted that while breeding is typically found near tributary mouths, improved flow management could encourage frogs to move upstream.
· Wallin and Peterson indicated that they are still formulating specific requests for technical expertise and monitoring strategies related to the winter flow study.
· Next Steps:
· Wallin and Peterson plan to continue discussions with workgroups to refine the hypotheses and monitoring strategies. They encouraged participants to think about existing data that could serve as a baseline for comparison against new flow management regimes.
· Nissen encouraged attendees to share any ideas or proposals for hypotheses that could be explored in relation to the winter flow study.
· Conclusion:
· Nissen thanked everyone for their participation and contributions, highlighting the productive discussions and the importance of collaboration moving forward. He noted that he would coordinate with Ty on meeting notes and action items.
9. Additional Discussions
· The group discussed the listing status of the Western Pond Turtle, with updates indicating movement but no definitive timeline.
· Nissen encouraged participants to ensure their names are on the work group email list and to reach out if not included. Eric Peterson reminded the group that official participants are kept to two individuals (a core rep and an alternate) for each participating agency in TRRP, and others are welcomed as needed for specific topics.
10. Next Steps
· Action Items:
· Brad Nissen: Send out a poll for field trip interest and availability, coordinate with Simone on the berm study plan. Send out notes from the meeting and a poll to schedule the next meeting in April.
· James Lee: Finalize and distribute monitoring and modeling forms.
· Don Ashton: Confirm proposal participation from team members.
· Ty Wallin & Eric Peterson: Continue developing hypotheses for the winter flow study and engage work groups for input.
· Patrick Flynn and Jackie Bridegum will coordinate to establish a subgroup and schedule a meeting to discuss the implementation plan for wood management.
· Eric Peterson will add Simone Groves to the RAEWG email list. 
· Simone Groves will coordinate with Nissen on the berm evaluation study plan and reach out to John Bair to find out more about the status of the Large Wood Management Plan.

